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Article. 2 - Whether in the state of innocence there would have been
generation by coition?. . . . ... ... ... p. 658
Question. 99 - OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING AS TO THE
BODY (TWO ARTICLES). . . . ... ... e p. 660

Article. 1 - Whether in the state of innocence children would have had
perfect strength of body as to the use of its members immediately after

birth 2. . p. 660

Article. 2 - Whether, in the primitive state, women would have been

born?. . p. 662
Question. 100 - OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING AS
REGARDS RIGHTEOUSNESS (TWO ARTICLES). . ... ........ p. 662

Article. 1 - Whether men would have been born in a state of

NghteoUSNESS?. . . . . . . p. 663

Article. 2 - Whether in the state of innocence children would have been

born confirmed in righteousness?. . . . ... ... ... ... ... . ... p. 663
Question. 101 - OF THE CONDITION OF THE OFFSPRING AS
REGARDS KNOWLEDGE (TWO ARTICLES). . . . ............. p. 665

Article. 1 - Whether in the state of innocence children would have been

born with perfect knowledge? .......................... p. 665

birth? .......................................... p. 666
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Question. 102 - OF MAN'S ABODE, WHICH IS PARADISE (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 666
Article. 1 - Whether paradise is a corporeal place?. . . .. ........ p. 667
Article. 2 - Whether paradise was a place adapted to be the abode of
AN . . e e e p. 668
Article. 3 - Whether man was placed in paradise to dress it and keep
I p. 670
Article. 4 - Whether man was created in paradise?. . . .. ........ p. 670

TREATISE ON THE CONSERVATION AND GOVERNMENT OF
CREATURES (QQ[103]-119). . . . v e v et e e et p. 671

Question. 103 - Of the Government of Things in General (Eight

Articles). . . . e p. 671
Article. 1 - Whether the world is governed by anyone?. . . .. ... .. p. 671
Article. 2 - Whether the end of the government of the world is something
outside theworld?. . . . . ... ... . . ... . p. 672
Article. 3 - Whether the world is governed by one?. . . ... .... ... p. 673
Article. 4 - Whether the effect of government is one or many?. . . .. p. 674
Article. 5 - Whether all things are subject to the Divine
goOVEeIrNMENt?. . . . . . p. 675

Article. 6 - Whether all things are immediately governed by God?. . . . p. 676
Article. 7 - Whether anything can happen outside the order of the Divine

goOVEeIrNMENt?. . . . . . p. 677
Article. 8 - Whether anything can resist the order of the Divine
JOVEINMENt?. . . . . p. 678
Question. 104 - THE SPECIAL EFFECTS OF THE DIVINE
GOVERNMENT (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... . .. p. 679
Article. 1 - Whether creatures need to be kept in being by God?. . . .. p. 679
Article. 2 - Whether God preserves every creature immediately?. . . . p. 682
Article. 3 - Whether God can annihilate anything?. . . . ... ...... p. 683
Article. 4 - Whether anything is annihilated?. . . . . ... ... ...... p. 684
Question. 105 - OF THE CHANGE OF CREATURES BY GOD (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 685
Article. 1 - Whether God can move the matter immediately to the
fOrm 2. p. 685
Article. 2 - Whether God can move a body immediately?. . . . ... .. p. 686
Article. 3 - Whether God moves the created intellect immediately?. . . p. 687
Article. 4 - Whether God can move the created will?. . . . ... ... .. p. 688
Article. 5 - Whether God works in every agent?. . . . ... ........ p. 689

Article. 6 - Whether God can do anything outside the established order
of nature?. . . . . . . . p. 691
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Article. 7 - Whether whatever God does outside the natural order is

MIraculouSs?. . . . . . . p. 692
Article. 8 - Whether one miracle is greater than another?. . . . .. .. p. 693
Question. 106 - HOW ONE CREATURE MOVES ANOTHER (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 693
Article. 1 - Whether one angel enlightens another?. . . ... ...... p. 694
Article. 2 - Whether one angel moves another angel's will?. . . . . .. p. 695
Article. 3 - Whether an inferior angel can enlighten a superior
angel?. .. e p. 696
Article. 4 - Whether the superior angel enlightens the inferior as regards
all he himself knows?. . . ... ... ... .. .. . . . ... p. 697
Question. 107 - THE SPEECH OF THE ANGELS (FIVE
ARTICLES). . . .. it p. 698
Article. 1 - Whether one angel speaks to another?. . . ... ....... p. 698
Article. 2 - Whether the inferior angel speaks to the superior?. . . . . p. 700
Article. 3 - Whether an angel speaksto God?. . . . ... ......... p. 701
Article. 4 - Whether local distance influences the angelic speech?. . . . p. 701
Article. 5 - Whether all the angels know what one speaks to
another?. . . . . . p. 702
Question. 108 - OF THE ANGELIC DEGREES OF HIERARCHIES AND
ORDERS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ... . . . p. 703
Article. 1 - Whether all the angels are of one hierarchy?. . . . ... .. p. 703
Article. 2 - Whether there are several orders in one hierarchy?. . . . . p. 704
Article. 3 - Whether there are many angels in one order?. . . ... .. p. 705
Article. 4 - Whether the distinction of hierarchies and orders comes from
the angelic nature?. . . . . .. ... . ... .. ... p. 706
Article. 5 - Whether the orders of the angels are properly named?. . . . p. 707
Article. 6 - Whether the grades of the orders are properly
assigned?. . . ... e p. 710
Article. 7 - Whether the orders will outlast the Day of Judgment?. . . . p. 713
Article. 8 - Whether men are taken up into the angelic orders?. . . . . p. 714
Question. 109 - THE ORDERING OF THE BAD ANGELS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 715
Article. 1 - Whether there are orders among the demons?. . . . . . .. p. 715
Article. 2 - Whether among the demons there is precedence?. . . .. p. 716
Article. 3 - Whether there is enlightenment in the demons?. . . . . .. p. 717
Article. 4 - Whether the good angels have precedence over the bad
angels?. . . .. e p. 717

Question. 110 - HOW ANGELS ACT ON BODIES (FOUR
ARTICLES). .\ oottt e e e e e p. 718
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Article. 1 - Whether the corporeal creature is governed by the

angels?. . . .. e p. 718
Article. 2 - Whether corporeal matter obeys the mere will of an
angel?. ... p. 720
Article. 3 - Whether bodies obey the angels as regards local
MOLION 2. . . p. 721
Article. 4 - Whether angels can work miracles?. . . ... ......... p. 722
Question. 111 - THE ACTION OF THE ANGELS ON MAN (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 723
Article. 1 - Whether an angel can enlighten man?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 723
Article. 2 - Whether the angels can change the will of man?. . . . . .. p. 725
Article. 3 - Whether an angel can change man's imagination?. . . . . p. 726
Article. 4 - Whether an angel can change the human senses?. . . . . p. 727
Question. 112 - THE MISSION OF THE ANGELS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 728
Article. 1 - Whether the angels are sent on works of ministry?. . . . . p. 728
Article. 2 - Whether all the angels are sent in ministry?. . . . ... ... p. 729
Article. 3 - Whether all the angels who are sent, assist?. . .. ... .. p. 730
Article. 4 - Whether all the angels of the second hierarchy are
SNt . e p. 731
Question. 113 - OF THE GUARDIANSHIP OF THE GOOD ANGELS
(EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . . . e e e p. 733
Article. 1 - Whether men are guarded by the angels?. . . ... ... .. p. 733
Article. 2 - Whether each man is guarded by an angel?. . . . . ... .. p. 734
Article. 3 - Whether to guard men belongs only to the lowest order of
angels?. . . .. e p. 735
Article. 4 - Whether angels are appointed to the guardianship of all
MEN . . p. 736
Article. 5 - Whether an angel is appointed to guard a man from his
birth?. . p. 737
Article. 6 - Whether the angel guardian ever forsakes a man?. . . . . p. 738
Article. 7 - Whether angels grieve for the ills of those whom they
guard?. . .. e p. 739
Article. 8 - Whether there can be strife or discord among the angels?
.............................................. p. 740
Question. 114 - OF THE ASSAULTS OF THE DEMONS (FIVE
ARTICLES) . . . . . p. 740
Article. 1 - Whether men are assailed by the demons?. . . .. ... .. p. 741
Article. 2 - Whether to tempt is proper to the devil?. . . . ... ... .. p. 741

Article. 3 - Whether all sins are due to the temptation of the devil?. . . p. 742
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Article. 4 - Whether demons can lead men astray by means of real

Mmiracles?. . . . .. . . p. 743
Article. 4 - Whether a demon who is overcome by man, is for this reason
hindered from making further assaults?. . . ... .............. p. 745
Question. 115 - OF THE ACTION OF THE CORPOREAL CREATURE
(SIX ARTICLES). . . . . . p. 745
Article. 1 - Whether a body can be active?. . . ... ............ p. 746
Article. 2 - Whether there are any seminal virtues in corporeal
Matter 2. . . e p. 748
Article. 3 - Whether the heavenly bodies are the cause of what is
produced in bodies here below?. . . . ... ... ... ... ... . .... p. 749
Article. 4 - Whether the heavenly bodies are the cause of human
ACHIONS?. . . p. 751
Article. 5 - Whether heavenly bodies can act on the demons?. . . .. p. 752
Article. 6 - Whether heavenly bodies impose necessity on things subject
to their action?. . . . . . . . .. ... p. 753
Question. 116 - ON FATE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ........... p. 755
Article. 1 - Whether there be such athingasfate?. . ........... p. 755
Article. 2 - Whether fate is in created things?. . . . . ... ........ p. 756
Article. 3 - Whether fate is unchangeable?. . . ... ... ... ...... p. 757
Article. 4 - Whether all things are subject to fate?. . . .. ........ p. 758
Question. 117 - OF THINGS PERTAINING TO THE ACTION OF MAN
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e e p. 758
Article. 1 - Whether one man can teach another?. . . . ... ...... p. 759
Article. 2 - Whether man can teach the angels?. . . . ... ........ p. 761
Article. 3 - Whether man by the power of his soul can change corporeal
0= L = p. 762
Article. 4 - Whether the separate human soul can move bodies at least
locally?. . . . . . p. 763
Question. 118 - OF THE PRODUCTION OF MAN FROM MAN AS TO
THE SOUL (THREE ARTICLES). . . . ... ... . . p. 764
Article. 1 - Whether the sensitive soul is transmitted with the
SEIM BN . o o e p. 764
Article. 2 - Whether the intellectual soul is produced from the
SEM BN . . e p. 766
Article. 3 - Whether human souls were created together at the beginning
of the world?. . . . . ... .. . p. 768
Question. 119 - OF THE PROPAGATION OF MAN AS TO THE BODY
(TWO ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 769
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Article. 1 - Whether some part of the food is changed into true human

NALUNE . . o e e p. 770
Article. 2 - Whether the semen is produced from surplus food?. . . .. p. 773
First Part of the Second Part (FS) (QQ[1]-114). . . ... . ... ... ... .. p. 776
Treatise On The Last End (QQ[1]-5). . . . .. ... ... ... .. ....... p. 776
Prologue. . . . ... . . e p. 776
Question. 1 - OF MAN'S LAST END (EIGHT ARTICLES). . .. ... .. p. 776
Article. 1 - Whether it belongs to man to act foranend?. . . . ... .. p. 776
Article. 2 - Whether it is proper to the rational nature to act for an
BNd 2. p. 777
Article. 3 - Whether human acts are specified by theirend?. . . . . .. p. 778
Article. 4 - Whether there is one last end of human life?. . . . ... .. p. 780
Article. 5 - Whether one man can have several last ends?. . . . . . .. p. 781
Article. 6 - Whether man will all, whatsoever he wills, for the last
BNd 2. . e p. 782
Article. 7 - Whether all men have the same lastend?. . . ... ... .. p. 783
Article. 8 - Whether other creatures concur in that lastend?. . . . . .. p. 784
Question. 2 - OF THOSE THINGS IN WHICH MAN'S HAPPINESS
CONSISTS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . oo oo oot p. 784
Article. 1 - Whether man's happiness consists in wealth?. . . . .. .. p. 784
Article. 2 - Whether man's happiness consists in honors?. . . ... .. p. 786
Article. 3 - Whether man's happiness consists in fame or glory?. . . .. p. 786
Article. 4 - Whether man's happiness consists in power?. . . . ... .. p. 787
Article. 5 - Whether man's happiness consists in any bodily
000d7. . L p. 788
Article. 6 - Whether man's happiness consists in pleasure?. . . .. .. p. 790
Article. 7 - Whether some good of the soul constitutes man's
happiness?. . . . . . p. 791
Article. 8 - Whether any created good constitutes man's
happinesS?. . . . . p. 792
Question. 3 - WHAT IS HAPPINESS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . ... .. p. 793
Article. 1 - Whether happiness is something uncreated?. . . . ... .. p. 794
Article. 2 - Whether happiness is an operation?. . . . ... ........ p. 794
Article. 3 - Whether happiness is an operation of the sensitive part, or
of the intellective partonly?. . . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. ... ..... p. 796
Article. 4 - Whether, if happiness is in the intellective part, it is an
operatlon of the mtellect or of the will2. ..o p. 797

the practlcal intellect?. . . . ... ... ... p. 798
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Article. 6 - Whether happiness consists in the consideration of

speculative SCIENCES?. . . . . . . . i p. 800
Article. 7 - Whether happiness consists in the knowledge of separate
substances, namely, angels?. . . ... ... . ... ... ... .. .. p. 801
Article. 8 - Whether man's happiness consists in the vision of the divine
BSSENCE . o o p. 802
Question. 4 - OF THOSE THINGS THAT ARE REQUIRED FOR
HAPPINESS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . ... ... i p. 803
Article. 1 - Whether delight is required for happiness?. . . .. ... .. p. 803
Article. 2 - Whether in happiness vision ranks before delight?. . . . . p. 804
Article. 3 - Whether comprehension is necessary for happiness?. . . . p. 805
Article. 4 - Whether rectitude of the will is necessary for
happiness?. . . . . . p. 806
Article. 5 - Whether the body is necessary for man's happiness?. . . . p. 807
Article. 6 - Whether perfection of the body is necessary for
happiness?. . . . . . p. 809
Article. 7 - Whether any external goods are necessary for
happinesS?. . . . . . p. 810
Article. 8 - Whether the fellowship of friend is necessary for
happiness?. . . . . . p. 811
Question. 5 - OF THE ATTAINMENT OF HAPPINESS (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 812
Article. 1 - Whether man can attain happiness?. . . . ... ........ p. 812
Article. 2 - Whether one man can be happier than another?. . . . . .. p. 813
Article. 3 - Whether one can be happy in this life?. . . .. ........ p. 814
Article. 4 - Whether happiness once had can be lost?. . . .. ... ... p. 815
Article. 5 - Whether man can attain happiness by his natural
POWETIS ?. o o p. 817
Article. 6 - Whether man attains happiness through the action of some
higher creature?. . . . .. ... . . . . . . . . e p. 818
Article. 7 - Whether any good works are necessary that man may receive
happiness from God?. . ... ..... ... ... . . ... .. .. ... ... p. 819
Article. 8 - Whether every man desires happiness?. . .. ........ p. 820
TREATISE ON HUMAN ACTS: ACTS PECULIAR TO MAN
(QQIBI-21). . . o o e p. 821
Question. 6 - OF THE VOLUNTARY AND THE INVOLUNTARY (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 822
Article. 1 - Whether there is anything voluntary in human acts?. . . . . p. 822

Article. 2 - Whether there is anything voluntary in irrational
animals?. . . . . .. p. 824
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Article. 3 - Whether there can be voluntariness without any act?. . . . . p. 825
Article. 4 - Whether violence can be done tothe will?. . . ... ... .. p. 826
Article. 5 - Whether violence causes involuntariness?. . . . ... .. .. p. 827
Article. 6 - Whether fear causes involuntariness simply?. . . . ... .. p. 828
Article. 7 - Whether concupiscence causes involuntariness?. . . . .. p. 829
Article. 8 - Whether ignorance causes involuntariness?. . . . ... ... p. 830
Question. 7 - OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF HUMAN ACTS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 831
Article. 1 - Whether a circumstance is an accident of a human
ACE . . p. 832
Article. 2 - Whether theologians should take note of the circumstances
of humanacts?. . . ... ... .. . . .. . p. 833
Article. 3 - Whether the circumstances are properly set forth in the third
book of Ethics?. . . . . . . . .. . . . p. 834
Article. 4 - Whether the most important circumstances are 'why' and 'in
what the act consists'?. . . . . . ... ... . ... . p. 835
Question. 8 - OF THE WILL, IN REGARD TO WHAT IT WILLS (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 836
Article. 1 - Whether the will is of good only?. . . .. ............ p. 836
Article. 2 - Whether volition is of the end only, or also of the
MEANS 2. . p. 837
Article. 3 - Whether the will is moved by the same act to the end and
to the means?. . . . .. .. .. . . e p. 839
Question. 9 - OF THAT WHICH MOVES THE WILL (SIX
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 840
Article. 1 - Whether the will is moved by the intellect?. . . ... ... .. p. 840
Article. 2 - Whether the will is moved by the sensitive appetite?. . . . . p. 841
Article. 3 - Whether the will moves itself?. . .. ............... p. 842
Article. 4 - Whether the will is moved by an exterior principle?. . . .. p. 843
Article. 5 - Whether the will is moved by a heavenly body?. . . .. .. p. 844
Article. 6 - Whether the will is moved by God alone, as exterior
Principle?. . . . . . p. 845
Question. 10 - OF THE MANNER IN WHICH THE WILL IS MOVED
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . oot p. 846
Article. 1 - Whether the will is moved to anything naturally?. . . . . .. p. 846
Article. 2 - Whether the will is moved, of necessity, by its object?. . . . p. 848
Article. 3 - Whether the will is moved, of necessity, by the lower
appetlte’? ........................................ p. 849

WhICh IS GOd?. . . . p. 850
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Question. 11 - OF ENJOYMENT [*Or, Fruition], WHICH IS AN ACT OF

THE WILL (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . . . o p. 851
Article. 1 - Whether to enjoy is an act of the appetitive power?. . . . . p. 851
Article. 2 - Whether to enjoy belongs to the rational creature alone, or
also to irrational animals?. . . . ........... .. .. ... .. ..... p. 852
Article. 3 - Whether enjoyment is only of the lastend?. . . . . ... .. p. 853
Article. 4 - Whether enjoyment is only of the end possessed?. . . .. p. 854

Question. 12 - OF INTENTION (FIVE ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 855
Article. 1 - Whether intention is an act of the intellect or of the
WIll?. p. 855
Article. 2 - Whether intention is only of the lastend?. . . . ... ... .. p. 856
Article. 3 - Whether one can intend two things at the same time?. . . . p. 857
Article. 4 - Whether intention of the end is the same act as the volition
of the means?. . . ... ... . . . . .. .. p. 858
Article. 5 - Whether intention is within the competency of irrational
animals?. . . . . .. p. 859

Question. 13 - OF CHOICE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL WITH

REGARD TO THE MEANS (SIX ARTICLES). . . .............. p. 859
Article. 1 - Whether choice is an act of will or of reason?. . . . ... .. p. 860
Article. 2 - Whether choice is to be found in irrational animals?. . . . . p. 860
Article. 3 - Whether choice is only of the means, or sometimes also of
the end?. . . . . p. 862
Article. 4 - Whether choice is of those things only that are done by
US 2t o e e e e p. 862
Article. 5 - Whether choice is only of possible things?. . . ... ... .. p. 863
Article. 6 - Whether man chooses of necessity or freely?. . . . ... .. p. 864

Question. 14 - OF COUNSEL, WHICH PRECEDES CHOICE (SIX

ARTICLES). . . .. ot p. 865
Article. 1 - Whether counsel is an inquiry?. . . ... ............ p. 866
Article. 2 - Whether counsel is of the end, or only of the means?. . . .. p. 867
Article. 3 - Whether counsel is only of things that we do?. . . ... .. p. 867
Article. 4 - Whether counsel is about all things that we do?. . . . . .. p. 868
Article. 5 - Whether the process of counsel is one of analysis?. . . .. p. 869
Article. 6 - Whether the process of counsel is indefinite?. . . . ... .. p. 870

Question. 15 - OF CONSENT, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL IN

REGARD TO THE MEANS (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 871
Article. 1 - Whether consent is an act of the appetitive or of the
apprehensive power?. . .. ... ... . p. 871

Article. 2 - Whether consent is to be found in irrational animals?. . . . . p. 872
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Article. 3 - Whether consent is directed to the end or to the

M ANS . o e p. 873
Article. 4 - Whether consent to the act belongs only to the higher part
of the soul?. . . . . . p. 874
Question. 16 - OF USE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL IN REGARD
TO THE MEANS (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . ... ... ... ........ p. 875
Article. 1 - Whetheruseisan actofthewill?. . . .. ............ p. 875
Article. 2 - Whether use is to be found in irrational animals?. . . . . .. p. 876
Article. 3 - Whether use regards also the lastend?. . . ... ...... p. 876
Article. 4 - Whether use precedes choice?. . . .. ............. p. 877
Question. 17 - OF THE ACTS COMMANDED BY THE WILL (NINE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 878
Article. 1 - Whether command is an act of the reason or of the
WIll 2. e p. 878
Article. 2 - Whether command belongs to irrational animals?. . . . .. p. 879
Article. 3 - Whether use precedes command?. . . ... .......... p. 880
Article. 4 - Whether command and the commanded act are one act, or
distinCt?. . . . .. p. 881
Article. 5 - Whether the act of the will is commanded?. . ... ... .. p. 882
Article. 6 - Whether the act of the reason is commanded?. . . . .. .. p. 883
Article. 7 - Whether the act of the sensitive appetite is
commanded?. . . ... p. 884
Article. 8 - Whether the act of the vegetal soul is commanded?. . . .. p. 885
Article. 9 - Whether the acts of the external members are
commanded?. . . ... p. 886
Question. 18 - OF THE GOOD AND EVIL OF HUMAN ACTS, IN
GENERAL (ELEVEN ARTICLES). . . . . . . .. e p. 887
Article. 1 - Whether every human action is good, or are there evil
actions 2. . . . . p. 888
Article. 2 - Whether the good or evil of a man's action is derived from
ItS Object?. . . . . . p. 889
Article. 3 - Whether man's action is good or evil from a
CIFCUMSTANCE?. . . . . i e e e e e e e e e e e p. 890
Article. 4 - Whether a human action is good or evil from its end?. . . . . p. 891
Article. 5 - Whether a human action is good or evil in its species?. . . . p. 892
Article. 6 - Whether an action has the species of good or evil from its
BNd 2. p. 893

Article. 7 - Whether the species derived from the end is contained under
the species derived from the object, as under its genus, or
CONVEISElY 2. . o o p. 894
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Article. 8 - Whether any action is indifferent in its species?. . . . . .. p. 895
Article. 9 - Whether an individual action can be indifferent?. . . . . .. p. 896
Article. 10 - Whether a circumstance places a moral action in the species
ofgoodorevil?. . . ... .. p. 898
Article. 11 - Whether every circumstance that makes an action better
or worse, places a moral action in a species of good or evil?. . . . .. p. 899
Question. 19 - OF THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF THE INTERIOR
ACT OF THE WILL (TEN ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... . o p. 900
Article. 1 - Whether the goodness of the will depends on the
ObjeCt?. . . p. 900
Article. 2 - Whether the goodness of the will depends on the object
alone 2. . .. e p. 901
Article. 3 - Whether the goodness of the will depends on reason?. . . . p. 902
Article. 4 - Whether the goodness of the will depends on the eternal
AW 2. . p. 903
Article. 5 - Whether the will is evil when it is at variance with erring
FEASON 2. o p. 904
Article. 6 - Whether the will is good when it abides by erring
FRASON . o o p. 905
Article. 7 - Whether the goodness of the will, as regards the means
depends on the intention of theend?. . . . ... .............. p. 907
Article. 8 - Whether the degree of goodness or malice in the will depends
on the degree of good or evil in the intention?. . . . ... ......... p. 908
Article. 9 - Whether the goodness of the will depends on its conformity
to the Divine will?. . . . .. .. ... . . p. 909

Article. 10 - Whether it is necessary for the human will, in order to be
good, to be conformed to the Divine will, as regards the thing

willed?. . . p. 910
Question. 20 - OF GOODNESS AND MALICE IN EXTERNAL HUMAN
AFFAIRS (SIX ARTICLES). . . . . . . . e p. 912

Article. 1 - Whether goodness or malice is first in the action of the will,

or in the external action?. . . ... ........... ... ... ...... p. 912

Article. 2 - Whether the whole goodness and malice of the external

action depends on the goodness of the will?. . . . .. ........... p. 913

Article. 3 - Whether the goodness and malice of the external action are

the same as those of the interioract?. . . ... ............... p. 914

Article. 4 - Whether the external action adds any goodness or malice

to that of the interioract?. . . .. ....... ... ... ... . ... .... p. 915

its goodness ormalice?. . . ... ... ... p. 916
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Article. 6 Whether one and the same external action can be both good

Question. 21 - OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF HUMAN ACTIONS BY
REASON OF THEIR GOODNESS AND MALICE (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 918
Article. 1 - Whether a human action is right or sinful, in so far as it is
good Or evil?. . . . . p. 919
Article. 2 - Whether a human action deserves praise or blame, by reason
ofitsbeinggoodorevil?. . . ... ... .. . ... . p. 920
Article. 3 - Whether a human action is meritorious or demeritorious in
sofarasitisgoodorevil?. ... ..... ... .. ... . ... . ... ... p. 921
Article. 4 - Whether a human action is meritorious or demeritorious
before God, according asitisgood orevil?. . ... ............ p. 922
TREATISE ON THE PASSIONS (QQ[22]-48). . . . . . . v v i i oo p. 923
Question. 22 - OF THE SUBJECT OF THE SOUL'S PASSIONS (THREE
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 923
Article. 1 - Whether any passionisinthesoul?. ... ........... p. 923
Article. 2 - Whether passion is in the appetitive rather than in the
apprehensive part?. . . ... ... p. 924
Article. 3 - Whether passion is in the sensitive appetite rather than in
the intellectual appetite, which is called the will?. . . ... ... ..... p. 926
Question. 23 - HOW THE PASSIONS DIFFER FROM ONE ANOTHER
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e e p. 927
Article. 1 - Whether the passions of the concupiscible part are different
from those of the irascible part?. . . ... ... ... .. ... . ... ... p. 927
Article. 2 - Whether the contrariety of the irascible passions is based
on the contrariety of good and evil?. . . . . ................. p. 928
Article. 3 - Whether any passion of the soul has no contrariety?. . . . . p. 929
Article. 4 - Whether in the same power, there are any passions
specifically different, but not contrary to one another?. . . ... ... .. p. 930
Question. 24 - OF GOOD AND EVIL IN THE PASSIONS OF THE SOUL
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e p. 931
Article. 1 - Whether moral good and evil can be found in the passions
of the soul?. . . . . . p. 932
Article. 2 - Whether every passion of the soul is evil morally?. . . . .. p. 932
Article. 3 - Whether passion increases or decreases the goodness or
malice of an act?. . . . ... ... . . ... p. 933
Article. 4 - Whether any passion is good or evil in its species?. . . . . p. 935

Question. 25 - OF THE ORDER OF THE PASSIONS TO ONE ANOTHER
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . o\ ottt e e e p. 936
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Article. 1 - Whether the irascible passions precede the concupiscible

PAaSSIONS, OF VICE VEISA?. . . . . v v i it et e e et e e p. 936
Article. 2 - Whether love is the first of the concupiscible passions?. . . p. 937
Article. 3 - Whether hope is the first of the irascible passions?. . . .. p. 938
Article. 4 - Whether these are the four principal passions: joy, sadness,

hope and fear?. . . . . .. ... . . . . ... p. 940

Question. 26 - OF THE PASSIONS OF THE SOUL IN PARTICULAR:

AND FIRST, OF LOVE (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... ............. p. 941
Article. 1 - Whether love is in the concupiscible power?. . . . ... .. p. 941
Article. 2 - Whether love isa passion?. . . .. ................ p. 942
Article. 3 - Whether love is the same as dilection?. . . . ... ...... p. 943
Article. 4 - Whether love is properly divided into love of friendship and
love of concupiscence?. . . .. ... ... ... p. 944

Question. 27 - OF THE CAUSE OF LOVE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 945
Article. 1 - Whether good is the only cause of love?. . . . ... ... .. p. 945
Article. 2 - Whether knowledge is a cause of love?. . . . ... ... ... p. 946
Article. 3 - Whether likeness is a cause of love?. . . ... ... ..... p. 946
Article. 4 - Whether any other passion of the soul is a cause of
lOVe 2. p. 948

Question. 28 - OF THE EFFECTS OF LOVE (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 949
Article. 1 - Whether union is an effectof love?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 949
Article. 2 - Whether mutual indwelling is an effect of love?. . . . . . .. p. 950
Article. 3 - Whether ecstasy is an effect of love?. . . .. ... ...... p. 951
Article. 4 - Whether zeal is an effect of love?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 952
Article. 5 - Whether love is a passion that wounds the lover?. . . . . . p. 953
Article. 6 - Whether love is cause of all that the lover does?. . . . . .. p. 954

Question. 29 - OF HATRED (SIX ARTICLES). . . ... ........... p. 955
Article. 1 - Whether evil is the cause and object of hatred?. . . . . .. p. 955
Article. 2 - Whether love is a cause of hatred?. . . . . ... ....... p. 956
Article. 3 - Whether hatred is stronger than love?. . . .. ... ...... p. 957
Article. 4 - Whether a man can hate himself?. . . . ............ p. 958
Article. 5 - Whether a man can hate the truth?. . . ... ... ...... p. 959
Article. 6 - Whether anything can be an object of universal
hatred?. . . . .. p. 960

Question. 30 - OF CONCUPISCENCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... .. p. 961
Article. 1 - Whether concupiscence is in the sensitive appetite
ONIY 2. p. 961
Article. 2 - Whether concupiscence is a specific passion?. . . ... .. p. 962

natural?. . . ... p. 963
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Article. 4 - Whether concupiscence is infinite?. . . . . ... ........ p. 964
Question. 31 - OF DELIGHT CONSIDERED IN ITSELF [*Or, Pleasure]
(EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 965

Article. 1 - Whether delightis a passion?. . . . ............... p. 965

Article. 2 - Whether delight isintime?. . . . ................. p. 967

Article. 3 - Whether delight differs fromjoy?. . ... ... ......... p. 967

Article. 4 - Whether delight is in the intellectual appetite?. . . . .. .. p. 968

Article. 5 - Whether bodily and sensible pleasures are greater than

spiritual and intellectual pleasures?. . . ................... p. 969

Article. 6 - Whether the pleasures of touch are greater than the pleasures

afforded by the other senses?. . . . .. ........ .. .. ......... p. 971

Article. 7 - Whether any pleasure is not natural?. . . .. ......... p. 972

Article. 8 - Whether one pleasure can be contrary to another?. . . . . p. 973
Question. 32 - OF THE CAUSE OF PLEASURE (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 974

Article. 1 - Whether operation is the proper cause of pleasure?. . . . . p. 974

Article. 2 - Whether movement is a cause of pleasure?. . . .. ... .. p. 975

Article. 3 - Whether hope and memory causes pleasure?. . . ... .. p. 976

Article. 4 - Whether sadness causes pleasure?. . . ... ......... p. 977

Article. 5 - Whether the actions of others are a cause of pleasure to

US 2t o e e e e p. 978

Article. 6 - Whether doing good to another is a cause of

Pleasure?. . . . . . p. 979

Article. 7 - Whether likeness is a cause of pleasure?. . . ... ... .. p. 980

Article. 8 - Whether wonder is a cause of pleasure?. . . . ... ... .. p. 981
Question. 33 - OF THE EFFECTS OF PLEASURE (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 982

Article. 1 - Whether expansion is an effect of pleasure?. . . . ... .. p. 982

Article. 2 - Whether pleasure causes thirst or desire for itself?. . . . . p. 983

Article. 3 - Whether pleasure hinders the use of reason?. . . . ... .. p. 984

Article. 4 - Whether pleasure perfects operation?. . . ... ........ p. 985
Question. 34 - OF THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF PLEASURES
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e p. 986

Article. 1 - Whether every pleasureisevil?. . .. .............. p. 986

Article. 2 - Whether every pleasureisgood?. . . .. ............ p. 988

Article. 3 - Whether any pleasure is the greatest good?. . . . . ... .. p. 989

Article. 4 - Whether pleasure is the measure or rule by which to judge

of moral good or evil?. . ... ... ... ... ... .. p. 990

Question. 35 - OF PAIN OR SORROW, IN ITSELF (EIGHT
ARTICLES). .\ oottt e e e e e p. 991
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Article. 1 - Whether pain is a passion of the soul?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 991
Article. 2 - Whether sorrow is the same aspain?. . ............ p. 992
Article. 3 - Whether sorrow or pain is contrary to pleasure?. . . .. .. p. 993
Article. 4 - Whether all sorrow is contrary to all pleasure?. . . ... .. p. 994
Article. 5 - Whether there is any sorrow contrary to the pleasure of
contemplation?. . . . . .. ... p. 996
Article. 6 - Whether sorrow is to be shunned more than pleasure is to
be sought?. . ... ... . .. ... p. 998
Article. 7 - Whether outward pain is greater than interior sorrow?. . . . p. 999
Article. 8 - Whether there are only four species of sorrow?. . . . . .. p. 1000
Question. 36 - OF THE CAUSES OF SORROW OR PAIN (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1002
Article. 1 - Whether sorrow is caused by the loss of good or by the
presence of evil?. . ... ... ... .. p. 1002
Article. 2 - Whether desire is a cause of sorrow?. . . .. ......... p. 1003
Article. 3 - Whether the craving for unity is a cause of sorrow?. . . .. p. 1004
Article. 4 - Whether an irresistible power is a cause of sorrow?. . . .. p. 1005
Question. 37 - OF THE EFFECTS OF PAIN OR SORROW (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 1006
Article. 1 - Whether pain deprives one of the power to learn?. . . . .. p. 1006
Article. 2 - Whether the effect of sorrow or pain is to burden the
SOUl?. o p. 1007
Article. 3 - Whether sorrow or pain weakens all activity?. . . . ... .. p. 1008
Article. 4 - Whether sorrow is more harmful to the body than the other
passions of the soul?. . . . . ... ... ... .. . ... p. 1009
Question. 38 - OF THE REMEDIES OF SORROW OR PAIN (FIVE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1010
Article. 1 - Whether pain or sorrow is assuaged by every
Pleasure?. . . . . . p. 1010
Article. 2 - Whether pain or sorrow is assuaged by tears?. . . ... .. p. 1011
Article. 3 - Whether pain or sorrow are assuaged by the sympathy of
friends?. . . ... e p. 1012
Article. 4 - Whether pain and sorrow are assuaged by the contemplation
of truth?. . . . . . . p. 1013
Article. 5 - Whether pain and sorrow are assuaged by sleep and
baths?. . . . .. . p. 1014
Question. 39 - OF THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF SORROW OR
PAIN (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... .. e p. 1014
Article. 1 - Whether all sorrow isevil?. . .. ................. p. 1015
Article. 2 - Whether sorrow can be a virtuous good?. . . . ... ... .. p. 1016
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Article. 3 - Whether sorrow can be a useful good?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 1016
Article. 4 - Whether bodily pain is the greatestevil?. . . ... ...... p. 1017
Question. 40 - OF THE IRASCIBLE PASSIONS, AND FIRST, OF HOPE
AND DESPAIR (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ... ... ... ... . ... ..., p. 1018
Article. 1 - Whether hope is the same as desire of cupidity?. . . . . .. p. 1019
Article. 2 - Whether hope is in the apprehensive or in the appetitive
POWET ?. . o o p. 1020
Article. 3 - Whether hope is in dumb animals?. . . . ... ......... p. 1021
Article. 4 - Whether despair is contrary to hope?. . . .. ... ...... p. 1022
Article. 5 - Whether experience is a cause of hope?. . . . ... ... .. p. 1023
Article. 6 - Whether hope abounds in young men and drunkards?. . . . p. 1024
Article. 7 - Whether hope is a cause of love?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 1024
Article. 8 - Whether hope is a help or a hindrance to action?. . . . .. p. 1025
Question. 41 - OF FEAR, IN ITSELF (FOUR ARTICLES). ... .. ... p. 1026
Article. 1 - Whether fear is a passion of the soul?. . . ... ....... p. 1026
Article. 2 - Whether fear is a special passion?. . . . ... ......... p. 1027
Article. 3 - Whether there is a naturalfear?. . . ... ... ......... p. 1028
Article. 4 - Whether the species of fear is suitably assigned?. . . . .. p. 1029
Question. 42 - OF THE OBJECT OF FEAR (SIX ARTICLES). . . . . .. p. 1030
Article. 1 - Whether the object of fearis good orevil?. . . ... ..... p. 1030
Article. 2 - Whether evil of nature is an object of fear?. . . .. ... .. p. 1031
Article. 3 - Whether the evil of sin is an object of fear?. . . .. ... .. p. 1032
Article. 4 - Whether fear itself can be feared?. . . . .. ... ....... p. 1033
Article. 5 - Whether sudden things are especially feared?. . . ... .. p. 1034
Article. 6 - Whether those things are more feared, for which there is no
remedy ?. . . .. p. 1035
Question. 43 - OF THE CAUSE OF FEAR (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 1036
Article. 1 - Whether love is the cause of fear?. . . . .. .......... p. 1036
Article. 2 - Whether defect is the cause of fear?. . . . .. ... ...... p. 1037
Question. 44 - OF THE EFFECTS OF FEAR (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1038
Article. 1 - Whether fear causes contraction?. . . . ............ p. 1038
Article. 2 - Whether fear makes one suitable for counsel? . . . ... .. p. 1039
Article. 3 - Whether fear makes one tremble?. . . .. ... ........ p. 1040
Article. 4 - Whether fear hinders action?. . . .. .............. p. 1041
Question. 45 - OF DARING (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 1042
Article. 1 - Whether daring is contrarytofear?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 1042
Article. 2 - Whether daring ensues from hope?. . . . ... ..... ... p. 1042
Artlcle 3 - Whether some defect is a cause of darlng? .......... p. 1043

of danger? ....................................... p. 1045
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Question. 46 - OF ANGER, IN ITSELF (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ... .. p. 1046
Article. 1 - Whether anger is a special passion?. . .. .......... p. 1046
Article. 2 - Whether the object of angeris good orevil?. . . . ... ... p. 1047
Article. 3 - Whether anger is in the concupiscible faculty?. . . . .. .. p. 1048
Article. 4 - Whether anger requires an act of reason?. . . . ... .. .. p. 1049
Article. 5 - Whether anger is more natural than desire?. . . . ... ... p. 1050
Article. 6 - Whether anger is more grievous than hatred?. . . . . . .. p. 1051
Article. 7 - Whether anger is only towards those to whom one has an
obligation of justice?. . .. ... ... ... . . .. . ... . p. 1052
Article. 8 - Whether the species of anger are suitably assigned?. . . . . p. 1053

Question. 47 - OF THE CAUSE THAT PROVOKES ANGER, AND OF
THE REMEDIES OF ANGER (FOUR ARTICLES) [*There is no further

mention of these remedies in the text, exceptin A[4].]. . ... ....... p. 1054
Article. 1 - Whether the motive of anger is always something done
againstthe one whoisangry?. . . . ... ... .. . . ... .. ... p. 1054
Article. 2 - Whether the sole motive of anger is slight or
CONtEMPL?. . . . p. 1055
Article. 3 - Whether a man's excellence is the cause of his being
ANGIY 2. o p. 1057
Article. 4 - Whether a person's defect is a reason for being more easily
angry with him?. . .. ... ... ... . . . . p. 1057

Question. 48 - OF THE EFFECTS OF ANGER (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . p. 1058
Article. 1 - Whether anger causes pleasure?. . . .. ............ p. 1058
Article. 2 - Whether anger above all causes fervor in the heart?. . . . . p. 1059
Article. 3 - Whether anger above all hinders the use of reason?. . . . . p. 1061
Article. 4 - Whether anger above all causes taciturnity?. . . . ... .. p. 1062

TREATISE ON HABITS (QQ[49]-54). . . . . . . . . . i p. 1063

Question. 49 - OF HABITS IN GENERAL, AS TO THEIR SUBSTANCE

(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e p. 1063
Article. 1 - Whether habitisa quality?. . . ... ............... p. 1063
Article. 2 - Whether habit is a distinct species of quality?. . . . ... .. p. 1064
Article. 3 - Whether habit implies orderto anact?. . . . ......... p. 1067
Article. 4 - Whether habits are necessary?. . . ... ............ p. 1068

Question. 50 - OF THE SUBJECT OF HABITS (SIX ARTICLES). . . .. p. 1069
Article. 1 - Whether there is a habit in the body?. . . .. ... ...... p. 1069
Article. 2 - Whether the soul is the subject of habit in respect of its
essence orin respect of itspower?. . . . ... ... . L p. 1071
Article. 3 - Whether there can be any habits in the powers of the sensitive
PANS 2. . p. 1072

Article. 4 - Whether there is any habit in the intellect?. . . ... ... .. p. 1073
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Article. 5 - Whether any habitisinthewill?. . .. .............. p. 1075
Article. 6 - Whether there are habits in the angels?. . . ... ...... p. 1075
Question. 51 - OF THE CAUSE OF HABITS, AS TO THEIR FORMATION
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . .ottt e e e e p. 1077
Article. 1 - Whether any habit is from nature?. . . ... .......... p. 1077
Article. 2 - Whether any habit is caused by acts?. . . ... ........ p. 1079
Article. 3 - Whether a habit can be caused by one act?. . . .. ... .. p. 1080
Article. 4 - Whether any habits are infused in man by God?. . . .. .. p. 1081
Question. 52 - OF THE INCREASE OF HABITS (THREE
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 1082
Article. 1 - Whether habitsincrease?. . . . ... ............... p. 1082
Article. 2 - Whether habits increases by addition?. . . .. ........ p. 1085
Article. 3 - Whether every act increases its habit?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 1086
Question. 53 - HOW HABITS ARE CORRUPTED OR DIMINISHED
(THREE ARTICLES). . . . ... e p. 1087
Article. 1 - Whether a habit can be corrupted?. . . . . ... ........ p. 1087
Article. 2 - Whether a habit can diminish?. . . ... ............ p. 1088
Article. 3 - Whether a habit is corrupted or diminished through mere
cessation from act?. . . . . ... ... p. 1090
Question. 54 - OF THE DISTINCTION OF HABITS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1091
Article. 1 - Whether many habits can be in one power?. . . .. ... .. p. 1091
Article. 2 - Whether habits are distinguished by their objects?. . . . . p. 1092
Article. 3 - Whether habits are divided into good and bad?. . . . .. .. p. 1093
Article. 4 - Whether one habit is made up of many habits?. . . . .. .. p. 1094

TREATISE ON HABITS IN PARTICULAR (QQ[55]-89) GOOD HABITS,

l.e. VIRTUES (QQI[55]-70). . . . . . e p. 1095
Question. 55 - OF THE VIRTUES, AS TO THEIR ESSENCE (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1095

Article. 1 - Whether human virtueisa habit?. . . .. ............ p. 1096
Article. 2 - Whether human virtue is an operative habit?. . . . ... .. p. 1097
Article. 3 - Whether human virtue is a good habit?. . . . ... ...... p. 1098
Article. 4 - Whether virtue is suitably defined?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 1099
Question. 56 - OF THE SUBJECT OF VIRTUE (SIX ARTICLES). . . .. p. 1100
Article. 1 - Whether the subject of virtue is a power of the soul?. . . .. p. 1101
Article. 2 - Whether one virtue can be in several powers?. . . ... .. p. 1101
Artlcle 3 - Whether the mtellect can be the subject of virtue?. . . . .. p. 1102

subject of virtue?. . . . . . . . p. 1104
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Article. 5 - Whether the sensitive powers of apprehension are the subject

of virtue?. . . . . . . . e p. 1105
Article. 6 - Whether the will can be the subject of virtue?. . . . ... .. p. 1106
Question. 57 - OF THE |INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1107
Article. 1 - Whether the habits of the speculative intellect are
VIIUES?. . . p. 1107
Article. 2 - Whether there are only three habits of the speculative
intellect, viz. wisdom, science and understanding?. . . ... ....... p. 1109
Article. 3 - Whether the intellectual habit, art, is a virtue?. . . . ... .. p. 1110
Article. 4 - Whether prudence is a distinct virtue from art?. . . . .. .. p. 1111
Article. 5 - Whether prudence is a virtue necessary to man?. . . . .. p. 1112
Article. 6 - Whether 'eubulia, synesis, and gnome' are virtues annexed
to prudence? [*{euboulia, synesis, gnome}]. . . . ... ... . ... ... p. 1114
Question. 58 - OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MORAL AND
INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES (FIVE ARTICLES). . .. ............ p. 1115
Article. 1 - Whether every virtue is a moral virtue?. . . . . ... ..... p. 1115
Article. 2 - Whether moral virtue differs from intellectual virtue?. . . . . p. 1116
Article. 3 - Whether virtue is adequately divided into moral and
intellectual?. . . . . . . ... . . . p. 1117

Article. 4 - Whether there can be moral without intellectual virtue?. . . p. 1119
Article. 5 - Whether there can be intellectual without moral virtue?. . . p. 1120
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(FIVE ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 1121
Article. 1 - Whether moral virtue is a passion?. . . . ... ......... p. 1121
Article. 2 - Whether there can be moral virtue with passion?. . . . .. p. 1122
Article. 3 - Whether sorrow is compatible with moral virtue?. . . . . .. p. 1123
Article. 4 - Whether all the moral virtues are about the passions?. . . . p. 1124
Article. 5 - Whether there can be moral virtue without passion?. . . . . p. 1125

Question. 60 - HOW THE MORAL VIRTUES DIFFER FROM ONE

ANOTHER (FIVE ARTICLES). . . . ... p. 1126
Article. 1 - Whether there is only one moral virtue?. . . . ... ... .. p. 1126
Article. 2 - Whether moral virtues about operations are different from
those that are about passions?. . . . ........ ... .. ..... p. 1127
Article. 3 - Whether there is only one moral virtue about
OperationNS . . . . . . p. 1128
Article. 4 - Whether there are different moral virtues about different
passmns? ....................................... p. 1130

of the passmns? ................................... p. 1131

xliii



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Question. 61 - OF THE CARDINAL VIRTUES (FIVE ARTICLES). . . .. p. 1133
Article. 1 - Whether the moral virtues should be called cardinal or
principal virtues?. . . . . . . . . ... p. 1133
Article. 2 - Whether there are four cardinal virtues?. . . . .. ... ... p. 1134
Article. 3 - Whether any other virtues should be called principal rather
than these?. . . . .. .. . . . . . . e p. 1135
Article. 4 - Whether the four cardinal virtues differ from one another?
.............................................. p. 1136
Article. 5 - Whether the cardinal virtues are fittingly divided into social
virtues, perfecting, perfect, and exemplar virtues?. . . . . ... ... .. p. 1137

Question. 62 - OF THE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1139
Article. 1 - Whether there are any theological virtues?. . . .. ... .. p. 1140
Article. 2 - Whether the theological virtues are distinct from the
intellectual and moral virtues?. . . .. ....... ... ... ... .. .... p. 1141
Article. 3 - Whether faith, hope, and charity are fittingly reckoned as
theological virtues?. . . ... ... . . . . . . . . p. 1141
Article. 4 - Whether faith precedes hope, and hope charity?. . . . . .. p. 1143

Question. 63 - OF THE CAUSE OF VIRTUES (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . p. 1144
Article. 1 - Whether virtue isinus by nature? . . . .. ... ........ p. 1144
Article. 2 - Whether any virtue is caused in us by habituation?. . . . . p. 1145
Article. 3 - Whether any moral virtues are in us by infusion?. . . . . .. p. 1146
Article. 4 - Whether virtue by habituation belongs to the same species
as infused virtue?. . . . . . ... . p. 1147

Question. 64 - OF THE MEAN OF VIRTUE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. p. 1148
Article. 1 - Whether moral virtues observe the mean?. . . ... ... .. p. 1148
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rational mean?. . . . . ... p. 1150
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Article. 4 - Whether the theological virtues observe the mean?. . . .. p. 1152

Question. 65 - OF THE CONNECTION OF VIRTUES (FIVE

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1153
Article. 1 - Whether the moral virtues are connected with one
another?. . . . . . p. 1153
Article. 2 - Whether moral virtues can be without charity?. . . . .. .. p. 1155
Article. 3 - Whether charity can be without moral virtue?. . . . ... .. p. 1157
Article. 4 - Whether faith and hope can be without charity?. . . . . .. p. 1158
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ARTICLES). . . oo p. 1160
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Article. 1 - Whether one virtue can be greater or less than

another?. . . ... ... p. 1160
Article. 2 - Whether all the virtues that are together in one man, are
equal?. . . p. 1161
Article. 3 - Whether the moral virtues are better than the intellectual
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 1162
Article. 4 - Whether justice is the chief of the moral virtues?. . . . . .. p. 1164
Article. 5 - Whether wisdom is the greatest of the intellectual
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 1165
Article. 6 - Whether charity is the greatest of the theological
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 1166
Question. 67 - OF THE DURATION OF VIRTUES AFTER THIS LIFE
(SIX ARTICLES). . . . oo ottt e e p. 1167
Article. 1 - Whether the moral virtues remain after this life?. . . . . .. p. 1168
Article. 2 - Whether the intellectual virtues remain after this life?. . . . . p. 1169
Article. 3 - Whether faith remains after this life?. . . . ... ........ p. 1170
Article. 4 - Whether hope remains after death, in the state of
OlorY 2. e p. 1172
Article. 5 - Whether anything of faith or hope remains in glory?. . . . . p. 1173
Article. 6 - Whether charity remains after this life, in glory?. . . . . .. p. 1174
Question. 68 - OF THE GIFTS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . ... ... ... .. p. 1175
Article. 1 - Whether the Gifts differ from the virtues?. . . . ... ... .. p. 1175
Article. 2 - Whether the gifts are necessary to man for salvation?. . . . p. 1178
Article. 3 - Whether the gifts of the Holy Ghost are habits?. . . . . .. p. 1179
Article. 4 - Whether the seven gifts of the Holy Ghost are suitably
enumerated?. . . . ... p. 1180
Article. 5 - Whether the gifts of the Holy Ghost are connected?. . . . . p. 1182
Article. 6 - Whether the gifts of the Holy Ghost remain in heaven?. . . . p. 1183
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dignity 2. . . o e p. 1184
Article. 8 - Whether the virtues are more excellent than the gifts?. . . . p. 1186
Question. 69 - OF THE BEATITUDES (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... ... p. 1187
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OIS . L p. 1187
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enumerated?. . . . ... e p. 1192

xlv



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Question. 70 - OF THE FRUITS OF THE HOLY GHOST (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1194
Article. 1 - Whether the fruits of the Holy Ghost which the Apostle
enumerates (Gal. 5) areacts?. . . . ... ... . ... p. 1194
Article. 2 - Whether the fruits differ from the beatitudes?. . . . ... .. p. 1195
Article. 3 - Whether the fruits are suitably enumerated by the
Apostle?. . . p. 1196
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ofthe flesh?. . . . . .. . . . . . . p. 1198
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Article. 4 - Whether sin is compatible with virtue?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 1202
Article. 5 - Whether every sin includes an action?. . ... ........ p. 1203
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contrary to the eternal law?. . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... .. ..., p. 1205

Question. 72 - OF THE DISTINCTION OF SINS (NINE ARTICLES). . . p. 1206
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Article. 7 - Whether a man may merit restoration after a fall?. . . . . . p. 1547
Article. 8 - Whether a man may merit the increase of grace or
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Article. 4 - Whether it is necessary to believe those things which can

be proved by natural reason?. . . ... ... ... ... ... ... . ... p. 1569

Article. 5 - Whether man is bound to believe anything explicitly?. . . . . p. 1570

Article. 6 - Whether all are equally bound to have explicit faith?. . . . . p. 1572

Article. 7 - Whether it is necessary for the salvation of all, that they
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Question. 17 - Of Hope, Considered in Itself (Eight Articles). . . . . . .. p. 1652
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Ixii



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Article. 1 - Whether there should be a precept of hope?. . . . ... .. p. 1685
Article. 2 - Whether there should have been given a precept of
fear?. . e p. 1686
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Question. 25 - OF THE OBJECT OF CHARITY (TWELVE
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 1711
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charity?. . . . . e p. 1713
Article. 4 - Whether a man ought to love himself out of charity?. . . . . p. 1714
Article. 5 - Whether a man ought to love his body out of charity?. . . . . p. 1715
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Article. 3 - Whether corporal alms are of more account than spiritual
alms?. . . e p. 1767
Article. 4 - Whether corporal almsdeeds have a spiritual effect?. . . . . p. 1768
Article. 5 - Whether almsgiving is a matter of precept?. . . . . ... .. p. 1769
Article. 6 - Whether one ought to give alms out of what one
NEEAS ?. . . . p. 1771
Article. 7 - Whether one may give alms out of ill-gotten goods?. . . . . p. 1772
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Question. 42 - OF SEDITION (TWO ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 1820
Article. 1 - Whether sedition is a special sin distinct from other
SINS 2. o p. 1820
Article. 2 - Whether sedition is always a mortal sin?. . . ... ...... p. 1821
Question. 43 - OF SCANDAL (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 1822
Article. 1 - Whether scandal is fittingly defined as being something less
rightly said or done that occasions spiritual downfall?. . . ... ... .. p. 1823
Article. 2 - Whether scandal isasin?. . ................... p. 1824
Article. 3 - Whether scandal is a special sin?. . .. ............ p. 1825
Artlcle 4 - Whether scandal isamortalsin?. . ............... p. 1826

perfect? ........................................ p. 1827
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Article. 6 - Whether active scandal can be found in the perfect?. . . . . p. 1828
Article. 7 - Whether spiritual goods should be foregone on account of
scandal?. . . . ... p. 1829
Article. 8 - Whether temporal goods should be foregone on account of
scandal?. . .. ... p. 1831
Question. 44 - OF THE PRECEPTS OF CHARITY (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 1832
Article. 1 - Whether any precept should be given about charity?. . . . . p. 1833
Article. 2 - Whether there should have been given two precepts of
charity?. . . . p. 1834
Article. 3 - Whether two precepts of charity suffice?. . . ... ...... p. 1835
Article. 4 - Whether it is fittingly commanded that man should love God
with hiswhole heart?. . . .. ... ... . ... . . . .. p. 1836

Article. 5 - Whether to the words, 'Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with
thy whole heart,’ it was fitting to add ‘and with thy whole soul, and with

thy whole strength'?. . . . . . . ... . p. 1837
Article. 6 - Whether it is possible in this life to fulfil this precept of the
love of God?. . ... .. . . . p. 1838
Article. 7 - Whether the precept of love of our neighbor is fittingly
expressed?. . . ... e p. 1839
Article. 8 - Whether the order of charity is included in the precept?. . . p. 1840
Question. 45 - OF THE GIFT OF WISDOM (SIX ARTICLES). . . . . .. p. 1840
Article. 1 - Whether wisdom should be reckoned among the gifts of the
Holy Ghost?. . . . . . . . p. 1841
Article. 2 - Whether wisdom is in the intellect as its subject?. . . . . . p. 1842
Article. 3 - Whether wisdom is merely speculative, or practical
alsS0 2. . e p. 1843
Article. 4 - Whether wisdom can be without grace, and with mortal
SIN 2. e p. 1844
Article. 5 - Whether wisdom is in all who have grace?. . . ... ... .. p. 1844
Article. 6 - Whether the seventh beatitude corresponds to the gift of
WIiSAOM 2. . . . e p. 1846
Question. 46 - OF FOLLY WHICH IS OPPOSED TO WISDOM (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1847
Article. 1 - Whether folly is contrary to wisdom?. . . . ... ........ p. 1847
Article. 2 - Whether follyisasin?. . . ..................... p. 1848
Article. 3 - Whether folly is a daughter of lust?. . . . .. .......... p. 1849
TREATISE ON THE CARDINAL VIRTUES (QQ[47]-170). . ... ... .. p. 1850
Question. 47 - Of Prudence, Considered In Itself (Sixteen Articles). . . . p. 1850
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Article. 1 - Whether prudence is in the cognitive or in the appetitive

faculty?. . . . . e p. 1850
Article. 2 - Whether prudence belongs to the practical reason alone or

also to the speculative reason?. . . . . ... .. ... ... . ... p. 1851
Article. 3 - Whether prudence takes cognizance of singulars?. . . .. p. 1852
Article. 4 - Whether prudenceisavirtue?. . . .. .............. p. 1853
Article. 5 - Whether prudence is a special virtue?. . . . .. ........ p. 1854
Article. 6 - Whether prudence appoints the end to moral virtues?. . . . p. 1855
Article. 7 - Whether it belongs to prudence to find the mean in moral

VIIUES?. . . p. 1856
Article. 8 - Whether command is the chief act of prudence?. . . . . .. p. 1857
Article. 9 - Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?. .. ........ p. 1858
Article. 10 - Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?. . . ... ... .. p. 1858
Article. 11 - Whether prudence about one's own good is specifically the

same as that which extends to the common good?. . .. ... ..... p. 1859
Article. 12 - Whether prudence is in subjects, or only in their

FULBIS 2. o p. 1860
Article. 13 - Whether prudence can be in sinners?. . .. ... ...... p. 1861
Article. 14 - Whether prudence is in all who have grace?. . . . ... .. p. 1862
Article. 15 - Whether prudence is in us by nature?. . . . ... ...... p. 1863

Article. 16 - Whether prudence can be lost through forgetfulness?. . . p. 1864
Question. 48 - OF THE PARTS OF PRUDENCE (ONE ARTICLE). . . . p. 1865
Article. 1 - Whether three parts of prudence are fittingly

assigned?. . . . .. e p. 1865
Question. 49 - OF EACH QUASI-INTEGRAL PART OF PRUDENCE
(EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . . e e e p. 1867

Article. 1 - Whether memory is a part of prudence?. . . . ........ p. 1867

Article. 2 - Whether understanding* is a part of prudence? [*Otherwise

intuition; Aristotle's word is{nous}]. . . ... .. ... ... ... .. ... p. 1869

Article. 3 - Whether docility should be accounted a part of

Prudence?. . . . . . . . p. 1870

Article. 4 - Whether shrewdness is part of prudence?. . . ... ... .. p. 1870

Article. 5 - Whether reason should be reckoned a part of

Prudence?. . . . . . . . p. 1871

Article. 6 - Whether foresight* should be accounted a part of prudence?
[*'Providentia,” which may be translated either 'providence' or

foresight.’]. . . . . . p. 1872
Article. 7 - Whether circumspection can be a part of prudence?. . . .. p. 1873
Article. 8 - Whether caution should be reckoned a part of

Prudence?. . . . . . . . p. 1874
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Question. 50 - OF THE SUBJECTIVE PARTS OF PRUDENCE (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1875
Article. 1 - Whether a species of prudence is regnative?. . . . ... .. p. 1875
Article. 2 - Whether political prudence is fittingly accounted a part of
PrUdENCE?. . . . . p. 1876
Article. 3 - Whether a part of prudence should be reckoned to be
domestiC?. . . . . . . p. 1877
Article. 4 - Whether military prudence should be reckoned a part of
PrUdENCE . . . . . p. 1878

Question. 51 - OF THE VIRTUES WHICH ARE CONNECTED WITH

PRUDENCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... i p. 1878
Article. 1 - Whether {euboulia} (deliberating well) is a virtue?. . . . .. p. 1879
Article. 2 - Whether {euboulia} (deliberating well) is a special virtue,
distinct from prudence?. . . . ... ... ... ... p. 1880
Article. 3 - Whether {synesis} (judging well according to common law)
ISAVIIUB?. . . . p. 1881
Article. 4 - Whether {gnome} (judging well according to general law) is
a special VIrtue?. . . . . . . e p. 1882

Question. 52 - OF THE GIFT OF COUNSEL (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. p. 1883
Article. 1 - Whether counsel should be reckoned among the gifts of the
Holy Ghost?. . . . . . . . p. 1883
Article. 2 - Whether the gift of counsel corresponds to the virtue of
PrUdENCE?. . . . . p. 1884
Article. 3 - Whether the gift of counsel remains in heaven?. . . .. .. p. 1885
Article. 4 - Whether the fifth beatitude, which is that of mercy,
corresponds to the gift of counsel?. . . ... ... ... ... ...... p. 1886

Question. 53 - OF IMPRUDENCE (SIX ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 1887
Article. 1 - Whether imprudenceisasin?. . . ................ p. 1888
Article. 2 - Whether imprudence is a special sin?. . . ... ........ p. 1889
Article. 3 - Whether precipitation is a sin included in imprudence?. . . . p. 1890
Article. 4 - Whether thoughtlessness is a special sin included in
PrUdENCE?. . . . . p. 1891
Article. 5 - Whether inconstancy is a vice contained under
Prudence?. . . . . . . . p. 1892
Article. 6 - Whether the aforesaid vices arise from lust?. . . . ... .. p. 1893

Question. 54 - OF NEGLIGENCE (THREE ARTICLES). . ... .. ... p. 1893
Article. 1 - Whether negligence is a special sin?. . . ... ........ p. 1893
Article. 2 - Whether negligence is opposed to prudence?. . .. .. .. p. 1894
Article. 3 - Whether negligence can be a mortal sin?. . . ........ p. 1895
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Question. 55 - OF VICES OPPOSED TO PRUDENCE BY WAY OF

RESEMBLANCE (EIGHT ARTICLES). . ... ... ... ... .. .... p. 1896
Article. 1 - Whether prudence of the fleshisasin?. . ... ........ p. 1896
Article. 2 - Whether prudence of the flesh is a mortal sin?. . . ... .. p. 1897
Article. 3 - Whether craftiness is a special sin?. . . ... ......... p. 1898
Article. 4 - Whether guile is a sin pertaining to craftiness?. . . ... .. p. 1899
Article. 5 - Whether fraud pertains to craftiness?. . . .. ......... p. 1900
Article. 6 - Whether it is lawful to be solicitous about temporal
MatterS?. . . p. 1901
Article. 7 - Whether we should be solicitous about the future?. . . . . p. 1902
Article. 8 - Whether these vices arise from covetousness?. . . ... .. p. 1903

Question. 56 - OF THE PRECEPTS RELATING TO PRUDENCE (TWO

ARTICLES). . . oo p. 1904
Article. 1 - Whether the precepts of the decalogue should have included
a precept of prudence?. . . . ... ... ... .. p. 1904
Article. 2 - Whether the prohibitive precepts relating to the vices opposed
to prudence are fittingly propounded in the Old Law?. . . . .. ... .. p. 1905

Question. 57 - Of Right (Four Articles). . . .. ................. p. 1906
Article. 1 - Whether right is the object of justice?. . . ... ... ... .. p. 1906
Article. 2 - Whether right is fittingly divided into natural right and positive
Nght 2. . p. 1907
Article. 3 - Whether the right of nations is the same as the natural
Nght 2. . p. 1908
Article. 4 - Whether paternal right and right of dominion should be
distinguished as special species?. . . . ... ... ... . ... . p. 1909

Question. 58 - OF JUSTICE (TWELVE ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 1910
Article. 1 - Whether justice is fittingly defined as being the perpetual
and constant will to render to each one hisright?. . . . ... ... .... p. 1911
Article. 2 - Whether justice is always towards one another?. . . . . .. p. 1912
Article. 3 - Whether justice isavirtue?. . . . .. ............... p. 1913
Article. 4 - Whether justice is in the will as its subject?. . . .. ... .. p. 1914
Article. 5 - Whether justice is a general virtue?. . . ... ......... p. 1915
Article. 6 - Whether justice, as a general virtue, is essentially the same
as all virtue?. . . . ... p. 1916
Article. 7 - Whether there is a particular besides a general
JUSHICE . . . . p. 1917
Article. 8 - Whether particular justice has a special matter?. . . . . . . p. 1918
Article. 9 - Whether justice is about the passions?. . . . ... ...... p. 1919

Article. 10 - Whether the mean of justice is the real mean?. . . . . .. p. 1920
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Article. 11 - Whether the act of justice is to render to each one his

OW N . e p. 1921
Article. 12 - Whether justice stands foremost among all moral
VIIUES?. . . p. 1922
Question. 59 - OF INJUSTICE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 1923
Article. 1 - Whether injustice is a special virtue?. . . ... ........ p. 1923
Article. 2 - Whether a man is called unjust through doing an unjust
thing 2. . . . . e p. 1924
Article. 3 - Whether we can suffer injustice willingly?. . . ... ... .. p. 1925
Article. 4 - Whether whoever does an injustice sins mortally?. . . . . . p. 1926
Question. 60 - OF JUDGMENT (SIX ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 1927
Article. 1 - Whether judgment is an act of justice?. . . . ......... p. 1927
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to judge?. . . ... ....... ... ... p. 1928
Article. 3 - Whether it is unlawful to form a judgment from
SUSPICIONS 2. . . . ot p. 1929
Article. 4 - Whether doubts should be interpreted for the best?. . . .. p. 1930
Article. 5 - Whether we should always judge according to the written
AW 2. . p. 1931
Article. 6 - Whether judgment is rendered perverse by being
USUIPEA 2. . o . o e e p. 1932
Question. 61 - OF THE PARTS OF JUSTICE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1934
Article. 1 - Whether two species of justice are suitably assigned, viz
commutative and distributive?. . . . ... ... . L L p. 1934
Article. 2 - Whether the mean is to be observed in the same way in
distributive as in commutative justice?. . . . ... ... .. ... ... ... p. 1935
Article. 3 - Whether there is a different matter for both kinds of
JUSHICE . . . . p. 1936
Article. 4 - Whether the just is absolutely the same as retaliation?. . . . p. 1938
Question. 62 - OF RESTITUTION (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ... ..... p. 1939
Article. 1 - Whether restitution is an act of commutative justice?. . . . . p. 1940
Article. 2 - Whether restitution of what has been taken away is necessary
for salvation?. . . . ... .. ... ... p. 1940
Article. 3 - Whether it suffices to restore the exact amount taken?. . . . p. 1942
Article. 4 - Whether a man is bound to restore what he has not
taken?. . . .. e p. 1943
Article. 5 - Whether restitution must always be made to the person from
whom a thing has been taken?. . . . .. ... . ... .. ...... p. 1943
Article. 6 - Whether he that has taken a thing is always bound to
restitution?. . . . . . . . . p. 1945
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Article. 7 - Whether restitution is binding on those who have not

taken?. . . .. e p. 1946
Article. 8 - Whether a man is bound to immediate restitution, or may he
putitoff?. . . .. .. p. 1948
Question. 63 - VICES OPPOSED TO DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE
(QIB3]). « - o ot p. 1948
Article. 1 - Whether respect of personsisasin?. . .. .......... p. 1949
Article. 2 - Whether respect of persons takes place in the dispensation
of spiritual goods?. . . . . . . . . . ... p. 1950
Article. 3 - Whether respect of persons takes place in showing honor
and respect?. . . . ... p. 1951
Article. 4 - Whether the sin of respect of persons takes place in judicial
SENTENCES?. . . . . . p. 1952
Question. 64 - Of Murder (Eight Articles). . . ... .............. p. 1953
Article. 1 - Whether it is unlawful to kill any living thing?. . . . ... .. p. 1954
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to kill sinners?. . . .. ........... p. 1955
Article. 3 - Whether it is lawful for a private individual to kill a man who
has sinned?. . . ... ... .. . . .. p. 1956
Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful for clerics to kill evil-doers?. . . . . . .. p. 1957
Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful to kill oneself?. . . ... .......... p. 1958
Article. 6 - Whether it is lawful to kill the innocent?. . . ... ....... p. 1959
Article. 7 - Whether it is lawful to kill a man in self-defense?. . . . . .. p. 1960
Question. 65 - OF OTHER INJURIES COMMITTED ON THE PERSON
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 1963
Article. 1 - Whether in some cases it may be lawful to maim
ANYONE . . o e p. 1963
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for parents to strike their children, or
masters their slaves?. . . . . . .. .. .. p. 1964
Article. 3 - Whether it is lawful to imprisonaman?. . . .. ... ..... p. 1965
Article. 4 - Whether the sin is aggravated by the fact that the aforesaid
injuries are perpetrated on those who are connected with others?. . . . p. 1966
Question. 66 - OF THEFT AND ROBBERY (NINE ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 1967
Article. 1 - Whether it is natural for man to possess external
things?. . . . . . p. 1967
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for a man to possess a thing as his
OW N 2. p. 1968
Article. 3 - Whether the essence of theft consists in taking another's
thing secretly?. . . ... . .. . . . .. p. 1970
Article. 4 - Whether theft and robbery are sins of different
SPECIES?. o . p. 1970
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Article. 5 - Whether theftis alwaysasin?. . . ................ p. 1971
Article. 7 - Whether it is lawful to steal through stress of need?. . . .. p. 1973
Article. 8 - Whether robbery may be committed without sin?. . . . .. p. 1974
Article. 9 - Whether theft is a more grievous sin than robbery?. . . . . p. 1975
Question. 67 - OF THE INJUSTICE OF A JUDGE, IN JUDGING (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 1976
Article. 1 - Whether a man can justly judge one who is not subject to
his jurisdiction?. . . . . . . . . . . p. 1976
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for a judge to pronounce judgment against
the truth that he knows, on account of evidence to the contrary?. . . . . p. 1977
Article. 3 - Whether a judge may condemn a man who is not
acCuSed . . . .. e p. 1979
Article. 4 - Whether the judge can lawfully remit the punishment?. . . . p. 1980
Question. 68 - OF MATTERS CONCERNING UNJUST ACCUSATION
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 1981
Article. 1 - Whether a man is bound to accuse?. . . . ... ........ p. 1981
Article. 2 - Whether it is necessary for the accusation to be made in
WHEING 2. . p. 1982
Article. 3 - Whether an accusation is rendered unjust by calumny,
collusion or evasion?. . . . . . .. ... . ... p. 1983
Article. 4 - Whether an accuser who fails to prove his indictment is bound
to the punishment of retaliation?. . . ... .................. p. 1984
Question. 69 - OF SINS COMMITTED AGAINST JUSTICE ON THE
PART OF THE DEFENDANT (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ........ p. 1986
Article. 1 - Whether one can, without a mortal sin, deny the truth which
would lead to one's condemnation?. . . ... ................ p. 1986
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for the accused to defend himself with
calumnies?. . . . . . p. 1987
Article. 3 - Whether it is lawful for the accused to escape judgment by
appealing?. . . ... . e p. 1988
Article. 4 - Whether a man who is condemned to death may lawfully
defend himselfif hecan?. . . . ...... ... ... ... .......... p. 1989
Question. 70 - OF INJUSTICE WITH REGARD TO THE PERSON OF
THE WITNESS (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ... p. 1990
Article. 1 - Whether a man is bound to give evidence?. . ... ... .. p. 1990
Article. 2 - Whether the evidence of two or three persons
SUffiCeS?. . . p. 1992
Article. 3 - Whether a man's evidence can be rejected without any fault
of hisS?. . . . . . e p. 1993
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Article. 4 - Whether it is always a mortal sin to give false

EVIdENCE?. . . . e p. 1994
Question. 71 - OF INJUSTICE IN JUDGMENT ON THE PART OF
COUNSEL (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . oo e p. 1995

Article. 1 - Whether an advocate is bound to defend the suits of the

POOI . o e p. 1995

Article. 2 - Whether it is fitting that the law should debar certain persons

from the office of advocate?. . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ..... p. 1997

Article. 3 - Whether an advocate sins by defending an unjust

CaUSE . o . p. 1998

Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful for an advocate to take a fee for

pleading?. . . . ... . .. p. 1999
Question. 72 - Of Reviling (Four Articles). . . ... .............. p. 2000

Article. 1 - Whether reviling consists in words?. . . ... ......... p. 2000

Article. 2 - Whether reviling or railing is a mortal sin?. . . ... ... .. p. 2001

Article. 3 - Whether one ought to suffer oneself to be reviled?. . . . . p. 2002

Article. 4 - Whether reviling arises fromanger?. . . . ... ........ p. 2003
Question. 73 - OF BACKBITING [*Or detraction] (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2004

Article. 1 - Whether backbiting is suitably defined as the blackening of

another's character by secret words?. . . ... ............... p. 2004

Article. 2 - Whether backbiting is a mortal sin?. . . ... ......... p. 2005

Article. 3 - Whether backbiting is the gravest of all sins committed against

one's neighbor?. . . . . . . . .. . p. 2007

Article. 4 - Whether it is a grave sin for the listener to suffer the

backbiter?. . . . . ... p. 2008
Question. 74 - OF TALE-BEARING [*'Susurratio," i.e. whispering] (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2009

Article. 1 - Whether tale-bearing is a sin distinct from backbiting?. . . . p. 2010

Article. 2 - Whether backbiting is a graver sin than tale-bearing?. . . . . p. 2010
Question. 75 - OF DERISION [*Or mockery] (TWO ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2011

Article. 1 - Whether derision is a special sin distinct from those already

mentioned?. . . . . . ... p. 2012

Article. 2 - Whether derision can be a mortal sin?. . . .. ... ..... p. 2013
Question. 76 - OF CURSING (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. .......... p. 2014

Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful to curse anyone?. . . ... ........ p. 2014

Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to curse an irrational creature?. . . . . p. 2015

Article. 3 - Whether cursing isa mortal sin?. . .. ............. p. 2016

Article. 4 - Whether cursing is a graver sin than backbiting?. . . . . .. p. 2017
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Question. 77 - (D) BY SINS COMMITTED IN BUYING AND SELLING

Q77D « o o p. 2018
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful to sell a thing for more than its
WOIth 2. p. 2018
Article. 2 - Whether a sale is rendered unlawful through a fault in the
thing sold?. . . . . ... . . p. 2020
Article. 3 - Whether the seller is bound to state the defects of the thing
Sold . . . e p. 2021
Article. 4 - Whether, in trading, it is lawful to sell a thing at a higher price
than what was paid for it?. . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ... p. 2023

Question. 78 - (E) BY SINS COMMITTED IN LOANS (Q[78]). . . . . .. p. 2024
Article. 1 - Whether it is a sin to take usury for money lent?. . . . . .. p. 2024
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to ask for any other kind of consideration
for money lent?. . . .. .. ... p. 2027
Article. 3 - Whether a man is bound to restore whatever profits he has
made out of money gotten by usury?. . . ... ... oL p. 2029
Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful to borrow money under a condition of
USUIY 2. ot e e e e e e e e e p. 2030

Question. 79 - OF THE QUASI-INTEGRAL PARTS OF JUSTICE (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2031
Article. 1 - Whether to decline from evil and to do good are parts of
JUSHICE 2. o o p. 2031
Article. 2 - Whether transgression is a special sin?. . . . ... ...... p. 2032
Article. 3 - Whether omission isa specialsin?. . . . ... ......... p. 2033
Article. 4 - Whether a sin of omission is more grievous than a sin of
transgressioN?. . . . . . . . p. 2035

Question. 80 - OF THE POTENTIAL PARTS OF JUSTICE (ONE

ARTICLE). . . . . p. 2036
Article. 1 - Whether the virtues annexed to justice are suitably
enumerated?. . . . ... e p. 2036

Question. 81 - OF RELIGION (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2039
Article. 1 - Whether religion directs man to God alone?. . . . . ... .. p. 2039
Article. 2 - Whether religionisavirtue?. . . .. ............... p. 2041
Article. 3 - Whether religion is one virtue?. . . . .. ............ p. 2041
Article. 4 - Whether religion is a special virtue, distinct from the
others?. . . . . e p. 2042
Article. 5 - Whether religion is a theological virtue?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2043
Article. 6 - Whether religion should be preferred to the other moral
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 2044
Article. 7 - Whether religion has an external act?. . . ... ........ p. 2045

IXxvi



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Article. 8 - Whether religion is the same as sanctity?. . . . ... .. .. p. 2046
Question. 82 - OF DEVOTION (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 2047
Article. 1 - Whether devotion is a specialact?. . . . ... ......... p. 2047
Article. 2 - Whether devotion is an act of religion?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 2048
Article. 3 - Whether contemplation or meditation is the cause of
devotion?. . . . ... e p. 2049
Article. 4 - Whether joy is an effect of devotion? . . . ... ... ... .. p. 2050
Question. 83 - OF PRAYER (SEVENTEEN ARTICLES). . ... .. ... p. 2051
Article. 1 - Whether prayer is an act of the appetitive power?. . . . .. p. 2052
Article. 2 - Whether itis becomingto pray?. . . . .. ......... ... p. 2053
Article. 3 - Whether prayer is an act of religion?. . . ... ......... p. 2054
Article. 4 - Whether we ought to pray to God alone?. . . . ........ p. 2055
Article. 5 - Whether we ought to ask for something definite when we
Pl Y 2. o e e p. 2056
Article. 6 - Whether man ought to ask God for temporal things when he
PraY S 2. o p. 2057
Article. 7 - Whether we ought to pray for others?. . . .. ... ...... p. 2058
Article. 8 - Whether we ought to pray for our enemies?. . . . ... ... p. 2059
Article. 9 - Whether the seven petitions of the Lord's Prayer are fittingly
assigned?. . . ... e p. 2060
Article. 10 - Whether prayer is proper to the rational creature?. . . . . p. 2062
Article. 11 - Whether the saints in heaven pray forus?. . . .. ... .. p. 2063
Article. 12 - Whether prayer should be vocal?. . . . ... ... ...... p. 2064
Article. 13 - Whether attention is a necessary condition of prayer?. . . p. 2065
Article. 14 - Whether prayer should last a long time?. . . ... ... .. p. 2067
Article. 15 - Whether prayer is meritorious?. . . . . ... ......... p. 2068
Article. 16 - Whether sinners impetrate anything from God by their
PraY IS . o o p. 2069
Article. 17 - Whether the parts of prayer are fittingly described as
supplications, prayers, intercessions, and thanksgivings?. . . ... .. p. 2071
Question. 84 - OF ADORATION (THREE ARTICLES). .. ........ p. 2072
Article. 1 - Whether adoration is an act of latria or religion?. . . . . .. p. 2072
Article. 2 - Whether adoration denotes an action of the body?. . . .. p. 2073
Article. 3 - Whether adoration requires a definite place?. . . . ... .. p. 2074
Question. 85 - OF SACRIFICE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 2075
Article. 1 - Whether offering a sacrifice to God is of the law of
NAtUIE?. . . . . p. 2075
Article. 2 - Whether sacrifice should be offered to God alone?. . . .. p. 2076
Article. 3 - Whether the offering of sacrifice is a special act of
VIFTUE 2. o p. 2077
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Article. 4 - Whether all are bound to offer sacrifices?. . . ... ... .. p. 2078
Question. 86 - OF OBLATIONS AND FIRST-FRUITS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2079

Article. 1 - Whether men are under a necessity of precept to make

oblations?. . . . .. .. . p. 2079

Article. 2 - Whether oblations are due to priests alone?. . . .. ... .. p. 2080

Article. 3 - Whether a man may make oblations of whatever he lawfully

POSSESSES 7. o v i i i e p. 2081

Article. 4 - Whether men are bound to pay first-fruits?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2083
Question. 87 - OF TITHES (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . ............ p. 2084

Article. 1 - Whether men are bound to pay tithes under a necessity of

PreCePt?. . o o p. 2084

Article. 2 - Whether men are bound to pay tithes of all things?. . . . . p. 2087

Article. 3 - Whether tithes should be paid to the clergy?. . . . ... .. p. 2088

Article. 4 - Whether the clergy also are bound to pay tithes?. . . . .. p. 2090
Question. 88 - SERVICE BY PROMISE (Q[88]). . . . . .« v oo ... p. 2091

Article. 1 - Whether a vow consists in a mere purpose of the will?. . . . p. 2091

Article. 2 - Whether a vow should always be about a better good?. . . p. 2092

Article. 3 - Whether all vows are binding?. . . .. .............. p. 2094

Article. 4 - Whether it is expedient to take vows?. . . ... ... ... .. p. 2095

Article. 5 - Whether a vow is an act of latria or religion?. . . . ... .. p. 2096

Article. 6 - Whether it is more praiseworthy and meritorious to do

something in fulfilment of a vow, than without a vow?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2097

Article. 7 - Whether a vow is solemnized by the reception of holy orders

and by the profession of a certainrule?. . . .. ............... p. 2099

Article. 8 - Whether those who are subject to another's power are

hindered from taking vows?. . . ... ....... ... ... ......... p. 2100

Article. 9 - Whether children can bind themselves by vow to enter

religion?. . . . . p. 2101

Article. 10 - Whether vows admit of dispensation?. . . .. ........ p. 2102

Article. 11 - Whether it is possible to be dispensed from a solemn vow

of continency?. . . .. .. .. ... ... p. 2103

Article. 12 - Whether the authority of a prelate is required for

commutation or the dispensation of avow?. . . .. ............ p. 2106
Question. 89 - OF OATHS (TEN ARTICLES). . . .. ............ p. 2107

Article. 1 - Whether to swear is to call God to witness?. . . . ... ... p. 2108

Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to swear?. . . ... ............. p. 2109

Article. 3 - Whether three accompanying conditions of an oath are

suitably assigned, namely, justice, judgment, and truth?. . . . ... .. p. 2110

Article. 4 - Whether an oath is an act of religion or latria?. . . . . . .. p. 2111
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Article. 5 - Whether oaths are desirable and to be used frequently as

something useful and good?. . . ... ... ... .. .. ... .. .. ..., p. 2112
Article. 6 - Whether it is lawful to swear by creatures?. . . .. ... .. p. 2113
Article. 7 - Whether an oath has a binding force?. . . . .. ..... ... p. 2114
Article. 8 - Whether an oath is more binding than a vow?. . . . . . .. p. 2116
Article. 9 - Whether anyone can dispense from an oath?. . . . ... .. p. 2116
Article. 10 - Whether an oath is voided by a condition of person or
tIMe 2. . e p. 2118
Question. 90 - OF THE TAKING OF GOD'S NAME BY WAY OF
ADJURATION (THREE ARTICLES). . ... ... .. ... .. ... ..., p. 2119
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful to adjureaman?. . . ... ........ p. 2119
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful to adjure the demons?. . . ... ... .. p. 2120
Article. 3 - Whether it is lawful to adjure an irrational creature?. . . . . p. 2122
Question. 91 - OF TAKING THE DIVINE NAME FOR THE PURPOSE
OF INVOKING IT BY MEANS OF PRAISE (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 2122
Article. 1 - Whether God should be praised with the lips?. . . ... .. p. 2122
Article. 2 - Whether God should be praised with song?. . . .. ... .. p. 2124
Question. 92 - OF SUPERSTITION (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... ..... p. 2125
Article. 1 - Whether superstition is a vice contrary to religion?. . . . . p. 2125
Article. 2 - Whether there are various species of superstition?. . . . . p. 2127
Question. 93 - OF SUPERSTITION CONSISTING IN UNDUE WORSHIP
OF THE TRUE GOD (TWO ARTICLES). . . .. ............... p. 2128
Article. 1 - Whether there can be anything pernicious in the worship of
the true God? . . . ... . . . p. 2128
Article. 2 - Whether there can be any excess in the worship of
o o p. 2129
Question. 94 - OF IDOLATRY (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2130
Article. 1 - Whether idolatry is rightly reckoned a species of
superstition?. . . . ... p. 2130
Article. 2 - Whether idolatry isasin?. . . ................... p. 2132
Article. 3 - Whether idolatry is the gravestof sins?. . . .. ........ p. 2133
Article. 4 - Whether the cause of idolatry was on the part of man?. . . . p. 2135
Question. 95 - OF SUPERSTITION IN DIVINATIONS (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 2136
Article. 1 - Whether divinationisasin?. . . ................. p. 2136
Article. 2 - Whether divination is a species of superstition?. . . . . .. p. 2138
Article. 3 - Whether we ought to distinguish several species of
divination?. . . . . ... p. 2139
Article. 4 - Whether divination practiced by invoking the demons is
unlawful?. . ... p. 2140
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Article. 5 - Whether divination by the stars is unlawful?. . . . . ... .. p. 2142
Article. 6 - Whether divination by dreams is unlawful?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2143
Article. 7 - Whether divination by auguries, omens, and by like
observations of external things is unlawful?. . . .. ............ p. 2145
Article. 8 - Whether divination by drawing lots is unlawful? . . . . . .. p. 2146
Question. 96 - OF SUPERSTITION IN OBSERVANCES (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 2148
Article. 1 - Whether it be unlawful to practice the observances of the
MagiC art?. . . . . . p. 2148
Article. 2 - Whether observances directed to the alteration of bodies
as for the purpose of acquiring health or the like, are unlawful?. . . . . p. 2150
Article. 3 - Whether observances directed to the purpose of
fortune-telling are unlawful?. . . ... ... .. ... .. ... ... p. 2151
Article. 4 - Whether it is unlawful to wear divine words at the
NECK . . p. 2152
Question. 97 - OF THE TEMPTATION OF GOD (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2154

Article. 1 - Whether the temptation of God consists in certain deeds,
wherein the expected result is ascribed to the power of God

alone 2. . . e p. 2154
Article. 2 - WhetheritisasintotemptGod?. . . ... ........... p. 2155
Article. 3 - Whether temptation of God is opposed to the virtue of
religion?. . . . . p. 2157
Article. 4 - Whether the temptation of God is a graver sin than
SUPEerstition?. . . . . ... p. 2158
Question. 98 - OF PERJURY (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ... ... .. p. 2159
Article. 1 - Whether it is necessary for perjury that the statement
confirmed on oath be false?. . . . ... ... . ... ... ... ... ... p. 2159
Article. 2 - Whether all perjuryissinful?. . . . ................ p. 2160
Article. 3 - Whether all perjury isa mortal sin?. . .. ............ p. 2161
Article. 4 - Whether he sins who demands an oath of a perjurer?. . . . p. 2162
Question. 99 - OF SACRILEGE (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... ... ... .. p. 2164
Article. 1 - Whether sacrilege is the violation of a sacred thing?. . . . . p. 2164
Article. 2 - Whether sacrilege is a special sin?. . . . .. .......... p. 2165
Article. 3 - Whether the species of sacrilege are distinguished according
to the sacred things?. . . . .. ... ... . . . .. . . p. 2166
Article. 4 - Whether the punishment of sacrilege should be
PECUNIAIY 2. . o o e e p. 2167

Question. 100 - ON SIMONY (SIX ARTICLES). . . . ... oo vn . p. 2168
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Article. 1 - Whether simony is an intentional will to buy or sell something

spiritual or connected with a spiritual thing?. . . ... ........... p. 2168
Article. 2 - Whether it is always unlawful to give money for the
SAaCramentsS?. . . . . . . p. 2170
Article. 3 - Whether it is lawful to give and receive money for spiritual
aCtioNS 2. . . . . e p. 2172
Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful to receive money for things annexed to
spiritual things?. . . . . ... . . . . . . p. 2174
Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful to grant spiritual things in return for an
equivalent of service, or for an oral remuneration?. . . ... ....... p. 2176
Article. 6 - Whether those who are guilty of simony are fittingly punished
by being deprived of what they have acquired by simony?. . . ... .. p. 2177
Question. 101 - OF PIETY (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ............ p. 2180
Article. 1 - Whether piety extends to particular human individuals?. . . p. 2180
Article. 2 - Whether piety provides support for our parents?. . . . . .. p. 2181
Article. 3 - Whether piety is a special virtue distinct from other
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 2182
Article. 4 - Whether the duties of piety towards one's parents should be
omitted for the sake of religion? . . . . ......... ... ... ... ... p. 2183
Question. 102 - OF OBSERVANCE, CONSIDERED IN ITSELF, AND OF
ITS PARTS (THREE ARTICLES). . . . . ... ... . i p. 2184
Article. 1 - Whether observance is a special virtue, distinct from other
VIRUBS 2. . . o e p. 2185
Article. 2 - Whether it belongs to observance to pay worship and honor
to those who are in positions of dignity?. . . . . . .............. p. 2186
Article. 3 - Whether observance is a greater virtue than piety?. . . . . p. 2187
Question. 103 - OF DULIA (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ........... p. 2188
Article. 1 - Whether honor denotes something corporal?. . . . ... .. p. 2188
Article. 2 - Whether honor is properly due to those who are above
US 2t o e e e e p. 2189
Whether dulia is a special virtue distinct from latria?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2190
Article. 4 - Whether dulia has various species?. . . . ... ........ p. 2191
Question. 104 - OF OBEDIENCE (SIX ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 2192
Article. 1 - Whether one man is bound to obey another?. . . . ... .. p. 2192
Article. 2 - Whether obedience is a special virtue?. . . . ... ...... p. 2193
Article. 3 - Whether obedience is the greatest of the virtues?. . . . .. p. 2195
Article. 4 - Whether God ought to be obeyed in all things?. . . ... .. p. 2197

Article. 5 - Whether subjects are bound to obey their superiors in all
things 2. . . . . e p. 2198
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Article. 6 - Whether Christians are bound to obey the secular

POW TS 2. o i it e p. 2199
Question. 105 - OF DISOBEDIENCE (TWO ARTICLES). . ... .. ... p. 2200
Article. 1 - Whether disobedience is a mortal sin?. . . .. ........ p. 2200
Article. 2 - Whether disobedience is the most grievous of sins?. . . . . p. 2201
Question. 106 - OF THANKFULNESS OR GRATITUDE (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2203
Article. 1 - Whether thankfulness is a special virtue, distinct from other
VIRUBS ?. . . o e p. 2203
Article. 2 - Whether the innocent is more bound to give thanks to God
than the penitent?. . . . . . . . .. .. . ... p. 2204
Article. 3 - Whether a man is bound to give thanks to every
benefactor?. . . . . . . . p. 2205
Article. 4 - Whether a man is bound to repay a favor at once?. . . .. p. 2207
Article. 5 - Whether in giving thanks we should look at the benefactor's
disposition or at the deed?. . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... .. p. 2207
Article. 6 - Whether the repayment of gratitude should surpass the favor
recCeivVed . . . . p. 2208
Question. 107 - OF INGRATITUDE (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. .... .. p. 2209
Article. 1 - Whether ingratitude is alwaysasin?. . . ............ p. 2209
Article. 2 - Whether ingratitude is a special sin?. . . . .. ......... p. 2210
Article. 3 - Whether ingratitude is always a mortal sin?. . . .. ... .. p. 2211
Article. 4 - Whether favors should be withheld from the
ungrateful?. . . .. ... p. 2212
Question. 108 - OF VENGEANCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ....... p. 2213
Article. 1 - Whether vengeance is lawful?. . . . .. ............. p. 2213
Article. 2 - Whether vengeance is a special virtue?. . . ... ...... p. 2215
Article. 3 - Whether vengeance should be wrought by means of
punishments customary among men?. . . . ................. p. 2216
Article. 4 - Whether vengeance should be taken on those who have
sinned involuntarily?. . . . ... ... ... p. 2217
Question. 109 - OF TRUTH (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ... ........ p. 2219
Article. 1 - Whether truthisavirtue?. . . .. ................. p. 2219
Article. 2 - Whether truth is a special virtue?. . . .. . ... ........ p. 2221
Article. 3 - Whether truth is a part of justice?. . . . . ............ p. 2222
Article. 4 - Whether the virtue of truth inclines rather to that which is
eSS 2. p. 2223
Question. 110 - OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO TRUTH, AND FIRST OF
LYING (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . . e p. 2224

Article. 1 - Whether lying is always opposed to truth?. . . ... ... .. p. 2224
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Article. 2 - Whether lies are sufficiently divided into officious, jocose,

and mischievous lies?. . . ... ... ... . . ... . p. 2225
Article. 3 - Whether every lieisasin?. . . .................. p. 2227
Article. 4 - Whether every lie is a mortal sin?. . ... ........... p. 2229
Question. 111 - OF DISSIMULATION AND HYPOCRISY (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2231
Article. 1 - Whether all dissimulationisasin?. ... ............ p. 2231
Article. 2 - Whether hypocrisy is the same as dissimulation?. . . . .. p. 2233
Article. 3 - Whether hypocrisy is contrary to the virtue of truth?. . . . . p. 2234
Article. 4 - Whether hypocrisy is always a mortal sin?. . . ... ... .. p. 2235
Question. 112 - OF BOASTING (TWO ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 2236
Article. 1 - Whether boasting is opposed to the virtue of truth?. . . . . p. 2236
Article. 2 - Whether boasting is a mortal sin?. . . . ............ p. 2237

Question. 113 - IRONY* (TWO ARTICLES) [*Irony here must be given
the signification of the Greek {eironia}, whence it is derived: dissimulation

of one's own good points.]. . . . ... ... p. 2239
Article. 1 - Whether ironyisasin?. . ... .................. p. 2239
Article. 2 - Whether irony is a less grievous sin than boasting?. . . . . p. 2240

Question. 114 - OF THE FRIENDLINESS WHICH IS CALLED

AFFABILITY (TWO ARTICLES). . . . . ... e p. 2241
Article. 1 - Whether friendliness is a special virtue?. . . . ... ..... p. 2241
Article. 2 - Whether this kind of friendship is a part of justice?. . . . . . p. 2242

Question. 115 - OF FLATTERY (TWO ARTICLES). . ... ... ... .. p. 2243
Article. 1 - Whether flatteryisasin? . . . ................... p. 2243
Article. 2 - Whether flattery isa mortal sin?. . . .. ............. p. 2244

Question. 116 - OF QUARRELING (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... .. ... p. 2245
Article. 1 - Whether quarreling is opposed to the virtue of friendship or
affability?. . . . .. p. 2246
Article. 2 - Whether quarreling is a more grievous sin than
flattery 2. . . . e p. 2246

Question. 117 - OF LIBERALITY (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2247
Article. 1 - Whether liberality is a virtue?. . . . .. ............. p. 2248
Article. 2 - Whether liberality is about money?. . . .. ... ........ p. 2249
Article. 3 - Whether using money is the act of liberality?. . . . ... .. p. 2250
Article. 4 - Whether it belongs to a liberal man chiefly to give?. . . .. p. 2251
Article. 5 - Whether liberality is a part of justice?. . . .. ......... p. 2252
Article. 6 - Whether liberality is the greatest of the virtues?. . . . . .. p. 2253

Question. 118 - OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO LIBERALITY, AND IN

THE FIRST PLACE, OF COVETOUSNESS (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2254

Article. 1 - Whether covetousnessisasin?. . ............... p. 2254
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Article. 2 - Whether covetousness is a special sin?. . .. ........ p. 2255
Article. 3 - Whether covetousness is opposed to liberality?. . . . . .. p. 2256
Article. 4 - Whether covetousness is always a mortal sin?. . . ... .. p. 2257
Article. 5 - Whether covetousness is the greatest of sins?. . . . . . .. p. 2258
Article. 6 - Whether covetousness is a spiritual sin?. . . . ... ..... p. 2260
Article. 7 - Whether covetousness is a capital vice?. . . . ........ p. 2261

Article. 8 - Whether treachery, fraud, falsehood, perjury, restlessness,
violence, and insensibilty to mercy are daughters of

COVEIOUSNESS 2. . o o i o e e e e e e e e p. 2262
Question. 119 - OF PRODIGALITY (THREE ARTICLES). . .. ... .. p. 2263
Article. 1 - Whether prodigality is opposite to covetousness?. . . . .. p. 2263
Article. 2 - Whether prodigalityisasin?. . . ................. p. 2264
Article. 3 - Whether prodigality is a more grievous sin than
COVEIOUSNESS ?. & o o i it e e e e e e e e p. 2265
Question. 120 - OF 'EPIKEIA' OR EQUITY (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 2266
Article. 1 - Whether 'epikeia’ [*{epieikeia}] is a virtue?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2266
Article. 2 - Whether 'epikeia’ is a part of justice?. . . . ... ....... p. 2267
Question. 121 - OF PIETY (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... ........... p. 2268
Article. 1 - Whether piety isa gift?. . . . ................... p. 2269
Article. 2 - Whether the second beatitude, '‘Blessed are the meek,’
corresponds to the gift of piety?. . . . . ... ... ... . ... ... ..., p. 2270
Question. 122 - OF THE PRECEPTS OF JUSTICE (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2270
Article. 1 - Whether the precepts of the decalogue are precepts of
JUSHICE 2. o o p. 2270
Article. 2 - Whether the first precept of the decalogue is fittingly
exXpressed?. . ... p. 2272
Article. 3 - Whether the second precept of the decalogue is fittingly
expressed?. . ... p. 2273
Article. 4 - Whether the third precept of the decalogue, concerning the
hallowing of the Sabbath, is fittingly expressed?. . . . .. ... ... .. p. 2274
Article. 5 - Whether the fourth precept, about honoring one's parents
is fittingly expressed?. . . ... ... ... . . . ... ... .. p. 2277
Article. 6 - Whether the other six precepts of the decalogue are fittingly
expressed?. . . ... e p. 2278
TREATISE ON FORTITUDE AND TEMPERANCE (QQ[123]-170). . . . . p. 2280
Question. 123 - OF FORTITUDE (TWELVE ARTICLES). . .. ... ... p. 2280
Article. 1 - Whether fortitude is a virtue?. . . . .. ............. p. 2280
Article. 2 - Whether fortitude is a special virtue?. . . .. ... ...... p. 2281
Article. 3 - Whether fortitude is about fear and dying?. . . ... ... .. p. 2282
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Article. 4 - Whether fortitude is only about dangers of death?. . . . . . p. 2283
Article. 5 - Whether fortitude is properly about dangers of death in
battle?. . . . . p. 2284
Article. 6 - Whether endurance is the chief act of fortitude?. . . . . . . p. 2285
Article. 7 - Whether the brave man acts for the sake of the good of his
habit?. . . . . p. 2286
Article. 8 - Whether the brave man delights in hisact?. . . .. ... .. p. 2287
Article. 9 - Whether fortitude deals chiefly with sudden
OCCUITEBNCES?. . o it i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e p. 2288
Article. 10 - Whether the brave man makes use of anger in his
aCtioN?. . . . e p. 2289
Article. 12 - Whether fortitude excels among all other virtues?. . . . . p. 2290
Question. 124 - OF MARTYRDOM (FIVE ARTICLES). . .. ..... .. p. 2292
Article. 1 - Whether martyrdom is an act of virtue?. . . .. ... ..... p. 2292
Article. 2 - Whether martyrdom is an act of fortitude?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2293
Article. 3 - Whether martyrdom is an act of the greatest
perfection?. . . ... . . . .. p. 2294
Article. 4 - Whether death is essential to martyrdom?. . . . ... .. .. p. 2295
Article. 5 - Whether faith alone is the cause of martyrdom?. . . . . .. p. 2296

Question. 125 - OF FEAR* (FOUR ARTICLES) [*St. Thomas calls this
vice indifferently ‘fear' or 'timidity." The translation requires one to adhere
to these terms on account of the connection with the passion of fear.

Otherwise 'cowardice' would be a better rendering.]. . . ... ....... p. 2298
Article. 1 - Whether fearisasin?. . ...................... p. 2298
Article. 2 - Whether the sin of fear is contrary to fortitude?. . . . . . .. p. 2299
Article. 3 - Whether fearisamortal sin?. . .. ............... p. 2300
Article. 4 - Whether fear excuses from sin?. . .. ............. p. 2301

Question. 126 - OF FEARLESSNESS (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... ... p. 2302
Article. 1 - Whether fearlessnessisasin?. .. ............... p. 2302
Article. 2 - Whether fearlessness is opposed to fortitude?. . . . .. .. p. 2303

Question. 127 - OF DARING [*Excessive daring or foolhardiness] (TWO

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2304
Article. 1 - Whether daringisasin?. . .................... p. 2304
Article. 2 - Whether daring is opposed to fortitude?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2305

Question. 128 - OF THE PARTS OF FORTITUDE (ONE ARTICLE). . . p. 2306
Article. 1 - Whether the parts of fortitude are suitably assigned?. . . . . p. 2306

Question. 129 - OF MAGNANIMITY* (EIGHT ARTICLES) [*Not in the

ordinary restricted sense but as explained by the author]. . . . ... ... p. 2308

Article. 1 - Whether magnanimity is about honors?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 2309
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Article. 2 - Whether magnanimity is essentially about great

hoNOrS 2. . . p. 2310
Article. 3 - Whether magnanimity is a virtue?. . . .. ........... p. 2311
Article. 4 - Whether magnanimity is a special virtue?. . . ... ... .. p. 2313
Article. 5 - Whether magnanimity is a part of fortitude?. . . . . ... .. p. 2314
Article. 6 - Whether confidence belongs to magnanimity?. . . ... .. p. 2315
Article. 7 - Whether security belongs to magnanimity?. . . .. ... .. p. 2317
Article. 8 - Whether goods of fortune conduce to magnanimity?. . . . . p. 2318
Question. 130 - OF PRESUMPTION (TWO ARTICLES). . ... .. ... p. 2318
Article. 1 - Whether presumptionisasin?. . ................ p. 2319
Article. 2 - Whether presumption is opposed to magnanimity by
BXCBSS . o i p. 2320
Question. 131 - OF AMBITION (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2321
Article. 1 - Whether ambitionisasin?. . . .................. p. 2321
Article. 2 - Whether ambition is opposed to magnanimity by
BXCESS . L p. 2322
Question. 132 - OF VAINGLORY (FIVE ARTICLES). ... ........ p. 2323
Article. 1 - Whether the desire of gloryisasin?. . . ............ p. 2323
Article. 2 - Whether vainglory is opposed to magnanimity?. . . . . . . p. 2325
Article. 3 - Whether vainglory isa mortal sin?. . . . ............ p. 2326
Article. 4 - Whether vainglory is a capital vice?. . . . ... ........ p. 2327

Article. 5 - Whether the daughters of vainglory are suitably reckoned to
be disobedience, boastfulness, hypocrisy, contention, obstinacy, discord,

and love of novelties?. . . .. ... ... .. .. . ... . p. 2328
Question. 133 - OF PUSILLANIMITY (TWO ARTICLES). . ... ... .. p. 2329
Article. 1 - Whether pusillanimity isa sin?. . . ............... p. 2329
Article. 2 - Whether pusillanimity is opposed to magnanimity? . . . . . p. 2330
Question. 134 - OF MAGNIFICENCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ... p. 2331
Article. 1 - Whether magnificence isa virtue?. . . .. ... ... ..... p. 2332
Article. 2 - Whether magnificence is a special virtue?. . . ... ... .. p. 2333
Article. 3 - Whether the matter of magnificence is great
expenditure?. . . . ... e p. 2334
Article. 4 - Whether magnificence is a part of fortitude?. . . . . ... .. p. 2335
Question. 135 - OF MEANNESS* (TWO ARTICLES) [*'Parvificentia," or
doing mean things, just as 'magnificentia’ is doing great things.]. . . . . p. 2336
Article. 1 - Whether meannessisavice?. . . ... ............. p. 2336
Article. 2 - Whether there is a vice opposed to meanness?. . . . . .. p. 2337
Question. 136 - OF PATIENCE (FIVE ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2338
Article. 1 - Whether patience isavirtue?. . . . .. ............. p. 2339
Article. 2 - Whether patience is the greatest of the virtues?. . . . . .. p. 2340
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Article. 3 - Whether it is possible to have patience without grace?. . . . p. 2340
Article. 4 - Whether patience is a part of fortitude?. . . . ... ...... p. 2341
Article. 5 - Whether patience is the same as longanimity?
[*Longsuffering. It is necessary to preserve the Latin word, on account

of the comparison with magnanimity.]. . . ... ............... p. 2343
Question. 137 - OF PERSEVERANCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... .. p. 2344
Article. 1 - Whether perseverance is avirtue?. . . . ... ......... p. 2344
Article. 2 - Whether perseverance is a part of fortitude?. . . . ... .. p. 2346
Article. 3 - Whether constancy pertains to perseverance?. . .. .. .. p. 2346
Article. 4 - Whether perseverance needs the help of grace? [*Cf. FS,
Q[109], A[L0]]. + « v v v e e p. 2347
Question. 138 - OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO PERSEVERANCE (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2348
Article. 1 - Whether effeminacy* is opposed to perseverance? [*Mollities,
literally 'softness]. . ... ... ... ... . . .. ... .. p. 2348
Article. 2 - Whether pertinacity is opposed to perseverance?. . . . . . p. 2349
Question. 139 - OF THE GIFT OF FORTITUDE (TWO ARTICLES). . . . p. 2350
Article. 1 - Whether fortitude isa gift?. . . ... ............... p. 2351
Article. 2 - Whether the fourth beatitude: 'Blessed are they that hunger
and thirst after justice," corresponds to the gift of fortitude?. . . . . .. p. 2351
Question. 140 - OF THE PRECEPTS OF FORTITUDE (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2352
Article. 1 - Whether the precepts of fortitude are suitably given in the
Divine Law?. . . . . . . . p. 2352
Article. 2 - Whether the precepts of the parts of fortitude are suitably
giveninthe Divine Law?. . . . . . .. ... . . ... ... p. 2353
Question. 141 - OF TEMPERANCE (EIGHT ARTICLES). . ... ... .. p. 2354
Article. 1 - Whether temperance is a virtue?. . . . .. ........... p. 2355
Article. 2 - Whether temperance is a special virtue?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2356
Article. 3 - Whether temperance is only about desires and
pleasures?. . . ... p. 2357
Article. 4 - Whether temperance is only about desires and pleasures of
touch?. . . . e p. 2358
Article. 5 - Whether temperance is about the pleasures proper to the
tASte . . . e p. 2360
Article. 6 - Whether the rule of temperance depends on the need of the
present life?. . . . . . .. p. 2360
Article. 7 - Whether temperance is a cardinal virtue?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2362

Article. 8 - Whether temperance is the greatest of the virtues?. . . . . p. 2363
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Question. 142 - OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO TEMPERANCE (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2363
Article. 1 - Whether insensibility isa vice?. . . .. ............. p. 2364
Article. 2 - Whether intemperance is a childish sin?. . .. ........ p. 2365
Article. 3 - Whether cowardice* is a greater vice than intemperance?

[FCI. Q[125]]. . . . o o p. 2366
Article. 4 - Whether intemperance is the most disgraceful of sins?. . . . p. 2368

Question. 143 - OF THE PARTS OF TEMPERANCE, IN GENERAL (ONE

ARTICLE). . . .o p. 2369
Article. 1 - Whether the parts of temperance are rightly assigned?. . . p. 2369

Question. 144 - OF SHAMEFACEDNESS (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 2370
Article. 1 - Whether shamefacednessisavirtue?. . . ... ........ p. 2371
Article. 2 - Whether shamefacedness is about a disgraceful
acCtioN?. . . . e p. 2372
Article. 3 - Whether man is more shamefaced of those who are more
closely connected with him?. . . . ... ........ .. .......... p. 2373
Article. 4 - Whether even virtuous men can be ashamed?. . . . .. .. p. 2375

Question. 145 - OF HONESTY* (FOUR ARTICLES) [*Honesty must be
taken here in its broad sense as synonymous with moral goodness, from

the point of view of decorum.]. . .. ........ ... ... . ... . ... p. 2376
Article. 1 - Whether honesty is the same as virtue?. . . . ... ..... p. 2376
Article. 2 - Whether the honest is the same as the beautiful?. . . . . . p. 2377
Article. 3 - Whether the honest differs from the useful and the
pleasant?. . . ... .. ... p. 2378
Article. 4 - Whether honesty should be reckoned a part of
temperanCe?. . . . . . . p. 2379

Question. 146 - OF ABSTINENCE (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... ..... p. 2380
Article. 1 - Whether abstinence isavirtue?. . . .. .. ... ........ p. 2380
Article. 2 - Whether abstinence is a special virtue?. . . . . ... ... .. p. 2381

Question. 147 - OF FASTING (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . .......... p. 2382
Article. 1 - Whether fasting is an act of virtue?. . . . . ... ........ p. 2382
Article. 2 - Whether fasting is an act of abstinence?. . . ... ...... p. 2384
Article. 3 - Whether fasting is a matter of precept?. . . .. ... ..... p. 2385

Article. 4 - Whether all are bound to keep the fasts of the Church?. . . p. 2386
Article. 5 - Whether the times for the Church fast are fittingly

ascribed?. . . ... e p. 2388
Article. 6 - Whether it is requisite for fasting that one eat but
ONCB . o o p. 2389
Article. 7 - Whether the ninth hour is suitably fixed for the faster's
meal?. . . . p. 2390
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Article. 8 - Whether it is fitting that those who fast should be bidden to

abstain from flesh meat, eggs, and milk foods?. . . . ... ........ p. 2391
Question. 148 - OF GLUTTONY (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2392
Article. 1 - Whether gluttony isasin?. . .. ................. p. 2393
Article. 2 - Whether gluttony isa mortal sin? . . . . ............ p. 2393
Article. 3 - Whether gluttony is the greatest of sins?. . . . ... ..... p. 2394
Article. 4 - Whether the species of gluttony are fittingly
distinguished?. . . . . . . ... e p. 2395
Article. 5 - Whether gluttony is a capital vice?. . . .. ... ........ p. 2396
Article. 6 - Whether six daughters are fittingly assigned to
gluttony?. . . . . p. 2397
Question. 149 - OF SOBRIETY (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ......... p. 2398
Article. 1 - Whether drink is the matter of sobriety?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2399
Article. 2 - Whether sobriety is by itself a special virtue?. . . . ... .. p. 2400
Article. 3 - Whether the use of wine is altogether unlawful?. . . . . .. p. 2400
Article. 4 - Whether sobriety is more requisite in persons of greater
standing?. . . . ... e p. 2401
Question. 150 - OF DRUNKENNESS (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ... p. 2402
Article. 1 - Whether drunkennessisasin?. . ................ p. 2402
Article. 2 - Whether drunkenness is a mortal sin?. . . .. ........ p. 2403
Article. 3 - Whether drunkenness is the gravest of sins?. . . . ... .. p. 2404
Article. 4 - Whether drunkenness excuses from sin?. . . ........ p. 2405
Question. 151 - OF CHASTITY (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. .... ... .. p. 2406
Article. 1 - Whether chastity isa virtue?. . . . . ............... p. 2406
Article. 2 - Whether chastity is a general virtue?. . . ... ........ p. 2407
Article. 3 - Whether chastity is a distinct virtue from abstinence?. . . . . p. 2408
Article. 4 - Whether purity belongs especially to chastity?. . . . .. .. p. 2409
Question. 152 - OF VIRGINITY (FIVE ARTICLES). . ... ... ...... p. 2410
Article. 1 - Whether virginity consists in integrity of the flesh?. . . . .. p. 2410
Article. 2 - Whether virginity is unlawful?. . . . .. ............. p. 2412
Article. 3 - Whether virginity isa virtue?. . . . . ....... ... ... .. p. 2413
Article. 4 - Whether virginity is more excellent than marriage?. . . . . p. 2415
Article. 5 - Whether virginity is the greatest of virtues?. . . . . ... .. p. 2416
Question. 153 - OF LUST (FIVE ARTICLES). . ... ............ p. 2417
Article. 1 - Whether the matter of lust is only venereal desires and
PleasUres 2. . . . p. 2417
Article. 2 - Whether no venereal act can be without sin?. . . . ... .. p. 2418
Article. 3 - Whether the lust that is about venereal acts can be a
SIN 2. e p. 2419
Article. 4 - Whether lust is a capital vice?. . . ... ............. p. 2420
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Article. 5 - Whether the daughters of lust are fittingly described?. . . . . p. 2421
Question. 154 - OF THE PARTS OF LUST (TWELVE ARTICLES). . . . p. 2423
Article. 1 - Whether six species are fittingly assigned to lust?. . . . .. p. 2423
Article. 2 - Whether simple fornication is a mortal sin?. . . .. ... .. p. 2425
Article. 3 - Whether fornication is the most grievous of sins?. . . . .. p. 2427
Article. 4 - Whether there can be mortal sin in touches and
KISSES 2. . . o p. 2428
Article. 5 - Whether nocturnal pollution is a mortal sin?. . . .. ... .. p. 2429
Article. 6 - Whether seduction should be reckoned a species of
USE?. . p. 2431
Article. 7 - Whether rape is a species of lust, distinct from
SeduCtion?. . . . . . . p. 2432
Article. 8 - Whether adultery is determinate species of lust, distinct from
the other species?. . . . .. . ... . . .. . ... p. 2434
Article. 9 - Whether incest is a determinate species of lust?. . . .. .. p. 2435
Article. 10 - Whether sacrilege can be a species of lust?. . . . ... .. p. 2437
Article. 11 - Whether the unnatural vice is a species of lust?. . . . .. p. 2438
Article. 12 - Whether the unnatural vice is the greatest sin among the
species of lust?. . . ... ... . ... p. 2438
Question. 155 - OF CONTINENCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... .. ... p. 2440
Article. 1 - Whether continence isavirtue?. . . ... ............ p. 2440
Article. 2 - Whether desires for pleasures of touch are the matter of
CONtINENCE?. . . . . . e e e e e e p. 2441
Article. 3 - Whether the subject of continence is the concupiscible
POWET ?. . o p. 2443
Article. 4 - Whether continence is better than temperance?. . . . . .. p. 2444
Question. 156 - OF INCONTINENCE (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ... .. p. 2445
Article. 1 - Whether incontinence pertains to the soul or to the
body 2. . . . p. 2445
Article. 2 - Whether incontinenceisasin?. .. ............... p. 2446
Article. 3 - Whether the incontinent man sins more gravely than the
intemperate?. . . . .. ... p. 2447
Article. 4 - Whether the incontinent in anger is worse than the incontinent
IN desire?. . . . .. p. 2449
Question. 157 - OF CLEMENCY AND MEEKNESS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2450
Article. 1 - Whether clemency and meekness are absolutely the
SAM B . . p. 2450
Article. 2 - Whether both clemency and meekness are virtues?. . . . . p. 2451
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Article. 3 - Whether the aforesaid virtues are parts of
temperanCe?. . . . . . . p. 2452
Article. 4 - Whether clemency and meekness are the greatest
VIIUES?. . . p. 2453
Question. 158 - OF ANGER (EIGHT ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 2455
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful to be angry?. . . . ... ... ... .... p. 2455
Article. 2 - Whether angerisasin?. . . .................... p. 2456
Article. 3 - Whether all angerisa mortal sin?. . . . ... ......... p. 2458
Article. 4 - Whether anger is the most grievous sin?. . . ... ...... p. 2459
Article. 5 - Whether the Philosopher suitably assigns the species of
ANG eI 2. o p. 2460
Article. 6 - Whether anger should be reckoned among the capital
VICES . o o p. 2461
Article. 7 - Whether six daughters are fittingly assigned to anger?. . . . p. 2462
Article. 8 - Whether there is a vice opposed to anger resulting from lack
of anger?. . . . . . . p. 2463
Question. 159 - OF CRUELTY (TWO ARTICLES). . .. .......... p. 2464
Article. 1 - Whether cruelty is opposed to clemency?. . . ........ p. 2464
Article. 2 - Whether cruelty differs from savagery or brutality?. . . . . p. 2465
Question. 160 - OF MODESTY (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .......... p. 2466
Article. 1 - Whether modesty is a part of temperance?. . . .. ... .. p. 2466
Article. 2 - Whether modesty is only about outward actions?. . . . .. p. 2467
Question. 161 - OF HUMILITY (SIX ARTICLES). . . . ........... p. 2468
Article. 1 - Whether humility isa virtue?. . . .. ............... p. 2468
Article. 2 - Whether humility has to do with the appetite?. . . . ... .. p. 2469
Article. 3 - Whether one ought, by humility, to subject oneself to all
M BN 2. o e p. 2471
Article. 4 - Whether humility is a part of modesty or temperance?. . . . p. 2472
Article. 5 - Whether humility is the greatest of the virtues?. . . . .. .. p. 2473
Article. 6 - Whether twelve degrees of humility are fittingly distinguished
in the Rule of the Blessed Benedict?. . . .. ................. p. 2475
Question. 162 - OF PRIDE (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ............ p. 2477
Article. 1 - Whether prideisasin?. . .. ................... p. 2477
Article. 2 - Whether pride is a special sin?. . . . .............. p. 2478
Article. 3 - Whether the subject of pride is the irascible faculty?. . . . . p. 2480
Article. 4 - Whether the four species of pride are fittingly assigned by
GregorY 2. p. 2481
Article. 5 - Whether prideisamortal sin?. . . . ... ............ p. 2483
Article. 6 - Whether pride is the most grievous of sins?. . . . ... ... p. 2484
Article. 7 - Whether pride is the firstsinofall?. . .. ............ p. 2486
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Article. 8 - Whether pride should be reckoned a capital vice?. . . . . . p. 2487
Question. 163 - OF THE FIRST MAN'S SIN (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. p. 2488
Article. 1 - Whether pride was the first man's first sin?. . . .. ... .. p. 2488
Article. 2 - Whether the first man's pride consisted in his coveting God's
KeNeSS 2. . . . o p. 2489
Article. 3 - Whether the sin of our first parents was more grievous than
other SINS?. . . . . . p. 2491
Article. 4 - Whether Adam's sin was more grievous than Eve's?. . . .. p. 2491
Question. 164 - OF THE PUNISHMENTS OF THE FIRST MAN'S SIN
(TWO ARTICLES). . . . o oottt e e, p. 2493
Article. 1 - Whether death is the punishment of our first parents'
SIN 2. e p. 2493
Article. 2 - Whether the particular punishments of our first parents are
suitably appointed in Scripture?. . . .. ... ... ... . p. 2495
Question. 165 - OF OUR FIRST PARENTS' TEMPTATION (TWO
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 2498
Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting for man to be tempted by the
devil?. . . e p. 2499
Article. 2 - Whether the manner and order of the first temptation was
fitting 2. . . . e p. 2500
Question. 166 - OF STUDIOUSNESS (TWO ARTICLES). . .. .. ... p. 2501
Article. 1 - Whether the proper matter of studiousness is
Knowledge?. . . . . . . . . p. 2502
Article. 2 - Whether studiousness is a part of temperance?. . . .. .. p. 2502
Question. 167 - OF CURIOSITY (TWO ARTICLES). . ... ........ p. 2504
Article. 1 - Whether curiosity can be about intellective
Knowledge?. . . . . . . . .. p. 2504
Article. 2 - Whether the vice of curiosity is about sensitive
Knowledge?. . . . . . . . . p. 2506
Question. 168 - OF MODESTY AS CONSISTING IN THE OUTWARD
MOVEMENTS OF THE BODY (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ......... p. 2507
Article. 1 - Whether any virtue regards the outward movements of the
body 2. . . . p. 2507
Article. 2 - Whether there can be a virtue about games?. . . . ... .. p. 2509
Article. 3 - Whether there can be sin in the excess of play?. . . . . .. p. 2511
Article. 4 - Whether there is a sin in lack of mirth?. . . . ... ...... p. 2512
Question. 169 - OF MODESTY IN THE OUTWARD APPAREL (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2513

Article. 1 - Whether there can be virtue and vice in connection with
outward apparel?. . . ... ... p. 2513
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Article. 2 - Whether the adornment of women is devoid of mortal

SIN . e p. 2515
Question. 170 - OF THE PRECEPTS OF TEMPERANCE (TWO
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 2517

Article. 1 - Whether the precepts of temperance are suitably given in

the Divine law?. . . . . . . . . . p. 2518

Article. 2 - Whether the precepts of the virtues annexed to temperance

are suitably given in the Divine law?. . . . . ... .............. p. 2519

TREATISE ON GRATUITOUS GRACES (QQ[171]-182). . . ... ... .. p. 2520
Question. 171 - OF PROPHECY (SIX ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... ... p. 2520

Article. 1 - Whether prophecy pertains to knowledge?. . . . .. ... .. p. 2520

Article. 2 - Whether prophecyisahabit?. . . ... ............. p. 2522

Article. 3 - Whether prophecy is only about future contingencies?. . . . p. 2524

Article. 4 - Whether by the Divine revelation a prophet knows all that

can be known prophetically?. . . .. ...... .. ... . ... . ... p. 2525

Article. 5 - Whether the prophet always distinguishes what he says by

his own spirit from what he says by the prophetic spirit?. . . . ... .. p. 2526

Article. 6 - Whether things known or declared prophetically can be

false?. . . p. 2527
Question. 172 - OF THE CAUSE OF PROPHECY (SIX ARTICLES). . . p. 2529

Article. 1 - Whether prophecy can be natural?. . . ... .......... p. 2529

Article. 2 - Whether prophetic revelation comes through the

angels?. . . .. e p. 2531

Article. 3 - Whether a natural disposition is requisite for

Prophecy?. . . . . . p. 2532

Article. 4 - Whether a good life is requisite for prophecy?. . . . .. .. p. 2533

Article. 5 - Whether any prophecy comes from the demons?. . . . .. p. 2534

Article. 6 - Whether the prophets of the demons ever foretell the

trUth . e p. 2535
Question. 173 - OF THE MANNER IN WHICH PROPHETIC
KNOWLEDGE IS CONVEYED (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... ........ p. 2536

Article. 1 - Whether the prophets see the very essence of God?. . . .. p. 2537

Article. 2 - Whether, in prophetic revelation, new species of things are

impressed on the prophet's mind, or merely a new light?. . . . ... .. p. 2538

Article. 3 - Whether the prophetic vision is always accompanied by

abstraction fromthe senses?. . . . . ... . ... . ... . ... . ... ... p. 2540

Article. 4 - Whether prophets always know the things which they

PrOPhEeSY 2. . . o p. 2542

Question. 174 - OF THE DIVISION OF PROPHECY (SIX
ARTICLES). .\ oottt e e e e e p. 2543
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Article 1- Whether prophecy is fittingly divided into the prophecy of

Article. 2 - Whether the prophecy WhICh is accompanied by intellective
and imaginative vision is more excellent than that which is accompanied

by intellective vision alone?. . . . ... .... .. ... .. .. .. ... ... p. 2544
Article. 3 - Whether the degrees of prophecy can be distinguished

according to the imaginary vision?. . . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... p. 2546
Article. 4 - Whether Moses was the greatest of the prophets?. . . .. p. 2548

Article. 5 - Whether there is a degree of prophecy in the blessed?. . . . p. 2549
Article. 6 - Whether the degrees of prophecy change as time goes

O N . p. 2550
Question. 175 - OF RAPTURE (SIX ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 2552
Article. 1 - Whether the soul of man is carried away to things
diVine . . . . e p. 2552
Article. 2 - Whether rapture pertains to the cognitive rather than to the
appetitive power?. . . . . . .. p. 2553
Article. 3 - Whether Paul, when in rapture, saw the essence of
GOd 2. o p. 2555
Article. 4 - Whether Paul, when in rapture, was withdrawn from his
SENSES . i e p. 2557
Article. 5 - Whether, while in this state, Paul's soul was wholly separated
from his body?. . . . .. ... p. 2558
Article. 6 - Did Paul know whether his soul were separated from his
body 2. . . . p. 2559
Question. 176 - OF THE GRACE OF TONGUES (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2561
Article. 1 - Whether those who received the gift of tongues spoke in
every language?. . . . . . ... p. 2561
Article. 2 - Whether the gift of tongues is more excellent than the grace
of prophecy?. . . . ... . . . ... p. 2562
Question. 177 - OF THE GRATUITOUS GRACE CONSISTING IN
WORDS (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .. .. e p. 2564
Article. 1 - Whether any gratuitous grace attaches to words?. . . . .. p. 2564
Article. 2 - Whether the grace of the word of wisdom and knowledge is
becomingtowomen?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2565
Question. 178 - OF THE GRACE OF MIRACLES (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2567
Article. 1 - Whether there is a gratuitous grace of working
Mmiracles?. . . . ... . p. 2567
Article. 2 - Whether the wicked can work miracles?. . . ... ...... p. 2568
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Question. 179 - OF THE DIVISION OF LIFE INTO ACTIVE AND

CONTEMPLATIVE (TWO ARTICLES). . . . . ... ... o o p. 2570
Article. 1 - Whether life is fittingly divided into active and
contemplative?. . . . . .. p. 2570
Article. 2 - Whether life is adequately divided into active and
contemplative?. . . . . ... .. p. 2571

Question. 180 - OF THE CONTEMPLATIVE LIFE (EIGHT

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2572
Article. 1 - Whether the contemplative life has nothing to do with the
affections, and pertains wholly to the intellect?. . . . . ... ... .... p. 2572
Article. 2 - Whether the moral virtues pertain to the contemplative
e 2. e p. 2573
Article. 3 - Whether there are various actions pertaining to the
contemplative life?. . .. ... ... . . . ... ... . p. 2575

Article. 4 - Whether the contemplative life consists in the mere
contemplation of God, or also in the consideration of any truth

whatever?. . . . ... e p. 2576
Article. 5 - Whether in the present state of life the contemplative life can
reach to the vision of the Divine essence?. . . . ... ........... p. 2578
Article. 6 - Whether the operation of contemplation is fittingly divided
into a threefold movement, circular, straight and oblique?. . . . .. .. p. 2579
Article. 7 - Whether there is delight in contemplation?. . . ... ... .. p. 2581
Article. 8 - Whether the contemplative life is continuous?. . . ... .. p. 2583
Question. 181 - OF THE ACTIVE LIFE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... .. p. 2584
Article. 1 - Whether all the actions of the moral virtues pertain to the
active life?. . . . ... e p. 2584
Article. 2 - Whether prudence pertains to the active life?. . . . ... .. p. 2585
Article. 3 - Whether teaching is a work of the active or of the
contemplative life?. . .. ... ... . . ... . ... . p. 2586
Article. 4 - Whether the active life remains after this life?. . . . ... .. p. 2587
Question. 182 - OF THE ACTIVE LIFE IN COMPARISON WITH THE
CONTEMPLATIVE LIFE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ........... p. 2588
Article. 1 - Whether the active life is more excellent than the
contemplative?. . . . . ... p. 2589
Article. 2 - Whether the active life is of greater merit than the
contemplative?. . . . . . ... p. 2590
Article. 3 - Whether the contemplative life is hindered by the active
T 2. . p. 2592
Article. 4 - Whether the active life precedes the contemplative?. . . . . p. 2593
TREATISE ON THE STATES OF LIFE (QQ[183]-189). . . ... ... ... p. 2594
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Question. 183 - OF MAN'S VARIOUS DUTIES AND STATES IN

GENERAL (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ... e p. 2594
Article. 1 - Whether the notion of a state denotes a condition of freedom
Or servitude?. . . . . . . . p. 2594
Article. 2 - Whether there should be different duties or states in the
Church?. . . p. 2595
Article. 3 - Whether duties differ according to their actions?. . . . . . . p. 2597
Article. 4 - Whether the difference of states applies to those who are
beginning, progressing, or perfect?. . . . ......... ... ... .... p. 2598
Question. 184 - OF THE STATE OF PERFECTION IN GENERAL (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2599
Article. 1 - Whether the perfection of the Christian life consists chiefly
IN charity?. . . . .. . p. 2599
Article. 2 - Whether any one can be perfect in this life?. . . .. ... .. p. 2600
Article. 3 - Whether, in this life, perfection consists in the observance
of the commandments or of the counsels?. . . .. ............. p. 2601
Article. 4 - Whether whoever is perfect is in the state of
perfection?. . . ... . . . .. p. 2603
Article. 5 - Whether religious and prelates are in the state of
perfection?. . . ... . . . .. p. 2605
Article. 6 - Whether all ecclesiastical prelates are in the state of
perfection?. . . . . . . . p. 2606
Article. 7 - Whether the religious state is more perfect than that of
prelates?. . . . . . p. 2608
Article. 8 - Whether parish priests and archdeacons are more perfect
than religious?. . . . .. ... . . .. p. 2609
Question. 185 - OF THINGS PERTAINING TO THE EPISCOPAL STATE
(EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . oottt e e e e p. 2612
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful to desire the office of a bishop?. . . . . p. 2612
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for a man to refuse absolutely an
appointment to the episcopate?. . . ... ... .. ... ... . ..., p. 2615
Article. 3 - Whether he that is appointed to the episcopate ought to be
better than others?. . . . ... . ... . . . ... . p. 2616
Article. 4 - Whether a bishop may lawfully forsake the episcopal cure
in order to enter religion?. . . .. ... ... ... p. 2618
Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful for a bishop on account of bodily
persecution to abandon the flock committed to his care?. . . . . .. .. p. 2619
Article. 6 - Whether it is lawful for a bishop to have property of his
OW N Z . e p. 2621
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Article. 7 - Whether bishops sin mortally if they distribute not to the poor

the ecclesiastical goods which accruetothem?. . . ... ... ...... p. 2622
Article. 8 - Whether religious who are raised to the episcopate are bound
to religious observances?. . . . .. ... ... p. 2624
Question. 186 - OF THOSE THINGS IN WHICH THE RELIGIOUS STATE
PROPERLY CONSISTS (TEN ARTICLES). . .. .............. p. 2626
Article. 1 - Whether religion implies a state of perfection?. . . ... .. p. 2626
Article. 2 - Whether every religious is bound to keep all the
COUNSEIS?. . . . e p. 2627
Article. 3 - Whether poverty is required for religious perfection?. . . . . p. 2629
Article. 4 - Whether perpetual continence is required for religious
perfection?. . . ... . . . .. p. 2632
Article. 5 - Whether obedience belongs to religious perfection?. . . . . p. 2633
Article. 6 - Whether it is requisite for religious perfection that poverty,
continence, and obedience should come underavow?. . . ... .. .. p. 2635
Article. 7 - Whether it is right to say that religious perfection consists in
these three VOWS?. . . . . . . . .. . . p. 2636
Article. 8 - Whether the vow of obedience is the chief of the three
religious VOWS?. . . . . . . p. 2638
Article. 9 - Whether a religious sins mortally whenever he transgresses
the things contained in hisrule?. . . .. .................... p. 2639
Article. 10 - Whether a religious sins more grievously than a secular by
thesamekindofsin?. . ....... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... ... p. 2641
Question. 187 - OF THOSE THINGS THAT ARE COMPETENT TO
RELIGIOUS (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .ot p. 2642
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful for religious to teach, preach, and the
K 2. o p. 2642
Article. 2 - Whether it is lawful for religious to occupy themselves with
secular businesS?. . . . . . .. p. 2644
Article. 3 - Whether religious are bound to manual labor?. . . . .. .. p. 2645
Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful for religious to live on alms?. . . . . .. p. 2649
Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful for religious to beg?. . . . ... ... .. p. 2652
Article. 6 - Whether it is lawful for religious to wear coarser clothes than
others?. . . . p. 2654
Question. 188 - OF THE DIFFERENT KINDS OF RELIGIOUS LIFE
(EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 2655
Artlcle 1 - Whether there IS only one religious order? ........... p. 2656

of the active life?. . . . .. .. . . p. 2657
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Article. 3 - Whether a religious order can be directed to

soldiering?. . . . . . . e p. 2658
Article. 4 - Whether a religious order can be established for preaching
or hearing confessions?. . . . . . ... .. .. ... p. 2660
Article. 5 - Whether a religious order should be established for the
purpose of study?. . . . . ... ... p. 2662
Article. 6 - Whether a religious order that is devoted to the contemplative
life is more excellent than on that is given to the active life?. . . . . .. p. 2664
Article. 7 - Whether religious perfection is diminished by possessing
something In COMMON?. . . . . . . ... p. 2665
Article. 8 - Whether the religious life of those who live in community is
more perfect than that of those who lead a solitary life?. . . . ... .. p. 2669
Question. 189 - OF THE ENTRANCE INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE (TEN
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 2671
Article. 1 - Whether those who are not practiced in keeping the
commandments should enter religion?. . . ... .............. p. 2672
Article. 2 - Whether one ought to be bound by vow to enter
religion?. . . . . p. 2675
Article. 3 - Whether one who is bound by a vow to enter religion is under
an obligation of entering religion?. . . . .. ...... ... ... ...... p. 2676
Article. 4 - Whether he who has vowed to enter religion is bound to
remain in religion in perpetuity?. . . . ... ... ... L. p. 2677
Article. 5 - Whether children should be received in religion?. . . . . .. p. 2678
Article. 6 - Whether one ought to be withdrawn from entering religion
through deference to one's parents?. . . . . ................. p. 2680
Article. 7 - Whether parish priests may lawfully enter religion?. . . . . p. 2682
Article. 8 - Whether it is lawful to pass from one religious order to
another?. . . . . . p. 2683
Article. 9 - Whether one ought to induce others to enter religion?. . . . p. 2684
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Article. 3 - Whether Christ was baptized at a fitting time?. . . . . . .. p. 2967
Article. 4 - Whether Christ should have been baptized in the
Jordan . . ... e p. 2969
Article. 5 - Whether the heavens should have been opened unto Christ
at His baptism?. . ... ... .. . . ... p. 2969
Article. 6 - Whether it is fitting to say that when Christ was baptized the
Holy Ghost came down on Him in the form of a dove?. . . . . ... .. p. 2971
Article. 7 - Whether the dove in which the Holy Ghost appeared was
real?. . .. p. 2973
Article. 8 - Whether it was becoming, when Christ was baptized that the
Father's voice should be heard, bearing witness to the Son?. . . . .. p. 2974
Question. 40 - OF CHRIST'S MANNER OF LIFE (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 2976
Article. 1 - Whether Christ should have associated with men, or led a
solitary life?. . . . . .. p. 2976
Article. 2 - Whether it was becoming that Christ should lead an austere
life inthisworld?. . . ... ... ... . . . ... . . ... p. 2977
Article. 3 - Whether Christ should have led a life of poverty in this
WOorld 2. . p. 2979
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Article. 4 - Whether Christ conformed His conduct to the Law?. . . . . p. 2981
Question. 41 - OF CHRIST'S TEMPTATION (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. p. 2982
Article. 1 - Whether it was becoming that Christ should be
tempted?. . . .. p. 2982
Article. 2 - Whether Christ should have been tempted in the
desert?. . . .. e p. 2984
Article. 3 - Whether Christ's temptation should have taken place after
His fast?. . . . . .. . e p. 2985
Article. 4 - Whether the mode and order of the temptation were
becoming?. . . .. .. p. 2986
Question. 42 - OF CHRIST'S DOCTRINE (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 2989
Article. 1 - Whether Christ should have preached not only to the Jews
but also to the Gentiles?. . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. L p. 2989
Article. 2 - Whether Christ should have preached to the Jews without
offending them?. . . . . ... .. . . ... ... p. 2991
Article. 3 - Whether Christ should have taught all things openly?. . . . . p. 2992
Article. 4 - Whether Christ should have committed His doctrine to
WHEING 2. . p. 2993
Question. 43 - OF THE MIRACLES WORKED BY CHRIST, IN GENERAL
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e e e p. 2995
Article. 1 - Whether Christ should have worked miracles?. . . . .. .. p. 2995
Article. 2 - Whether Christ worked miracles by Divine power?. . . .. p. 2996
Article. 3 - Whether Christ began to work miracles when He changed
water into wine at the marriage feast?. . . .. ................ p. 2997
Article. 4 - Whether the miracles which Christ worked were a sufficient
proof of His Godhead?. . . . ... ...... ... ... ... ......... p. 2998
Question. 44 - OF (CHRIST'S) MIRACLES CONSIDERED SPECIFICALLY
(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e e e p. 3000
Article. 1 - Whether those miracles were fitting which Christ worked in
spiritual substances?. . . ... .. ... ... p. 3000
Article. 2 - Whether it was fitting that Christ should work miracles in the
heavenly bodies?. . . ... ... ... . . . ... .. p. 3002
Article. 3 - Whether Christ worked miracles fittingly on men?. . . . .. p. 3005
Article. 4 - Whether Christ worked miracles fittingly on irrational
CrEatUNES . . . . o e p. 3008
Question. 45 - OF CHRIST'S TRANSFIGURATION (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3009
Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting that Christ should be
transfigured?. . . . . .. .. p. 3009

Article. 2 - Whether this clarity was the clarity of glory?. . . . . ... .. p. 3010
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Article. 3 - Whether the witnesses of the transfiguration were fittingly

ChoSEeN 2. . . . e p. 3012
Article. 4 - Whether the testimony of the Father's voice, saying, 'This is
My beloved Son,' was fittingly added?. . . . .. ............... p. 3013
Question. 46 - THE PASSION OF CHRIST (TWELVE ARTICLES). . . . p. 3015
Article. 1 - Whether it was necessary for Christ to suffer for the
deliverance of the humanrace?. . . .. ......... ... ... ..... p. 3015
Article. 2 - Whether there was any other possible way of human
deliverance besides the Passion of Christ?. . . ... ........... p. 3016
Article. 3 - Whether there was any more suitable way of delivering the
human race than by Christ's Passion?. . . . ... .............. p. 3018
Article. 4 - Whether Christ ought to have suffered on the cross?. . . . . p. 3019
Article. 5 - Whether Christ endured all suffering?. . . ... ........ p. 3021
Article. 6 - Whether the pain of Christ's Passion was greater than all
other pains?. . . . . . . . p. 3022
Article. 7 - Whether Christ suffered in His whole soul?. . . .. ... .. p. 3025
Article. 8 - Whether Christ's entire soul enjoyed blessed fruition during
the Passion?. . . ... ... ... .. p. 3026
Article. 9 - Whether Christ suffered at a suitable time?. . . .. ... .. p. 3027
Article. 10 - Whether Christ suffered in a suitable place?. . . . ... .. p. 3029
Article. 11 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to be crucified with
thieves?. . . . . p. 3031
Article. 12 - Whether Christ's Passion is to be attributed to His
Godhead?. . . . .. .. . p. 3032
Question. 47 - OF THE EFFICIENT CAUSE OF CHRIST'S PASSION
(SIX ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 3033
Article. 1 - Whether Christ was slain by another or by Himself?. . . . . p. 3033
Article. 2 - Whether Christ died out of obedience?. . . . ... ...... p. 3034
Article. 3 - Whether God the Father delivered up Christ to the
PassioN?. . . . . p. 3036
Article. 4 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to suffer at the hands of the
Gentiles?. . . ... p. 3037
Article. 5 - Whether Christ's persecutors knew who He was?. . . . .. p. 3037
Article. 6 - Whether the sin of those who crucified Christ was most
OrHEVOUS 2. . ot e e e p. 3039
Question. 48 - OF THE EFFICIENCY OF CHRIST'S PASSION (SIX
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3040

Article. 1 - Whether Christ's Passion brought about our salvation by way
of Merit?. . . .. . . e p. 3040
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Article. 2 - Whether Christ's Passion brought about our salvation by way

of atonement?. . . . . . . . .. p. 3041
Article. 3 - Whether Christ's Passion operated by way of
SaCHfiCe?. . o p. 3042
Article. 4 - Whether Christ's Passion brought about our salvation by way
of redemption?. . . . . . ... .. ... p. 3043
Article. 5 - Whether it is proper to Christ to be the Redeemer?. . . . . p. 3045
Article. 6 - Whether Christ's Passion brought about our salvation
efficiently?. . . . . ... p. 3045
Question. 49 - OF THE EFFECTS OF CHRIST'S PASSION (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3046
Article. 1 - Whether we were delivered from sin through Christ's
PassioN?. . . .. p. 3047
Article. 2 - Whether we were delivered from the devil's power through
Christ's Passion?. . . . . ... .. p. 3048
Article. 3 - Whether men were freed from the punishment of sin through
Christ's Passion?. . . . . ... . . . p. 3049
Article. 4 - Whether we were reconciled to God through Christ's
PassIoN?. . . .. p. 3050
Article. 5 - Whether Christ opened the gate of heaven to us by His
PassioN?. . . .. p. 3051
Article. 6 - Whether by His Passion Christ merited to be exalted?. . . . p. 3052
Question. 50 - OF THE DEATH OF CHRIST (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 3054
Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting that Christ should die?. . . . ... .. p. 3054
Article. 2 - Whether the Godhead was separated from the flesh when
Christ died?. . . ... ... p. 3055
Article. 3 - Whether in Christ's death there was a severance between
His Godhead and Hissoul?. . . . ... ... ... ... ... . ........ p. 3056
Article. 4 - Whether Christ was a man during the three days of His
death?. . . . .. . . . e p. 3058
Article. 5 - Whether Christ's was identically the same body living and
dead?. . . . . .. e p. 3059
Article. 6 - Whether Christ's death conduced in any way to our
salvation?. . . . . .. p. 3060
Question. 51 - OF CHRIST'S BURIAL (FOUR ARTICLES). .. ... .. p. 3061
Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to be buried?. . . . ... .. p. 3061
Article. 2 - Whether Christ was buried in a becoming manner?. . . . . p. 3062
Article. 3 - Whether Christ's body was reduced to dust in the
oMb 2. . . p. 3064
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Article. 4 - Whether Christ was in the tomb only one day and two

NIghtS?. . . . p. 3065
Question. 52 - OF CHRIST'S DESCENT INTO HELL (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3066

Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to descend into hell?. . . . . p. 3066

Article. 2 - Whether Christ went down into the hell of the lost?. . . .. p. 3067

Article. 3 - Whether the whole Christwasinhell?. . ... ... ...... p. 3069

Article. 4 - Whether Christ made any stay inhell?. . .. ... ...... p. 3070

Article. 5 - Whether Christ descending into hell delivered the holy Fathers

from thence?. . .. . .. . . . . p. 3071

Article. 6 - Whether Christ delivered any of the lost from hell?. . . . . p. 3072

Article. 7 - Whether the children who died in original sin were delivered

by Christ?. . . . .. p. 3073

Article. 8 - Whether Christ by His descent into hell delivered souls from

PUIGaLOrY 2.« o o p. 3074
Question. 53 - OF CHRIST'S RESURRECTION (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3076

Article. 1 - Whether it was necessary for Christ to rise again?. . . . .. p. 3076

Article. 2 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to rise again on the third

day?. . .. e p. 3077

Article. 3 - Whether Christ was the first to rise from the dead?. . . .. p. 3079

Article. 4 - Whether Christ was the cause of His own

Resurrection?. . . . . . ... . . p. 3080
Question. 54 - OF THE QUALITY OF CHRIST RISING AGAIN (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3081

Article. 1 - Whether Christ had a true body after His

Resurrection?. . . . . . ... . p. 3081

Article. 2 - Whether Christ's body rose glorified? [*Some editions give
this article as the third, following the order of the introduction to the
guestion. But this is evident from the first sentence of the body of A[3]
(A[2] in the aforesaid editions), that the order of the Leonine edition is

CorrecCt.]. . . . . e p. 3083
Article. 3 - Whether Christ's body rose again entire?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3084
Article. 4 - Whether Christ's body ought to have risen with its
SCaAIS . o p. 3086
Question. 55 - OF THE MANIFESTATION OF THE RESURRECTION
(SIX ARTICLES). . . . oo ottt e p. 3087
Article. 1 - Whether Christ's Resurrection ought to have been manifested
to all?. . .. p. 3087
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Article. 2 - Whether it was fitting that the disciples should see Him rise

AgaIN 2. . . e p. 3089
Article. 3 - Whether Christ ought to have lived constantly with His
disciples after the Resurrection?. . . . ... ... ... ... ...... p. 3089
Article. 4 - Whether Christ should have appeared to the disciples 'in
another shape'?. . ... ... . . . . . . . e p. 3092
Article. 5 - Whether Christ should have demonstrated the truth of His
Resurrection by proofs?. . .. ... ... ... . . ... . p. 3093
Article. 6 - Whether the proofs which Christ made use of manifested
sufficiently the truth of His Resurrection?. . . . ... ............ p. 3094
Question. 56 - OF THE CAUSALITY OF CHRIST'S RESURRECTION
(TWO ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 3097
Article. 1 - Whether Christ's Resurrection is the cause of the resurrection
of our bodies?. . . ... ... ... p. 3097
Article. 2 - Whether Christ's Resurrection is the cause of the resurrection
Of SOUIS?. . . . . . p. 3099
Question. 57 - OF THE ASCENSION OF CHRIST (SIX ARTICLES). . . p. 3100

Article. 1 - Whether it was fitting for Christ to ascend into heaven?. . . p. 3101
Article. 2 - Whether Christ's Ascension into heaven belonged to Him

according to His Divine Nature?. . . . .. ................... p. 3102
Article. 3 - Whether Christ ascended by His own power?. . . . ... .. p. 3104
Article. 4 - Whether Christ ascended above all the heavens?. . . . . . p. 3105
Article. 5 - Whether Christ's body ascended above every spiritual
Creature . . . p. 3106
Article. 6 - Whether Christ's Ascension is the cause of our
salvation?. . . . .. .. p. 3107
Question. 58 - OF CHRIST'S SITTING AT THE RIGHT HAND OF THE
FATHER (FOUR ARTICLES). . . .. ... .. . . i p. 3109
Article. 1 - Whether it is fitting that Christ should sit at the right hand of
God the Father?. . . . . . ... . . . . e p. 3109
Article. 2 - Whether it belongs to Christ as God to sit at the right hand
of the Father?. . . ... . .. . . . . . . . ... p. 3110
Article. 3 - Whether it belongs to Christ as man to sit at the right hand
of the Father?. . . . . . . . . . . . . p. 3111
Article. 4 - Whether it is proper to Christ to sit at the right hand of the
Father?. . . . ... p. 3112
Question. 59 - OF CHRIST'S JUDICIARY POWER (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3113
Article. 1 - Whether judiciary power is to be specially attributed to
ChrisSt . o p. 3113
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Article. 2 - Whether judiciary power belongs to Christ as man?. . . .. p. 3115
Article. 3 - Whether Christ acquired His judiciary power by His
MEIS 2. . . . p. 3116
Article. 4 - Whether judiciary power belongs to Christ with respect to all
human affairs?. . . . ... ... ... . . . . p. 3117
Article. 5 - Whether after the Judgment that takes place in the present
time, there remains yet another General Judgment?. . . ... ... .. p. 3118
Article. 6 - Whether Christ's judiciary power extends to the
angels?. . ... e p. 3120
TREATISE ON THE SACRAMENTS (QQ[60]-90). . . ... ......... p. 3121
Question. 60 - WHAT IS A SACRAMENT? (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . .. p. 3121
Article. 1 - Whether a sacramentis akind of sign?. . . .. ........ p. 3122
Article. 2 - Whether every sign of a holy thing is a sacrament?. . . . . p. 3123
Article. 3 - Whether a sacrament is a sign of one thing only?. . . . .. p. 3123
Article. 4 - Whether a sacrament is always something sensible?. . . . . p. 3124
Article. 5 - Whether determinate things are required for a
SaCramMENt?. . . . . p. 3125
Article. 6 - Whether words are required for the signification of the
SaCramentsS?. . . . . . . p. 3127
Article. 7 - Whether determinate words are required in the
SACIaAMENTS ?. . . . o p. 3128
Article. 8 - Whether it is lawful to add anything to the words in which
the sacramental form consists?. . . ... ......... ... . ...... p. 3129
Question. 61 - OF THE NECESSITY OF THE SACRAMENTS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 3131
Article. 1 - Whether sacraments are necessary for man's salvation?
.............................................. p. 3131
Article. 2 - Whether before sin sacraments were necessary to
AN . e e p. 3132
Article. 3 - Whether there should have been sacraments after sin, before
ChrisSt . o p. 3133
Article. 4 - Whether there was need for any sacraments after Christ
CaAM B . L p. 3134
Question. 62 - OF THE SACRAMENTS' PRINCIPAL EFFECT, WHICH
IS GRACE (SIX ARTICLES). . . . . . .. e p. 3135
Article. 1 - Whether the sacraments are the cause of grace?. . . . .. p. 3136
Article. 2 - Whether sacramental grace confers anything in addition to
the grace of the virtues and gifts?. . . . .. .................. p. 3137

Article. 3 - Whether the sacraments of the New Law contain
OraC . o p. 3138
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Article. 4 - Whether there be in the sacraments a power of causing

OraC 2. o e p. 3139
Article. 5 - Whether the sacraments of the New Law derive their power
from Christ's Passion?. . . .. . ... ... ... .. p. 3140
Article. 6 - Whether the sacraments of the OIld Law caused
OraCE 2. o e p. 3142
Question. 63 - OF THE OTHER EFFECT OF THE SACRAMENTS,
WHICH IS A CHARACTER (SIX ARTICLES). . .. ............. p. 3143
Article. 1 - Whether a sacrament imprints a character on the
SOUl?. o p. 3143
Article. 2 - Whether a character is a spiritual power?. . . ... ... .. p. 3145
Article. 3 - Whether the sacramental character is the character of
ChrisSt . o p. 3146
Article. 4 - Whether the character be subjected in the powers of the
SOUl 2. o e p. 3147
Article. 5 - Whether a character can be blotted out from the soul?. . . . p. 3148
Article. 6 - Whether a character is imprinted by each sacrament of the
NeW Law?. . . . p. 3149
Question. 64 - OF THE CAUSES OF THE SACRAMENTS (TEN
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3151
Article. 1 - Whether God alone, or the minister also, works inwardly unto
the sacramental effect?. . . ... ... .. ... ... . ... .. p. 3151
Article. 2 - Whether the sacraments are instituted by God alone?. . . . p. 3152
Article. 3 - Whether Christ as man had the power of producing the inward
sacramental effect?. . . ... ... .. ... p. 3153
Article. 4 - Whether Christ could communicate to ministers the power
which He had in the sacraments?. . . ... .................. p. 3154
Article. 5 - Whether the sacraments can be conferred by euvil
MINISEEIS 2. . . . . p. 3155
Article. 6 - Whether wicked men sin in administering the
SAaCramentsS?. . . . . . . p. 3156
Article. 7 - Whether angels can administer sacraments?. . . . ... .. p. 3158
Article. 8 - Whether the minister's intention is required for the validity of
a sacrament?. . .. ... p. 3159
Article. 9 - Whether faith is required of necessity in the minister of a
SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3160
Article. 10 - Whether the validity of a sacrament requires a good intention
inthe minister?. . . . .. ... . .. . p. 3161
Question. 65 - OF THE NUMBER OF THE SACRAMENTS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3162
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Article. 1 - Whether there should be seven sacraments?. . . . ... .. p. 3162
Article. 2 - Whether the order of the sacraments, as given above, is
becoming?. . . ... . . . p. 3165
Article. 3 - Whether the Eucharist is the greatest of the
SACIramMENIS?. . . . p. 3166
Article. 4 - Whether all the sacraments are necessary for
salvation?. . . . . .. p. 3168
Question. 66 - OF THE SACRAMENT OF BAPTISM (TWELVE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3169
Article. 1 - Whether Baptism is the mere washing?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 3169
Article. 2 - Whether Baptism was instituted after Christ's Passion?
.............................................. p. 3171
Article. 3 - Whether water is the proper matter of Baptism?. . . . . . . p. 3172
Article. 4 - Whether plain water is necessary for Baptism?. . . . .. .. p. 3173

Article. 5 - Whether this be a suitable form of Baptism: 'l baptize thee
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy

Ghost' 2. . . . p. 3175
Article. 6 - Whether Baptism can be conferred in the name of
ChrisSt?. o p. 3177
Article. 7 - Whether immersion in water is necessary for Baptism?. . . p. 3178
Article. 8 - Whether trine immersion is essential to Baptism?. . . . .. p. 3179
Article. 9 - Whether Baptism may be reiterated?. . . . . ... ... ... p. 3181
Article. 10 - Whether the Church observes a suitable rite in
baptizing?. . . . ... p. 3183
Article. 11 - Whether three kinds of Baptism are fittingly described---viz
Baptism of Water, of Blood, and of the Spirit?. . . .. ........... p. 3184
Article. 12 - Whether the Baptism of Blood is the most excellent of
these 2. . . p. 3185
Question. 67 - OF THE MINISTERS BY WHOM THE SACRAMENT OF
BAPTISM IS CONFERRED (EIGHT ARTICLES). . .. ........... p. 3186
Article. 1 - Whether it is part of a deacon's duty to baptize?. . . . . .. p. 3187
Article. 2 - Whether to baptize is part of the priestly office, or proper to
that of bishops?. . ... ... ... . . .. . . . p. 3188
Article. 3 - Whether a layman can baptize?. . . . .. ............ p. 3189
Article. 4 - Whether a woman can baptize?. . . ... ............ p. 3190
Article. 5 - Whether one that is not baptized can confer the sacrament
of Baptism?. . . . . . p. 3191
Artlcle 6 - Whether several can baptlze at the same time?. . . . . .. p. 3192

baptlzed fromthe sacred font?. . . . .. ... ... .. ... .. ... p. 3193
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Article. 8 - Whether he who raises anyone from the sacred font is bound

toinstruct him?. . . . . . .. ... . . p. 3194
Question. 68 - OF THOSE WHO RECEIVE BAPTISM (TWELVE
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3195

Article. 1 - Whether all are bound to receive Baptism?. . . .. ... .. p. 3195

Article. 2 - Whether a man can be saved without Baptism? . . . . . .. p. 3197

Article. 3 - Whether Baptism should be deferred?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 3198

Article. 4 - Whether sinners should be baptized?. . . . ... ....... p. 3199

Article. 5 - Whether works of satisfaction should be enjoined on sinners

that have been baptized?. . . . ... ... ... ... o p. 3200

Article. 6 - Whether sinners who are going to be baptized are bound to

confess their sSinS?. . . . .. . . ... . . ... p. 3201

Article. 7 - Whether the intention of receiving the sacrament of Baptism

is required on the part of the one baptized?. . . ... ........... p. 3203

Article. 8 - Whether faith is required on the part of the one

baptized?. . . . .. .. p. 3203

Article. 9 - Whether children should be baptized?. . . . ... ...... p. 3205

Article. 10 - Whether children of Jews or other unbelievers be baptized

against the will of their parents?. . . . . ....... ... ... ... ... p. 3206

Article. 11 - Whether a child can be baptized while yet in its mother's

WOMDbD 2. . p. 3207

Article. 12 - Whether madmen and imbeciles should be baptized?. . . p. 3208
Question. 69 - OF THE EFFECTS OF BAPTISM (TEN ARTICLES). . . . p. 3210

Article. 1 - Whether all sins are taken away by Baptism?. . . . ... .. p. 3210
Article. 2 - Whether man is freed by Baptism from all debt of punishment
due to SIN?. . . ... p. 3211
Article. 3 - Whether Baptism should take away the penalties of sin that
belong to this life?. . . . . . ... .. ... . p. 3212
Article. 4 - Whether grace and virtues are bestowed on man by
Baptism?. . . .. p. 3213

Article. 5 - Whether certain acts of the virtues are fittingly set down as
effects of Baptism, to wit---incorporation in Christ, enlightenment, and

fruitfulness?. . . . . . . . e p. 3214
Article. 6 - Whether children receive grace and virtue in Baptism?. . . . p. 3215
Article. 7 - Whether the effect of Baptism is to open the gates of the

heavenly kingdom?. . . . ... .. .. . . . . . . .. p. 3216
Article. 8 - Whether Baptism has an equal effectinall?. . . .. ... .. p. 3217
Artlcle 9 - Whether msmcerlty hinders the effect of Baptlsm? ...... p. 3218

ceases? ........................................ p. 3219
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Question. 70 - OF CIRCUMCISION (FOUR ARTICLES). . .. ... ... p. 3220
Article. 1 - Whether circumcision was a preparation for, and a figure of
Baptism?. . . .. p. 3221
Article. 2 - Whether circumcision was instituted in a fitting
MaANN I . o e e p. 3221
Article. 3 - Whether the rite of circumcision was fitting?. . . . . ... .. p. 3223
Article. 4 - Whether circumcision bestowed sanctifying grace?. . . . . p. 3224

Question. 71 - OF THE PREPARATIONS THAT ACCOMPANY BAPTISM

(FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . e e p. 3226
Article. 1 - Whether catechism should precede Baptism?. .. ... .. p. 3226
Article. 2 - Whether exorcism should precede Baptism?. . . ... ... p. 3227
Article. 3 - Whether what is done in the exorcism effects anything, or is
a Mere SIgN?. . . . . p. 3228
Article. 4 - Whether it belongs to a priest to catechize and exorcize the
person to be baptized?. . . ... ... .. ... . p. 3229

Question. 72 - CONFIRMATION (Q[72]). . . . . . o o oo i oo p. 3230
Article. 1 - Whether confirmation is a sacrament?. . . .. ........ p. 3231
Article. 2 - Whether chrism is a fitting matter for this sacrament?. . . . . p. 3232
Article. 3 - Whether it is essential to this sacrament that the chrism which
is its matter be previously consecrated by a bishop?. . ... ... ... p. 3234
Article. 4 - Whether the proper form of this sacrament is: 'l sign thee
with the sign of the cross,"etc.?. . . . . ... ... ... .. .. ... ... p. 3235
Article. 5 - Whether the sacrament of Confirmation imprints a
Character?. . . . . . .. . . . e p. 3236
Article. 6 - Whether the character of Confirmation presupposes of
necessity, the baptismal character?. . . . ... ............... p. 3237
Article. 7 - Whether sanctifying grace is bestowed in this
sacrament?. . . ... p. 3238
Article. 8 - Whether this sacrament should be givento all?. . . . . .. p. 3239
Article. 9 - Whether this sacrament should be given to man on the
forehead?. . . . .. ... p. 3241
Article. 10 - Whether he who is confirmed needs one to stand* for him?
[*Literally, 'to hold him]. . ... ....... .. .. .. .. .. ... .... p. 3242
Article. 11 - Whether only a bishop can confer this sacrament?. . . . . p. 3243
Article. 12 - Whether the rite of this sacrament is appropriate?. . . . . p. 3244

Question. 73 - OF THE SACRAMENT OF THE EUCHARIST (SIX

ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3245
Article. 1 - Whether the Eucharist is a sacrament?. . . . ... ...... p. 3245
Article. 2 - Whether the Eucharist is one sacrament or several?. . . . . p. 3246
Article. 3 - Whether the Eucharist is necessary for salvation?. . . . . . p. 3247
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Article. 4 - Whether this sacrament is suitably called by various

MAM S 7. o e p. 3249
Article. 5 - Whether the institution of this sacrament was
appropriate?. . ... p. 3250
Article. 6 - Whether the Paschal Lamb was the chief figure of this
SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3251
Question. 74 - OF THE MATTER OF THIS SACRAMENT (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3252
Article. 1 - Whether the matter of this sacrament is bread and
WINB . L p. 3252
Article. 2 - Whether a determinate quantity of bread and wine is required
for the matter of this sacrament?. . . ... .................. p. 3253
Article. 3 - Whether wheaten bread is required for the matter of this
SaCramMENt?. . . . . p. 3254
Article. 4 - Whether this sacrament ought to be made of unleavened
bread?. . . . .. p. 3256
Article. 5 - Whether wine of the grape is the proper matter of this
SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3257
Article. 6 - Whether water should be mixed with the wine?. . . . . . .. p. 3258
Article. 7 - Whether the mixing with water is essential to this
SaCrament?. . . . . e p. 3259
Article. 8 - Whether water should be added in great quantity?. . . . . p. 3260
Question. 75 - OF THE CHANGE OF BREAD AND WINE INTO THE
BODY AND BLOOD OF CHRIST (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . ........ p. 3261
Article. 1 - Whether the body of Christ be in this sacrament in very truth,
ormerelyasinafigureorsign?. . ............. . ... ...... p. 3262
Article. 2 - Whether in this sacrament the substance of the bread and
wine remains after the consecration?. . . .. ... ............. p. 3264

Article. 3 - Whether the substance of the bread or wine is annihilated
after the consecration of this sacrament, or dissolved into their original

Matter?. . . . . p. 3265
Article. 4 - Whether bread can be converted into the body of
ChrisSt?. . . p. 3266
Article. 5 - Whether the accidents of the bread and wine remain in this
sacrament after the change?. . . . ... ... ... .. .. ... ... ..., p. 3268
Article. 6 - Whether the substantial form of the bread remains in this
sacrament after the consecration?. . . ... ....... ... ... ..., p. 3269
Article. 7 - Whether this change is wrought instantaneously?. . . . .. p. 3270
Article. 8 - Whether this proposition is false: "The body of Christ is made
outof bread™?. . . . . . . . . p. 3271
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Question. 76 - OF THE WAY IN WHICH CHRIST IS IN THIS

SACRAMENT (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . .. ... i p. 3274
Article. 1 - Whether the whole Christ is contained under this
sacrament?. . . ... p. 3274
Article. 2 - Whether the whole Christ is contained under each species
of thissacrament?. . . . . ... ... . . . .. . p. 3276
Article. 3 - Whether Christ is entire under every part of the species of
the bread and wine?. . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... p. 3277
Article. 4 - Whether the whole dimensive quantity of Christ's body is in
this sacrament?. . . .. .. .. .. ... p. 3278
Article. 5 - Whether Christ's body is in this sacrament as in a
pPlace . . . . p. 3279
Article. 6 - Whether Christ's body is in this sacrament movably?. . . . . p. 3280
Article. 7 - Whether the body of Christ, as it is in this sacrament, can
be seen by any eye, at least by a glorified one?. . . ... ........ p. 3282
Article. 8 - Whether Christ's body is truly there when flesh or a child
appears miraculously in this sacrament?. . . . ... ... ......... p. 3283

Question. 77 - OF THE ACCIDENTS WHICH REMAIN IN THIS

SACRAMENT (EIGHT ARTICLES). . . . . oo oot p. 3284
Article. 1 - Whether the accidents remain in this sacrament without a
subject?. . .. p. 3284
Article. 2 - Whether in this sacrament the dimensive quantity of the
bread or wine is the subject of the other accidents?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3286
Article. 3 - Whether the species remaining in this sacrament can change
external objects?. . . ... .. ... p. 3288
Article. 4 - Whether the sacramental species can be corrupted?. . . . . p. 3289
Article. 5 - Whether anything can be generated from the sacramental
SPECIES?. . . p. 3290
Article. 6 - Whether the sacramental species can nourish?. . . .. .. p. 3292
Article. 7 - Whether the sacramental species are broken in this
sacrament?. . . ... p. 3293
Article. 8 - Whether any liquid can be mingled with the consecrated
WINE 2. o p. 3294

Question. 78 - OF THE FORM OF THIS SACRAMENT (SIX

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3296
Article. 1 - Whether this is the form of this sacrament: 'This is My body,’
and ‘This is the challce of My blood™?. . .. ....... ... ... ... p. 3297

bread: 'ThIS is My body™?. . . ... .. . . p. 3299
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Article. 3 - Whether this is the proper form for the consecration of the

wine: 'This is the chalice of My blood," etc.?. . . . ... ... ....... p. 3300
Article. 4 - Whether in the aforesaid words of the forms there be any

created power which causes the consecration?. . . ... ... ...... p. 3303
Article. 5 - Whether the aforesaid expressions are true? . . . ... ... p. 3305

Article. 6 - Whether the form of the consecration of the bread
accomplishes its effect before the form of the consecration of the wine

be completed?. . . . . ... . . ... p. 3306
Question. 79 - OF THE EFFECTS OF THIS SACRAMENT (EIGHT
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3307

Article. 1 - Whether grace is bestowed through this sacrament?. . . . . p. 3308

Article. 2 - Whether the attaining of glory is an effect of this

sacrament?. . . ... p. 3310

Article. 3 - Whether the forgiveness of mortal sin is an effect of this

SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3311

Article. 4 - Whether venial sins are forgiven through this

SaCramMENt?. . . . . p. 3312

Article. 5 - Whether the entire punishment due to sin is forgiven through

this sacrament?. . . .. .. ... ... . p. 3313

Article. 6 - Whether man is preserved by this sacrament from future

SINS 2. o e p. 3314

Article. 7 - Whether this sacrament benefit others besides the

FECIPIENtS?. . . . . p. 3315

Article. 8 - Whether the effect of this sacrament is hindered by venial

SIN . p. 3316
Question. 80 - OF THE USE OR RECEIVING OF THIS SACRAMENT
IN GENERAL (TWELVE ARTICLES) . . ... ... ... . p. 3317

Article. 1 - Whether there are two ways to be distinguished of eating

Christ's body?. . . . ... . . . . p. 3317

Article. 2 - Whether it belongs to man alone to eat this sacrament

spiritually?. . . . .. p. 3319

Article. 3 - Whether the just man alone may eat Christ

sacramentally?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 3320

Article. 4 - Whether the sinner sins in receiving Christ's body

sacramentally?. . . .. . ... ... p. 3321

Article. 5 - Whether to approach this sacrament with consciousness of

sinis the gravestof all sins?. . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... p. 3323

Article. 6 - Whether the priest ought to deny the body of Christ to the

sinner seeking it?. . . . . ... . ... p. 3325
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Article. 7 - Whether the seminal loss that occurs during sleep hinders

anyone from receiving this sacrament?. . . .. ... ... ... ...... p. 3326
Article. 8 - Whether food or drink taken beforehand hinders the receiving
of this sacrament?. . . . . . .. ... ... . ... p. 3329
Article. 9 - Whether those who have not the use of reason ought to
receive this sacrament?. . . . . ... ... . ... ... p. 3331
Article. 10 - Whether it is lawful to receive this sacrament daily?. . . . . p. 3333
Article. 11 - Whether it is lawful to abstain altogether from
COMMUNION?. . . o e e e e e e e e e e e e e p. 3335
Article. 12 - Whether it is lawful to receive the body of Christ without the
blood?. . . . . . p. 3336
Question. 81 - OF THE USE WHICH CHRIST MADE OF THIS
SACRAMENT AT ITS INSTITUTION (FOUR ARTICLES). . . ... ... p. 3337
Article. 1 - Whether Christ received His own body and blood?. . . .. p. 3337
Article. 2 - Whether Christ gave His body to Judas?. . . . ........ p. 3338
Article. 3 - Whether Christ received and gave to the disciples His
impassible body?. . ... ... ... . ... p. 3339

Article. 4 - Whether, if this sacrament had been reserved in a pyx, or
consecrated at the moment of Christ's death by one of the apostles,

Christ Himself would have died there?. . . . .. .. ............. p. 3341
Question. 82 - OF THE MINISTER OF THIS SACRAMENT (TEN
ARTICLES). . . .. ot p. 3342

Article. 1 - Whether the consecration of this sacrament belongs to a

priest alone?. . . . . . .. ... p. 3342

Article. 2 - Whether several priests can consecrate one and the same

hOSt?. . p. 3343

Article. 3 - Whether dispensing of this sacrament belongs to a priest

alone?. . . p. 3344

Article. 4 - Whether the priest who consecrates is bound to receive this

SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3345

Article. 5 - Whether a wicked priest can consecrate the

Eucharist?. . . . ... . . p. 3346

Article. 6 - Whether the mass of a sinful priest is of less worth than the

mass of agood priest?. . . ... ... p. 3347

Article. 7 - Whether heretics, schismatics, and excommunicated persons

Can CONSECIrate?. . . . . . i e e e p. 3348

Article. 8 - Whether a degraded priest can consecrate this

SaACraMENt?. . . . . p. 3349

Article. 9 - Whether it is permissible to receive communion from heretical,
excommunicate, or sinful priests, and to hear mass said by them?. . . p. 3350
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Article. 10 - Whether it is lawful for a priest to refrain entirely from

consecrating the Eucharist?. . .. ....... ... ... ... ...... p. 3351
Question. 83 - OF THE RITE OF THIS SACRAMENT (SIX
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3353

Article. 1 - Whether Christ is sacrificed in this sacrament?. . . . .. .. p. 3353

Article. 2 - Whether the time for celebrating this mystery has been

properly determined?. . . . . . . ... .. p. 3354

Article. 3 - Whether this sacrament ought to be celebrated in a house

and with sacred vessels?. . . ... ... .. ... . ... ... p. 3356

Article. 4 - Whether the words spoken in this sacrament are properly

framed?. . . ... e p. 3360

Article. 5 - Whether the actions performed in celebrating this sacrament

are becoming?. . . . . ... p. 3364

Article. 6 - Whether the defects occurring during the celebration of this
sacrament can be sufficiently met by observing the Church's

Statutes?. . . . . p. 3369
Question. 84 - OF THE SACRAMENT OF PENANCE (TEN
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3372

Article. 1 - Whether Penance is a sacrament?. . . . ... ......... p. 3373

Article. 2 - Whether sins are the proper matter of this sacrament?. . . . p. 3374

Article. 3 - Whether the form of this sacrament is: 'l absolve

thee' 2. . . p. 3375

Article. 4 - Whether the imposition of the priest's hands is necessary

for this sacrament?. . . . . ... ... ... .. ... p. 3377

Article. 5 - Whether this sacrament is necessary for salvation?. . . . . p. 3378

Article. 6 - Whether Penance is a second plank after shipwreck?. . . . p. 3379

Article. 7 - Whether this sacrament was suitably instituted in the New

LaW ? . p. 3380

Article. 8 - Whether Penance should last till the end of life?. . . .. .. p. 3382

Article. 9 - Whether Penance can be continuous?. . .. ......... p. 3383

Article. 10 - Whether the sacrament of Penance may be

repeated?. . . .. ... p. 3385
Question. 85 - OF PENANCE AS A VIRTUE (SIX ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 3387

Article. 1 - Whether Penance isavirtue?. . . .. .............. p. 3387

Article. 2 - Whether Penance is a special virtue?. . . .. ... ...... p. 3388

Article. 3 - Whether the virtue of penance is a species of justice?. . . . p. 3389

Article. 4 - Whether the will is properly the subject of penance?. . . . . p. 3391

Article. 5 - Whether penance originates fromfear?. . . . ... ...... p. 3391

Article. 6 - Whether penance is the first of the virtues?. . . . ... ... p. 3392
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Question. 86 - OF THE EFFECT OF PENANCE, AS REGARDS THE

PARDON OF MORTAL SIN (SIX ARTICLES). . . . ............. p. 3393
Article. 1 - Whether all sins are taken away by Penance?. . . ... .. p. 3394
Article. 2 - Whether sin can be pardoned without Penance?. . . . . . . p. 3395
Article. 3 - Whether by Penance one sin can be pardoned without
another? . . . . . p. 3396
Article. 4 - Whether the debt of punishment remains after the guilt has
been forgiven through Penance? . . . . ... ................. p. 3398
Article. 5 - Whether the remnants of sin are removed when a mortal sin
IS forgiven?. . . . . . . p. 3399
Article. 6 - Whether the forgiveness of guilt is an effect of
Penance?. . . ... . p. 3400

Question. 87 - OF THE REMISSION OF VENIAL SIN (FOUR

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3402
Article. 1 - Whether venial sin can be forgiven without Penance?. . . . p. 3402
Article. 2 - Whether infusion of grace is necessary for the remission of
venial SiNS?. . . . . . . e p. 3403
Article. 3 - Whether venial sins are removed by the sprinkling of holy
water and the like?. . . . ... ... . . p. 3404
Article. 4 - Whether venial sin can be taken away without mortal
SIN 2. e p. 3405

Question. 88 - OF THE RETURN OF SINS WHICH HAVE BEEN TAKEN

AWAY BY PENANCE (FOUR ARTICLES) . . . . ............... p. 3406
Article. 1 - Whether sins once forgiven return through a subsequent
SIN . p. 3406
Article. 2 - Whether sins that have been forgiven, return through
ingratitude which is shown especially in four kinds of sin?. . . ... .. p. 3408

Article. 3 - Whether the debt of punishment that arises through
ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin is as great as that of the sins

previously pardoned?. . ........ ... .. ... . ... . ... . ..., p. 3410

Article. 4 - Whether the ingratitude whereby a subsequent sin causes

the return of previous sins, is a special sin?. . ... ............ p. 3411
Question. 89 - OF THE RECOVERY OF VIRTUE BY MEANS OF
PENANCE (SIX ARTICLES). . . . ... ... e p. 3412

Article. 1 - Whether the virtues are restored through Penance?. . . . . p. 3412

Article. 2 - Whether, after Penance, man rises again to equal

V|rtue? ......................................... p. 3413

dlgnlty? ......................................... p. 3414
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Article. 4 - Whether virtuous deeds done in charity can be

deadened?. . . . ... ... p. 3416
Article. 5 - Whether deeds deadened by sin, are revived by
Penance?. . . . .. . . p. 3417
Article. 6 - Whether the effect of subsequent Penance is to quicken
evendead WOrks?. . . . . . ... p. 3418
Question. 90 - OF THE PARTS OF PENANCE, IN GENERAL (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3419
Article. 1 - Whether Penance should be assigned any parts?. . . . .. p. 3420
Article. 2 - Whether contrition, confession, and satisfaction are fittingly
assigned as parts of Penance?. . . . ... ... .. .. ... ... ..., p. 3420
Article. 3 - Whether these three are integral parts of Penance?. . . . . p. 3422
Article. 4 - Whether Penance is fittingly divided into penance before
Baptism, penance for mortal sins, and penance for venial sins?. . . . . p. 3423
SUPPLEMENT (XP): TO THE THIRD PART OF THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA
................................................. p. 3425
EDITOR'S NOTE:. . . . . . e e e p. 3425
QOIL - B8] . . . oo p. 3425

Question. 1 - SUPPLEMENT (XP): TO THE THIRD PART OF THE
SUMMA THEOLOGICA OF ST. THOMAS AQUINAS GATHERED FROM
HIS COMMENTARY ON BOOK IV OF THE SENTENCES (QQI1]
00 L p. 3425
Article. 1 - Whether contrition is an assumed sorrow for sins, together
with the purpose of confessing them and of making satisfaction for

them?. . . p. 3425
Article. 2 - Whether contrition is an act of virtue?. . . . . ... ...... p. 3427
Article. 3 - Whether attrition can become contrition?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3428
Question. 2 - OF THE OBJECT OF CONTRITION (SIX ARTICLES). . . p. 3428
Article. 1 - Whether man should be contrite on account of the
punishment, and not only on account of hissin?. . . ... ........ p. 3429
Article. 2 - Whether contrition should be on account of original
SIN 2. e p. 3429
Article. 3 - Whether we should have contrition for every actual
SIN . p. 3430
Article. 4 - Whether a man is bound to have contrition for his future
SINS 2. o e p. 3431
Article. 5 - Whether a man ought to have contrition for another's sin?
.............................................. p. 3432

SIN 2. e p. 3433
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Question. 3 - OF THE DEGREE OF CONTRITION (THREE

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3434
Article. 1 - Whether contrition is the greatest possible sorrow in the
WOorld 2. . p. 3434
Article. 2 - Whether the sorrow of contrition can be too great?. . . .. p. 3436
Article. 3 - Whether sorrow for one sin should be greater than for
another?. . . . . . p. 3437

Question. 4 - OF THE TIME FOR CONTRITION (THREE

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3438
Article. 1 - Whether the whole of this life is the time for contrition?. . . . p. 3438
Article. 2 - Whether it is expedient to grieve for sin continually?. . . . . p. 3439
Article. 3 - Whether our souls are contrite for sins even after this
e 2. p. 3440

Question. 5 - OF THE EFFECT OF CONTRITION (THREE

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3441
Article. 1 - Whether the forgiveness of sin is the effect of
CONtHitioN?. . . . . . . p. 3441
Article. 2 - Whether contrition can take away the debt of punishment
entirely?. . . .. p. 3442

Article. 3 - Whether slight contrition suffices to blot out great sins?. . . p. 3443
Question. 6 - OF CONFESSION, AS REGARDS ITS NECESSITY (SIX

ARTICLES). . . oo e p. 3444
Article. 1 - Whether confession is necessary for salvation?. . . . . .. p. 3444
Article. 2 - Whether confession is according to the natural law?. . . . . p. 3445
Article. 3 - Whether all are bound to confession?. . . .. ... ...... p. 3446
Article. 4 - Whether it is lawful for a man to confess a sin which he has
not committed?. . . . . . . ... p. 3447
Article. 5 - Whether one is bound to confess atonce?. . . . ... .. .. p. 3448
Article. 6 - Whether one can be dispensed from confession?. . . . .. p. 3450

Question. 7 - OF THE NATURE OF CONFESSION (THREE

ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3451
Article. 1 - Whether Augustine fittingly defines confession?. . . . . .. p. 3451
Article. 2 - Whether confession is an act of virtue?. . . .. ... ..... p. 3452

Article. 3 - Whether confession is an act of the virtue of penance?. . . p. 3453
Question. 8 - OF THE MINISTER OF CONFESSION (SEVEN

ARTICLES). . . . . . e p. 3454
Article. 1 - Whether it is necessary to confess to a priest?. . . . .. .. p. 3454
Article. 2 - Whether it is ever lawful to confess to another than a
PriESt 2. o p. 3456
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Article. 3 - Whether, outside a case of necessity, anyone who is not a

priest may hear the confession of venial sins?. . .. ........... p. 3457
Article. 4 - Whether it is necessary for one to confess to one's own
PriESt 2. p. 3457

Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful for anyone to confess to another than
his own priest, in virtue of a privilege or a command given by a

SUPEIIOI?. o . o p. 3459

Article. 6 - Whether a penitent, at the point of death, can be absolved

by any priest?. . . ... ... p. 3461

Article. 7 - Whether the temporal punishment is imposed according to

the degree of the fault?. . . . ... ... ... ... . ... ... ...... p. 3462
Question. 9 - OF THE QUALITY OF CONFESSION (FOUR ARTICLES)
............................................... p. 3464

Article. 1 - Whether confession can be lacking in form?. . . . ... ... p. 3464

Article. 2 - Whether confession should be entire?. . . . ... ...... p. 3465

Article. 3 - Whether one may confess through another, or by

WHEING 2. . . o p. 3466

Article. 4 - Whether the sixteen conditions usually assigned are

necessary for confession?. . .. ... ... .. ... L. p. 3467
Question. 10 - OF THE EFFECT OF CONFESSION (FIVE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3469

Article. 1 - Whether confession delivers one from the death of

SIN 2. e p. 3469

Article. 2 - Whether confession delivers from punishment in some

WaAY 2. p. 3470

Article. 3 - Whether confession opens paradise?. . . .. ......... p. 3471

Article. 4 - Whether confession gives hope of salvation?. . . . ... .. p. 3471

Article. 5 - Whether a general confession suffices to blot out forgotten

mortal SiNS?. . . . . . . . p. 3472
Question. 11 - OF THE SEAL OF CONFESSION (FIVE
ARTICLES). . . .. it p. 3473

Article. 1 - Whether in every case the priest is bound to hide the sins

which he knows under the seal of confession?. . .. ........... p. 3473

Article. 2 - Whether the seal of confession extends to other matters than

those which have reference to confession?. . .. ... .......... p. 3475

Article. 3 - Whether the priest alone is bound by the seal of

confessmn? ...................................... p. 3476

to another a sin which he knows under the seal of confession?. . . .. p. 3476
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Article. 5 - Whether a man may reveal that which he knows through

confession and through some other source besides?. . . ........ p. 3477
Question. 12 - OF SATISFACTION, AS TO ITS NATURE (THREE
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3479

Article. 1 - Whether satisfaction is a virtue or an act of virtue?. . . . . p. 3479

Article. 2 - Whether satisfaction is an act of justice?. . . . ........ p. 3480

Article. 3 - Whether the definition of satisfaction given in the text is

suitable?. . . . ... p. 3481
Question. 13 - OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SATISFACTION (TWO
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3483

Article. 1 - Whether man can make satisfaction to God?. . .. ... .. p. 3483

Article. 2 - Whether one man can fulfill satisfactory punishment for

another? . . .. .. p. 3485
Question. 14 - OF THE QUALITY OF SATISFACTION (FIVE ARTICLES)
............................................... p. 3486

Article. 1 - Whether a man can satisfy for one sin without satisfying for

another?. . . .. ... . p. 3486

Article. 2 - Whether, when deprived of charity, a man can make

satisfaction for sins for which he was previously contrite?. . . . . . .. p. 3487

Article. 3 - Whether previous satisfaction begins to avail after man is

restoredtocharity? . . . . ... ... . ... . p. 3488

Article. 4 - Whether works done without charity merit any, at least

temporal, good?. . . . . . ... p. 3490

Article. 5 - Whether the aforesaid works avail for the mitigation of the

pains of hell?. . . . .. ... ... . . p. 3491
Question. 15 - OF THE MEANS OF MAKING SATISFACTION (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3492

Article. 1 - Whether satisfaction must be made by means of penal

WOITKS 2. . e p. 3492

Article. 2 - Whether the scourges of the present life are

satisfactory?. . . . . ... p. 3493

Article. 3 - Whether the works of satisfaction are suitably

enumerated?. . . . ... e p. 3494
Question. 16 - OF THOSE WHO RECEIVE THE SACRAMENT OF
PENANCE (THREE ARTICLES). . . . ... ... . .. i p. 3495

Article. 1 - Whether penance can be in the innocent?. . . ... ... .. p. 3495

Article. 2 - Whether the saints in glory have penance?. . ... ... .. p. 3496

Article. 3 - Whether an angel can be the subject of penance?. . . . .. p. 3497
Question. 17 - OF THE POWER OF THE KEYS (THREE
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3498
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Article. 1 - Whether there should be keys in the Church?. . . . ... .. p. 3499

Article. 2 - Whether the key is the power of binding and loosing,

BlC. 2. o e p. 3500

Article. 3 - Whether there are two keys oronlyone?. . . .. .... ... p. 3501
Question. 18 - OF THE EFFECT OF THE KEYS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3503

Article. 1 - Whether the power of the keys extends to the remission of
guilt? [*St. Thomas here follows the opinion of Peter Lombard, and
replies in the negative. Later in life he altered his opinion. Cf. TP, Q[62],

A[1]; TP, Q[64], A[1]; TP, Q[86], A[6]]. . . . . . .« v o o e p. 3503
Article. 2 - Whether a priest can remit sin as to the punishment?. . . . . p. 3505
Article. 3 - Whether the priest can bind through the power of the
KeYS 2. p. 3507
Article. 4 - Whether the priest can bind and loose according to his own
udgment?. . . .. p. 3508
Question. 19 - OF THE MINISTERS OF THE KEYS (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3509
Article. 1 - Whether the priest of the Law had the keys?. . . ... ... p. 3509
Article. 2 - Whether Christhad the key?. . . . ... ............. p. 3510
Article. 3 - Whether priests alone have the keys?. . . . ... ....... p. 3511
Article. 4 - Whether holy men who are not priests have the keys?. . . . p. 3512
Article. 5 - Whether wicked priests have the use of the keys?. . . . .. p. 3513
Article. 6 - Whether those who are schismatics, heretics,
excommunicate, suspended or degraded have the use of the
KeYS 2. p. 3514
Question. 20 - OF THOSE ON WHOM THE POWER OF THE KEYS CAN
BE EXERCISED (THREE ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... ... ... .... p. 3515
Article. 1 - Whether a priest can use the key which he has, on any
AN . e e p. 3515
Article. 2 - Whether a priest can always absolve his subject?. . . . .. p. 3516
Article. 3 - Whether a man can use the keys with regard to his
SUPEIIOI?. & o p. 3517
Question. 21 - OF THE DEFINITION, CONGRUITY AND CAUSE OF
EXCOMMUNICATION (FOUR ARTICLES). . ... ............. p. 3518
Article. 1 - Whether excommunication is suitably defined as separation
from the communion of the Church, etc?. . . . ... ............ p. 3519
Article. 2 - Whether the Church should excommunicate anyone?. . . . p. 3520

Article. 3 - Whether anyone should be excommunicated for inflicting
temporal harm?. . . .. .. ... . p. 3521
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Article. 4 - Whether an excommunication unjustly pronounced has any

effect?. . . . p. 3522
Question. 22 - OF THOSE WHO CAN EXCOMMUNICATE OR BE
EXCOMMUNICATED (SIX ARTICLES). . .. ................. p. 3523

Article. 1 - Whether every priest can excommunicate?. . . ... .. .. p. 3523

Article. 2 - Whether those who are not priests can excommunicate?

.............................................. p. 3524

Article. 3 - Whether a man who is excommunicated or suspended can

excommunicate another?. . ... .. ... ... .. . ... ... .. ... p. 3524

Article. 4 - Whether a man can excommunicate himself, his equal, or

his superior?. . . . ... . . . . p. 3525

Article. 5 - Whether a sentence of excommunication can be passed on

abody of men?. . ... ... p. 3526

Article. 6 - Whether a man can be excommunicated who is already

under sentence of excommunication?. . .. ... .............. p. 3527
Question. 23 - OF COMMUNICATION WITH EXCOMMUNICATED
PERSONS (THREE ARTICLES). . . .. ... ... . i p. 3527

Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful, in matters purely corporal, to

communicate with an excommunicated person?. . . ... ........ p. 3527

Article. 2 - Whether a person incurs excommunication for communicating

with one who is excommunicated?. . . ... ................. p. 3528

Article. 3 - Whether it is always a mortal sin to communicate with an
excommunicated person in other cases than those in which it is

allowed?. . . ... .. p. 3529
Question. 24 - OF ABSOLUTION FROM EXCOMMUNICATION (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3530

Article. 1 - Whether any priest can absolve his subject from

excommunication? . . . . . ... p. 3530

Article. 2 - Whether anyone can be absolved against his will?. . . . . p. 3532

Article. 3 - Whether a man can be absolved from one excommunication

without being absolved from all?. . . .. ................... p. 3532
Question. 25 - OF INDULGENCES (THREE ARTICLES). . .. .. ... p. 3533

Article. 1 - Whether an indulgence can remit any part of the punishment

due for the satisfaction of sins?. . . .. ............... .. ... p. 3533

Article. 2 - Whether indulgences are as effective as they claim to

be 2. p. 3535

Article. 3 - Whether an indulgence ought to be granted for temporal

help?. . p. 3538

Question. 26 - OF THOSE WHO CAN GRANT INDULGENCES (FOUR
ARTICLES). .\ oottt e e e e e p. 3538
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Article. 1 - Whether every parish priest can grant indulgences?. . . . . p. 3538
Article. 2 - Whether a deacon or another who is not a priest can grant
an indulgence?. . . .. ... .. p. 3540
Article. 3 - Whether a bishop can grant indulgences?. . . ... ... .. p. 3540
Article. 4 - Whether indulgences can be granted by one who is in mortal
SIN 2. e p. 3541
Question. 27 - OF THOSE WHOM INDULGENCES AVAIL (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3541
Article. 1 - Whether an indulgence avails those who are in mortal
SIN . p. 3541
Article. 2 - Whether indulgences avail religious?. . . .. ... ...... p. 3542
Article. 3 - Whether an indulgence can ever be granted to one who does
not fulfill the conditions required?. . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... .. p. 3543
Article. 4 - Whether an indulgence avails the person who grants
I p. 3543
Question. 28 - OF THE SOLEMN RITE OF PENANCE (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3544
Article. 1 - Whether a penance should be published or
solemnized?. . . . ... p. 3544
Article. 2 - Whether a solemn penance can be repeated?. . . . .. .. p. 3545
Article. 3 - Whether solemn penance should be imposed on women and
clerics, and whether any priest can impose it?. . . .. .......... p. 3546
Question. 29 - EXTREME UNCTION (QQ[29]-33). . . . . . .o v vt .. p. 3547
Article. 1 - Whether Extreme Unction is a sacrament?. . . ... .. .. p. 3547
Article. 2 - Whether Extreme Unction is one sacrament?. . . . ... .. p. 3548
Article. 3 - Whether this sacrament was instituted by Christ?. . . . . . p. 3549
Article. 4 - Whether olive oil is a suitable matter for this
sacrament?. . . ... p. 3550
Article. 5 - Whether the oil ought to be consecrated?. . . ... ... .. p. 3551
Article. 6 - Whether the matter of this sacrament need be consecrated
by a bishop?. . ... ... . p. 3552
Article. 7 - Whether this sacrament has a form?. . . .. ... ...... p. 3553
Article. 8 - Whether the form of this sacrament should be expressed by
way of assertion or of petition?. . . .. ....... ... ... ... .. p. 3554
Article. 9 - Whether the foregoing prayer is a suitable form for this
SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3555
Question. 30 - OF THE EFFECT OF THIS SACRAMENT (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3556

Article. 1 - Whether Extreme Unction avails for the remission of
SINS 2. o p. 3556
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Article. 2 - Whether bodily health is an effect of this sacrament?. . . . . p. 3557
Article. 3 - Whether this sacrament imprints a character?. . . . .. .. p. 3558
Question. 31 - OF THE MINISTER OF THIS SACRAMENT (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3559
Article. 1 - Whether a layman can confer this sacrament?. . . . .. .. p. 3559
Article. 2 - Whether deacons can confer this sacrament?. . . . .. .. p. 3559

Article. 3 - Whether none but a bishop can confer this sacrament?. . . p. 3560
Question. 32 - ON WHOM SHOULD THIS SACRAMENT BE
CONFERRED AND ON WHAT PART OF THE BODY? (SEVEN

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3561
Article. 1 - Whether this sacrament ought to be conferred on those who
are ingood health?. . . . ...... ... ... .. ... .. ... . ... ... p. 3561
Article. 2 - Whether this sacrament ought to be given in any kind of
SICKNESS 2. . . . e p. 3561
Article. 3 - Whether this sacrament ought to be given to madmen and
Imbeciles?. . . . . . . p. 3562
Article. 4 - Whether this sacrament should be given to children?. . . . . p. 3563
Article. 5 - Whether the whole body should be anointed in this
sacrament?. . . ... p. 3563
Article. 6 - Whether the parts to be anointed are suitably
assigned?. . . . .. e p. 3564
Article. 7 - Whether those who are deformed in those parts should be
anointed?. . ... ... p. 3565
Question. 33 - OF THE REPETITION OF THIS SACRAMENT (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3565
Article. 1 - Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated?. . . . .. .. p. 3565
Article. 2 - Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated during the
same sickness?. . . . ... p. 3566
Question. 34 - HOLY ORDERS (QQ[34]-40). . . . . ... ... ... ... p. 3566
Article. 1 - Whether there should be Order in the Church?. . . ... .. p. 3567
Article. 2 - Whether Order is properly defined?. . . . ... ........ p. 3568
Article. 3 - Whether Order is a sacrament?. . . .. ............. p. 3569
Article. 4 - Whether the form of this sacrament is suitably
expressed?. . ... p. 3570
Article. 5 - Whether this sacrament has any matter?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3571
Question. 35 - OF THE EFFECT OF THIS SACRAMENT (FIVE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3572

Article. 1 - Whether sanctifying grace is conferred in the sacrament of
Order?. . . p. 3572
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Article. 2 - Whether in the sacrament of Order a character is imprinted

in connection with all the Orders?. . . . ... ................. p. 3573

Article. 3 - Whether the character of Order presupposes the baptismal

character?. . . . . . .. p. 3574

Article. 4 - Whether the character of Order necessarily presupposes the

character of Confirmation?. . ... ....................... p. 3574

Article. 5 - Whether the character of one Order necessarily presupposes

the character of another Order?. . . ... ....... ... ... ..... p. 3575
Question. 36 - OF THE QUALITIES REQUIRED OF THOSE WHO
RECEIVE THIS SACRAMENT (FIVE ARTICLES). . . ... ........ p. 3576

Article. 1 - Whether goodness of life is required of those who receive

Orders?. . . p. 3576

Article. 2 - Whether knowledge of all Holy Writ is required?. . . . . . . p. 3577

Article. 3 - Whether a man obtains the degrees of Order by the merit of

one's life?. . . . . . . . p. 3578

Article. 4 - Whether he who raises the unworthy to Orders commits a

SIN 2. e p. 3579

Article. 5 - Whether a man who is in sin can without sin exercise the

Order he has received? [*Cf. TP, Q[64], A[6]]. . . . . . . . . .. ... .. p. 3580

Question. 37 - OF THE DISTINCTION OF ORDERS, OF THEIR ACTS,
AND THE IMPRINTING OF THE CHARACTER (FIVE ARTICLES). . . . p. 3581

Article. 1 - Whether we ought to distinguish several Orders? . . . . . . p. 3581
Article. 2 - Whether there are seven Orders?. . . ... .......... p. 3582
Article. 3 - Whether the Order should be divided into those that are
sacred and those thatare not?. . . . . ....... ... ... .. ... p. 3585
Article. 4 - Whether the acts of the Orders are rightly assigned in the
eXt 2. . p. 3586
Article. 5 - Whether the character is imprinted on a priest when the
chalice is handedto him?. . . . .. ... ........ ... ... ...... p. 3588
Question. 38 - OF THOSE WHO CONFER THIS SACRAMENT (TWO
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3590
Article. 1 - Whether a bishop alone confers the sacrament of
Order?. . . p. 3590
Article. 2 - Whether heretics and those who are cut off from the Church
can confer Orders? [*Cf. TP, Q[64], AA[5],9] . . . ... ... .. .. ... p. 3591
Question. 39 - OF THE IMPEDIMENTS TO THIS SACRAMENT (SIX
ARTICLES). . . oo p. 3593
Article. 1 - Whether the female sex is an impediment to receiving
Orders?. . . p. 3593
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Article. 2 - Whether boys and those who lack the use of reason can

receive Orders?. . . ... ... . p. 3594
Article. 3 - Whether the state of slavery is an impediment to receiving
Orders?. . . p. 3595
Article. 4 - Whether a man should be debarred from receiving Orders
on account of homicide?. . . . .. ... ... ... ... . ... . ... p. 3596
Article. 5 - Whether those of illegitimate birth should be debarred from
receiving Orders?. . . . .. .. ... p. 3597
Article. 6 - Whether lack of members should be an impediment?. . . . . p. 3598
Question. 40 - OF THE THINGS ANNEXED TO THE SACRAMENT OF
ORDER (SEVEN ARTICLES). . . ... ... . p. 3598
Article. 1 - Whether those who are ordained ought to wear the
ONSUIe?. . . o p. 3599
Article. 2 - Whether the tonsure isan Order?. . . . ... ......... p. 3600
Article. 3 - Whether by receiving the tonsure a man renounces temporal
000AS?. .« o p. 3600
Article. 4 - Whether above the priestly Order there ought to be an
episcopal power?. . . . . ... e p. 3601
Article. 5 - Whether the episcopate is an Order?. . . ... ........ p. 3602
Article. 6 - Whether in the Church there can be anyone above the
biShOpPS?. . . . . p. 3603
Article. 7 - Whether the vestments of the ministers are fittingly instituted
in the Church?. . . . ... ... . . . p. 3604
Question. 41 - MATRIMONY (QQ[41]-67). . . . . ... .. ... p. 3607
Article. 1 - Whether matrimony is of natural law?. . . . ... ....... p. 3607
Article. 2 - Whether matrimony still comes under a precept?. . . . .. p. 3608
Article. 3 - Whether the marriage act is always sinful?. . . .. ... .. p. 3610
Article. 4 - Whether the marriage act is meritorious?. . . . .. ... ... p. 3611
Question. 42 - OF MATRIMONY AS A SACRAMENT (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3612
Article. 1 - Whether matrimony is a sacrament?. . . . ... ........ p. 3612
Article. 2 - Whether this sacrament ought to have been instituted before
sinwas committed?. . . .. ... ... p. 3613
Article. 3 - Whether matrimony confers grace?. . . . ... ........ p. 3614
Article. 4 - Whether carnal intercourse is an integral part of this
SaCrament?. . . . . p. 3616
Question. 43 - OF MATRIMONY WITH REGARD TO THE BETROTHAL
(THREE ARTICLES). . . . ... e p. 3617

Article. 1 - Whether a betrothal is a promise of future marriage?. . . . . p. 3617
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Article. 2 - Whether seven years is fittingly assigned as the age for

betrothal?. . . . .. . ... . p. 3619
Article. 3 - Whether a betrothal can be dissolved?. . . . ... ...... p. 3621
Question. 44 - OF THE DEFINITION OF MATRIMONY (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3623
Article. 1 - Whether matrimony is a kind of joining?. . . ... ...... p. 3623
Article. 2 - Whether matrimony is fittingly named?. . . . . ... ... .. p. 3624
Article. 3 - Whether matrimony is fittingly defined in the text?. . . . .. p. 3625
Question. 45 - OF THE MARRIAGE CONSENT CONSIDERED IN ITSELF
(FIVE ARTICLES). . . . o oottt e e e, p. 3626
Article. 1 - Whether consent is the efficient cause of matrimony?. . . . p. 3626

Article. 2 - Whether the consent needs to be expressed in words?. . . p. 3627
Article. 3 - Whether consent given in words expressive of the future

makes a marriage?. . . . . . ... p. 3628

Article. 4 - Whether, in the absence of inward consent, a marriage is

made by consent given in words of the present?. . . . . ... ...... p. 3629

Article. 5 - Whether consent given secretly in words of the present makes

A MaANAgE 2. .« o ot e e p. 3630
Question. 46 - OF THE CONSENT TO WHICH AN OATH OR CARNAL
INTERCOURSE IS APPENDED (TWO ARTICLES) . . .......... p. 3631

Article. 1 - Whether an oath added to the consent that is expressed in

words of the future tense makes a marriage?. . . . ... ......... p. 3632

Article. 2 - Whether carnal intercourse after consent expressed in words

of the future makes amarriage?. . . .. .................... p. 3633
Question. 47 - OF COMPULSORY AND CONDITIONAL CONSENT (SIX
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3634

Article. 1 - Whether a compulsory consent is possible?. . . .. ... .. p. 3634

Article. 2 - Whether a constant man can be compelled by fear?. . . . . p. 3635

Article. 3 - Whether compulsory consent invalidates a marriage?. . . . p. 3636

Article. 4 - Whether compulsory consent makes a marriage as regards

the party who uses compulsion?. . . .. ................... p. 3637

Article. 5 - Whether conditional consent makes a marriage?. . . . .. p. 3638

Article. 6 - Whether one can be compelled by one's father's command

O Marmy 2. p. 3638
Question. 48 - OF THE OBJECT OF THE CONSENT (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3639

Article. 1 - Whether the consent that makes a marriage is a consent to

carnal INLEICOUISE?. . . . . . e e e e e e e p. 3640

take another forabasemotive?. . . . ... ... ... p. 3641
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Question. 49 - OF THE MARRIAGE GOODS* (SIX ARTICLES) [*'Bona
matrimonii,' variously rendered marriage goods, marriage blessings, and

advantages of marriage.]. . . . . .. ... p. 3642
Article. 1 - Whether certain blessings are necessary in order to excuse
MaAIT A 2. . . o e e p. 3642
Article. 2 - Whether the goods of marriage are sufficiently
enumerated?. . . . ... p. 3644
Article. 3 - Whether the sacrament is the chief of the marriage
J00AS 2. . . o e p. 3645
Article. 4 - Whether the marriage act is excused by the aforesaid
g00dS . . . e p. 3647
Article. 5 - Whether the marriage act can be excused without the
marriage goods?. . . . . .. p. 3648

Article. 6 - Whether it is a mortal sin for a man to have knowledge of
his wife, with the intention not of a marriage good but merely of

pleasure?. . . . .. p. 3649
Question. 50 - OF THE IMPEDIMENTS OF MARRIAGE, IN GENERAL
(ONE ARTICLE). . . . . o e e e p. 3651
Article. 1 - Whether it is fitting that impediments should be assigned to
MaAIT A 2. .« . o o e e p. 3651
Question. 51 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF ERROR (TWO
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3654
Article. 1 - Whether it is right to reckon error as an impediment to
MaAIT A 2. « . o o e e e p. 3654
Article. 2 - Whether every error is an impediment to matrimony?. . . . . p. 3655
Question. 52 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF THE CONDITION OF
SLAVERY (FOUR ARTICLES). . . . . . . .. o p. 3657
Article. 1 - Whether the condition of slavery is an impediment to
MatrimoNyY 2. . . . . p. 3657
Article. 2 - Whether a slave can marry without his master's
CONSENE?. . . . o p. 3659
Article. 3 - Whether slavery can supervene to marriage?. . . . ... .. p. 3660
Article. 4 - Whether children should follow the condition of their
father?. . . . p. 3662
Question. 53 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF VOWS AND ORDERS (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3663
Article. 1 - Whether marriage already contracted should be annulled by
the obligation of a simple vow?. . . . . ... ..... ... ... ...... p. 3663
Article. 2 - Whether a solemn vow dissolves a marriage already
contracted?. . . . . . ... p. 3664
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Article. 3 - Whether order is an impediment to matrimony?. . . . . .. p. 3666

Article. 4 - Whether a sacred order cannot supervene to

MatrimoONY 2. . . . . p. 3667
Question. 54 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF CONSANGUINITY (FOUR
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3668

Article. 1 - Whether consanguinity is rightly defined?. . . ... ... .. p. 3668

Article. 2 - Whether consanguinity is fittingly distinguished by degrees

and lINes?. . . . ... . . e p. 3670

Article. 3 - Whether consanguinity is an impediment to marriage by

virtue of the natural law?. . . .. ... ... ... ... .. ... ... . ... p. 3673

Article. 4 - Whether the degrees of consanguinity that are an impediment

to marriage could be fixed by the Church?. . . ... ............ p. 3675
Question. 55 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF AFFINITY (ELEVEN
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3678

Article. 1 - Whether a person contracts affinity through the marriage of

a blood-relation?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3678

Article. 2 - Whether affinity remains after the death of husband or

Wit 2. L p. 3679

Article. 3 - Whether unlawful intercourse causes affinity?. . . ... .. p. 3680

Article. 4 - Whether affinity is caused by betrothal?. . . ... ...... p. 3681

Article. 5 - Whether affinity is a cause of affinity?. . . ... ........ p. 3682

Article. 6 - Whether affinity is an impediment to marriage?. . . . . . .. p. 3684

Article. 7 - Whether affinity in itself admits of degrees?. . . . . ... .. p. 3685

Article. 8 - Whether the degrees of affinity extend in the same way as

the degrees of consanguinity?. . . . ... ... ... ... .. .. ... ... p. 3685

Article. 9 - Whether a marriage contracted by persons with the degrees

of affinity or consanguinity should always be annulled?. . . . ... ... p. 3686

Article. 10 - Whether it is necessary to proceed by way of accusation
for the annulment of a marriage contracted by persons related to each

other by affinity or consanguinity?. . ... ... ............... p. 3687
Article. 11 - Whether in a suit of this kind one should proceed by hearing
witnesses in the same way as in other suits?. . . . ... ......... p. 3689
Question. 56 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT OF SPIRITUAL RELATIONSHIP
(FIVE ARTICLES). . . . o oottt e e e, p. 3689
Article. 1 - Whether spiritual relationship is an impediment to
MaAIT A 2. « . o e e e p. 3690
Article. 2 - Whether spiritual relationship is contracted by baptism
ONlY 2. e p. 3691
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Article. 3 - Whether spiritual relationship is contracted between the
person baptized and the person who raises him from the sacred

fONt 2. e p. 3693
Article. 4 - Whether spiritual relationship passes from husband to
Wif@ 2. e p. 3694
Article. 5 - Whether spiritual relationship passes to the godfather's carnal
children?. . . . . . . p. 3695
Question. 57 - OF LEGAL RELATIONSHIP, WHICH IS BY ADOPTION
(THREE ARTICLES). . . . .. e p. 3695
Article. 1 - Whether adoption is rightly defined?. . . . ... ... ... .. p. 3695
Article. 2 - Whether a tie that is an impediment to marriage is contracted
through adoption?. . . . .. .. ... . . .. . . p. 3697
Article. 3 - Whether legal relationship is contracted only between the
adopting father and the adopted child?. . . . ... ............. p. 3698

Question. 58 - OF THE IMPEDIMENTS OF IMPOTENCE, SPELL,
FRENZY OR MADNESS, INCEST AND DEFECTIVE AGE (FIVE

ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3699
Article. 1 - Whether impotence is an impediment to marriage?. . . . . p. 3700
Article. 2 - Whether a spell can be an impediment to marriage?. . . . . p. 3702
Article. 3 - Whether madness is an impediment to marriage?. . . . .. p. 3703
Article. 4 - Whether marriage is annulled by the husband committing
incest with his wife'ssister?. . . . . ........ ... ... ... ..... p. 3704
Article. 5 - Whether defective age is an impediment to marriage?. . . . p. 3705

Question. 59 - OF DISPARITY OF WORSHIP AS AN IMPEDIMENT TO

MARRIAGE (SIX ARTICLES). . . .. ... .. i p. 3706
Article. 1 - Whether a believer can marry an unbeliever?. . . . ... .. p. 3706
Article. 2 - Whether there can be marriage between unbelievers?. . . . p. 3708
Article. 3 - Whether the husband, being converted to the faith, may
remain with his wife is she be unwilling to be converted?. . . . . .. .. p. 3709

Article. 4 - Whether a believer can, after his conversion, put away his
unbelieving wife if she be willing to cohabit with him without insult to

the Creator?. . . ... ... . . . . . e p. 3711
Article. 5 - Whether the believer who leaves his unbelieving wife can
take anotherwife?. . . . . . . . ... p. 3712
Article. 6 - Whether other sins dissolve marriage?. . . .. ... ... .. p. 3714
Question. 60 - OF WIFE-MURDER (TWO ARTICLES). . . ... ..... p. 3715
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful for a man to kill his wife if she be
discovered in the act of adultery?. . . ... .................. p. 3715
Article. 2 - Whether wife-murder is an impediment to marriage?. . . . . p. 3717
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Question. 61 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT TO MARRIAGE, ARISING FROM

A SOLEMN VOW (THREE ARTICLES). . . . ... ..o p. 3718
Article. 1 - Whether one party after the marriage has been consummated
can enter religion without the other's consent?. . . ... ... ...... p. 3718
Article. 2 - Whether before the marriage has been consummated one
consort can enter religion without the other's consent?. . . .. ... .. p. 3719
Article. 3 - Whether the wife may take another husband if her husband
has entered religion before the consummation of the marriage?. . . . . p. 3720

Question. 62 - OF THE IMPEDIMENT THAT SUPERVENES TO
MARRIAGE AFTER ITS CONSUMMATION, NAMELY FORNICATION

(SIX ARTICLES). . . . . o p. 3720
Article. 1 - Whether it is lawful for a husband to put away his wife on
account of fornication?. . . . ... ... ... p. 3721
Article. 2 - Whether the husband is bound by precept to put away his
wife when she is guilty of fornication?. . . . ... .............. p. 3722
Article. 3 - Whether the husband can on his own judgment put away
his wife on account of fornication?. . . .. ... ............... p. 3723
Article. 4 - Whether in a case of divorce husband and wife should be
judged on a par with each other?. . . .. ................... p. 3724
Article. 5 - Whether a husband can marry again after having a
diVOrCe 2. . . e p. 3726
Article. 6 - Whether husband and wife may be reconciled after being
divorced?. . . ... e p. 3727

Question. 63 - OF SECOND MARRIAGES (TWO ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 3728
Article. 1 - Whether a second marriage is lawful?. . . . .. ..... ... p. 3728
Article. 2 - Whether a second marriage is a sacrament?. . . . ... .. p. 3729

Question. 64 - OF THE THINGS ANNEXED TO MARRIAGE, AND FIRST

OF THE PAYMENT OF THE MARRIAGE DEBT (TEN ARTICLES). . . . p. 3730
Article. 1 - Whether husband and wife are mutually bound to the payment
ofthe marriage debt?. . . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... . p. 3731
Article. 2 - Whether a husband is bound to pay the debt if his wife does
notask forit?. . .. ... ... . p. 3732

Article. 3 - Whether it is allowable for a menstruous wife to ask for the
marriage debt? [*This and the Fourth Article are omitted in the Leonine
edition.]. . . . .. p. 3733
Article. 4 - Whether a menstruous woman should or may lawfully pay
the marriage debt to her husband if he ask for it? [*This and the previous
article are omitted in the Leonine edition.]. . . ... ............ p. 3734
Article. 5 - Whether husband and wife are equal in the marriage
ACE . . p. 3735
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Article. 6 - Whether husband and wife can take a vow contrary to the

marriage debt without their mutual consent?. . . . ... ... .. ... .. p. 3736
Article. 7 - Whether it is forbidden to demand the debt on holy
JayS 2. o p. 3737
Article. 8 - Whether it is a mortal sin to ask for the debt at a holy
LM 2. e p. 3738
Article. 9 - Whether one spouse is bound to pay the debt to the other
at a festal time?. . . . . . ... .. ... . p. 3739
Article. 10 - Whether weddings should be forbidden at certain times?
[*This article is omitted in the Leonine edition.]. . . . ... ........ p. 3739
Question. 65 - OF PLURALITY OF WIVES (FIVE ARTICLES). . . . .. p. 3740
Article. 1 - Whether it is against the natural law to have several
WiV S . p. 3740
Article. 2 - Whether it was ever lawful to have several wives?. . . . .. p. 3744
Article. 3 - Whether it is against the natural law to have a
concubine?. . . .. p. 3746
Article. 4 - Whether it is a mortal sin to have intercourse with a
concubine?. . . . ... p. 3747
Article. 5 - Whether it was ever lawful to have a concubine?. . . . .. p. 3749
Question. 66 - OF BIGAMY AND OF THE IRREGULARITY
CONTRACTED THEREBY (FIVE ARTICLES). . ... ........... p. 3750
Article. 1 - Whether irregularity attaches to bigamy?. . . . ... ... .. p. 3750
Article. 2 - Whether irregularity results from bigamy, when one husband
has two wives, one in law, the otherinfact?. . . ... ........... p. 3751
Article. 3 - Whether irregularity is contracted by marrying one who is
NOt @ VIFQIN?. . . . . . . p. 3752
Article. 4 - Whether bigamy is removed by Baptism?. . . ... ... .. p. 3754
Article. 5 - Whether it is lawful for a bigamist to receive a
dispensation?. . . . .. ... p. 3754
Question. 67 - OF THE BILL OF DIVORCE (SEVEN ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3755
Article. 1 - Whether inseparableness of the wife is of natural law?. . . . p. 3756
Article. 2 - Whether it may have been lawful by dispensation to put away
a Wife?. . . e p. 3757
Article. 3 - Whether it was lawful to divorce a wife under the Mosaic
AW 2. . p. 3758
Article. 4 - Whether it was lawful for a divorced wife to have another
husband? ....................................... p. 3760

dlvorced? ....................................... p. 3761

cxli



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Article. 6 - Whether the reason for divorce was hatred for the

Wif@ 2. e p. 3762
Article. 7 - Whether the causes of divorce had to be written in the
DIl 2. e p. 3763
Question. 68 - OF ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN (THREE
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3763
Article. 1 - Whether children born out of true marriage are
illegitimate?. . . . . . . ... . p. 3764
Article. 2 - Whether children should suffer any loss through being
ilegitimate?. . . . . . . .. p. 3764
Article. 3 - Whether an illegitimate son can be legitimized?. . . . . .. p. 3765
TREATISE ON THE RESURRECTION (QQI[69]-86). . . . .. ........ p. 3766

Question. 69 - OF MATTERS CONCERNING THE RESURRECTION,
AND FIRST OF THE PLACE WHERE SOULS ARE AFTER DEATH

(SEVEN ARTICLES). . . . . . p. 3766
Article. 1 - Whether places are appointed to receive souls after
death?. . . . . ... . . e p. 3766
Article. 2 - Whether souls are conveyed to heaven or hell immediately
after death?. . . . .. ... p. 3768
Article. 3 - Whether the souls who are in heaven or hell are able to go
from thence?. . . .. .. . . . . ... p. 3769
Article. 4 - Whether the limbo of hell is the same as Abraham's
bosom 2. . . ... e p. 3771
Article. 5 - Whether limbo is the same as the hell of the damned?. . . . p. 3773
Article. 6 - Whether the limbo of children is the same as the limbo of
the Fathers?. ... ... ... . . . . . . . . p. 3774
Article. 7 - Whether so many abodes should be distinguished?. . . . . p. 3774

Question. 70 - OF THE QUALITY OF THE SOUL AFTER LEAVING THE
BODY, AND OF THE PUNISHMENT INFLICTED ON IT BY MATERIAL

FIRE (THREE ARTICLES). . . . . . . .. i p. 3777
Article. 1 - Whether the sensitive powers remain in the separated soul?
[*Cf. FP, Q[77], A[8B]]. - -« - v v p. 3777
Article. 2 - Whether the acts of the sensitive powers remain in the
separated Soul?. ... ... ... p. 3780
Article. 3 - Whether the separated soul can suffer from a bodily
fire 2. o e p. 3782
Question. 71 - OF THE SUFFRAGES FOR THE DEAD (FOURTEEN
ARTICLES). . . . . p. 3786

Article. 1 - Whether the suffrages of one person can profit others?. . . p. 3786
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FIRST PART (FP: QQ 1-119)

TREATISE ON SACRED DOCTRINE (Q[1])

THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF SACRED DOCTRINE (TEN ARTICLEYS)

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

(1) Whether it is necessary?

(2) Whether it is a science?

(3) Whether it is one or many?

(4) Whether it is speculative or practical ?

(5) How it is compared with other sciences?

(6) Whether it is the same as wisdom?

(7) Whether God is its subject-matter?

(8) Whether it is amatter of argument?

(9) Whether it rightly employs metaphors and similes?

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

Whether, besides philosophy, any further doctrineisrequired?

Objection 1: It seems that, besides philosophical science, we have no need of any further
knowledge. For man should not seek to know what is above reason: "Seek not the things that are
too high for thee" (Ecclus. 3:22). But whatever isnot above reason isfully treated of in philosophical
science. Therefore any other knowledge besides philosophical science is superfluous.

Objection 2: Further, knowledge can be concerned only with being, for nothing can be known,
save what is true; and al that is, is true. But everything that is, is treated of in philosophical
science---even God Himself; so that there is a part of philosophy called theology, or the divine
science, as Aristotle has proved (Metaph. vi). Therefore, besides philosophical science, thereisno
need of any further knowledge.

On the contrary, It iswritten (2 Tim. 3:16): "All Scripture, inspired of God is profitable to
teach, to reprove, to correct, to instruct in justice." Now Scripture, inspired of God, is no part of
philosophical science, which has been built up by human reason. Thereforeit is useful that besides
philosophical science, there should be other knowledge, i.e. inspired of God.

| answer that, It was necessary for man's salvation that there should be a knowledge revealed
by God besides philosophical science built up by human reason. Firstly, indeed, because man is
directed to God, asto an end that surpasses the grasp of hisreason: "The eye hath not seen, O God,
besides Thee, what things Thou hast prepared for them that wait for Thee" (Is. 66:4). But the end
must first be known by men who are to direct their thoughts and actions to the end. Hence it was
necessary for the salvation of man that certain truths which exceed human reason should be made
known to him by divine revelation. Even as regards those truths about God which human reason
could have discovered, it was necessary that man should be taught by a divine revelation; because
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the truth about God such as reason could discover, would only be known by afew, and that after
along time, and with the admixture of many errors. Whereas man's whole salvation, which isin
God, depends upon the knowledge of thistruth. Therefore, in order that the salvation of men might
be brought about more fitly and more surely, it was necessary that they should be taught divine
truths by divine revelation. It was therefore necessary that besides philosophical science built up
by reason, there should be a sacred science learned through revel ation.

Reply to Objection 1: Although those things which are beyond man's knowledge may not be
sought for by man through his reason, nevertheless, once they are revealed by God, they must be
accepted by faith. Hence the sacred text continues, "For many things are shown to thee above the
understanding of man" (Ecclus. 3:25). And in this, the sacred science consists.

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

Whether sacred doctrineis a science?

Objection 1: It seems that sacred doctrine is nhot a science. For every science proceeds from
self-evident principles. But sacred doctrine proceeds from articles of faith which are not self-evident,
sincetheir truth isnot admitted by all: "For al men have not faith" (2 Thess. 3:2). Therefore sacred
doctrine is not a science.

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

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

| answer that, Sacred doctrine is a science. We must bear in mind that there are two kinds of
sciences. There are some which proceed from a principle known by the natural light of intelligence,
such asarithmetic and geometry and thelike. There are some which proceed from principlesknown
by thelight of ahigher science: thusthe science of perspective proceeds from principles established
by geometry, and music from principles established by arithmetic. So it isthat sacred doctrineisa
science because it proceeds from principles established by the light of a higher science, namely,
the science of God and the blessed. Hence, just as the musician accepts on authority the principles
taught him by the mathematician, so sacred science is established on principles reveaed by God.

Reply to Objection 1: The principles of any science are either in themselves self-evident, or
reducible to the conclusions of a higher science; and such, as we have said, are the principles of
sacred doctrine.
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Reply to Objection 2: Individual facts are treated of in sacred doctrine, not because it is
concerned with them principally, but they are introduced rather both as examples to be followed
inour lives(asin moral sciences) and in order to establish the authority of those men through whom
the divine revelation, on which this sacred scripture or doctrine is based, has come down to us.

Whether sacred doctrineis one science?

Objection 1: It seemsthat sacred doctrine is not one science; for according to the Philosopher
(Poster. i) "that science is one which treats only of one class of subjects.” But the creator and the
creature, both of whom are treated of in sacred doctrine, cannot be grouped together under one
class of subjects. Therefore sacred doctrine is not one science.

Objection 2: Further, in sacred doctrine we treat of angels, corporeal creatures and human
morality. But these belong to separate philosophical sciences. Therefore sacred doctrine cannot be
one science.

Onthecontrary, Holy Scripture speaks of it asone science: "Wisdom gave him the knowledge
[scientiam] of holy things' (Wis. 10:10).

| answer that, Sacred doctrine is one science. The unity of afaculty or habit is to be gauged
by its object, not indeed, in its material aspect, but as regards the precise formality under which it
isan object. For example, man, ass, stone agree in the one precise formality of being colored; and
color isthe formal object of sight. Therefore, because Sacred Scripture considers things precisely
under the formality of being divinely revealed, whatever has been divinely reveal ed possesses the
one precise formality of the object of this science; and therefore is included under sacred doctrine
as under one science.

Reply to Objection 1. Sacred doctrine does not treat of God and creatures equally, but of God
primarily, and of creaturesonly so far asthey arereferable to God astheir beginning or end. Hence
the unity of this scienceis not impaired.

Reply to Objection 2: Nothing prevents inferior faculties or habits from being differentiated
by something which fallsunder ahigher faculty or habit aswell; because the higher faculty or habit
regards the object in its more universal formality, asthe object of the "common sense” iswhatever
affects the senses, including, therefore, whatever isvisible or audible. Hence the "common sense,”
although one faculty, extends to all the objects of the five senses. Similarly, objects which are the
subject-matter of different philosophical sciences can yet be treated of by this one single sacred
science under one aspect precisely so far asthey can be included in revelation. So that in thisway,
sacred doctrine bears, as it were, the stamp of the divine science which is one and simple, yet
extends to everything.

Whether sacred doctrineisa practical science?

Objection 1: It seemsthat sacred doctrine is a practical science; for a practical scienceis that
which ends in action according to the Philosopher (Metaph. ii). But sacred doctrine is ordained to
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action: "Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only" (James 1:22). Therefore sacred doctrineis
apractical science.

Objection 2: Further, sacred doctrineisdivided into the Old and the New Law. But law implies
amoral science which isa practical science. Therefore sacred doctrine is a practical science.

Onthecontrary, Every practical scienceisconcerned with human operations; asmoral science
is concerned with human acts, and architecture with buildings. But sacred doctrine is chiefly
concerned with God, whose handiwork is especially man. Therefore it is not a practical but a
speculative science.

| answer that, Sacred doctrine, being one, extends to things which belong to different
philosophical sciences because it considersin each the same formal aspect, namely, so far as they
can be known through divine revelation. Hence, although among the philosophical sciencesoneis
speculative and another practical, nevertheless sacred doctrine includes both; as God, by one and
the same science, knows both Himself and His works. Still, it is speculative rather than practical
because it is more concerned with divine things than with human acts; though it does treat even of
theselatter, inasmuch as man is ordained by them to the perfect knowledge of God in which consists
eternal bliss. Thisis asufficient answer to the Objections.

Whether sacred doctrineisnabler than other sciences?

Objection 1: It seemsthat sacred doctrine is not nobler than other sciences; for the nobility of
ascience depends on the certitude it establishes. But other sciences, the principles of which cannot
be doubted, seem to be more certain than sacred doctrine; for its principles---namely, articles of
faith---can be doubted. Therefore other sciences seem to be nobler.

Objection 2: Further, it isthe sign of alower scienceto depend upon a higher; as music depends
on arithmetic. But sacred doctrine doesin a sense depend upon philosophical sciences; for Jerome
observes, in his Epistle to Magnus, that "the ancient doctors so enriched their books with the ideas
and phrases of the philosophers, that thou knowest not what more to admire in them, their profane
erudition or their scriptural learning." Therefore sacred doctrine isinferior to other sciences.

On the contrary, Other sciences are called the handmaidens of this one: "Wisdom sent her
maids to invite to the tower" (Prov. 9:3).

| answer that, Since this science is partly speculative and partly practical, it transcends all
others speculative and practical. Now one speculative science is said to be nobler than another,
either by reason of its greater certitude, or by reason of the higher worth of its subject-matter. In
both these respects this science surpasses other speculative sciences; in point of greater certitude,
because other sciences derive their certitude from the natural light of human reason, which can err;
whereas this derives its certitude from the light of divine knowledge, which cannot be misled: in
point of the higher worth of its subject-matter because this science treats chiefly of those things
which by their sublimity transcend human reason; while other sciences consider only those things
which are within reason's grasp. Of the practical sciences, that one is nobler which is ordained to
afurther purpose, as political science is nobler than military science; for the good of the army is
directed to the good of the State. But the purpose of thisscience, in so far asit ispractical, iseternal
bliss; to which as to an ultimate end the purposes of every practical science are directed. Hence it
is clear that from every standpoint, it is nobler than other sciences.
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Reply to Objection 1: It may well happen that what is in itself the more certain may seem to
usthe less certain on account of the weakness of our intelligence, "which is dazzled by the clearest
objects of nature; as the owl is dazzled by the light of the sun" (Metaph. ii, lect. i). Hence the fact
that some happen to doubt about articles of faith isnot due to the uncertain nature of the truths, but
to the weakness of human intelligence; yet the slenderest knowledge that may be obtained of the
highest things is more desirable than the most certain knowledge obtained of lesser things, asis
said in de Animalibus xi.

Reply to Objection 2: This science can in a sense depend upon the philosophical sciences, not
asthough it stood in need of them, but only in order to make its teaching clearer. For it acceptsits
principles not from other sciences, but immediately from God, by revelation. Therefore it does not
depend upon other sciences as upon the higher, but makes use of them as of the lesser, and as
handmaidens: even so the master sciences make use of the sciences that supply their materials, as
political of military science. That it thus usesthem is not dueto its own defect or insufficiency, but
to the defect of our intelligence, which ismore easily led by what is known through natural reason
(from which proceed the other sciences) to that which is above reason, such as are the teachings
of this science.

Whether thisdoctrineisthe same as wisdom?

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

Objection 2: Further, it isa part of wisdom to prove the principles of other sciences. Hence it
iscalled the chief of sciences, asisclear in Ethic. vi. But this doctrine does not prove the principles
of other sciences. Therefore it is not the same as wisdom.

Objection 3: Further, thisdoctrine is acquired by study, whereas wisdom is acquired by God's
inspiration; so that it is numbered among the gifts of the Holy Spirit (Is. 11:2). Therefore this
doctrine is not the same as wisdom.

On the contrary, It iswritten (Dt. 4:6): "Thisis your wisdom and understanding in the sight
of nations."

| answer that, Thisdoctrine iswisdom above all human wisdom; not merely in any one order,
but absolutely. For sinceit isthe part of awise man to arrange and to judge, and since lesser matters
should be judged in the light of some higher principle, he is said to be wise in any one order who
considers the highest principle in that order: thus in the order of building, he who plans the form
of the house is called wise and architect, in opposition to the inferior laborers who trim the wood
and make ready the stones: "As awise architect, | have laid the foundation” (1 Cor. 3:10). Again,
in the order of al human life, the prudent man is called wise, inasmuch as he directs his actsto a
fitting end: "Wisdom is prudence to aman” (Prov. 10: 23). Therefore he who considers absolutely
the highest cause of the whole universe, namely God, is most of al called wise. Hence wisdom is
said to be the knowledge of divinethings, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 14). But sacred doctrine
essentially treats of God viewed as the highest cause---not only so far as He can be known through
creaturesjust as philosophers knew Him---"That which isknown of God ismanifest in them" (Rom.
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1:19)---but also asfar asHeisknown to Himself alone and reveal ed to others. Hence sacred doctrine
isespecially called wisdom.

Reply to Objection 1: Sacred doctrine derives its principles not from any human knowledge,
but from the divine knowledge, through which, as through the highest wisdom, all our knowledge
issetin order.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Since judgment appertains to wisdom, the twofold manner of judging
produces atwofold wisdom. A man may judge in oneway by inclination, as whoever has the habit
of avirtue judges rightly of what concerns that virtue by his very inclination towards it. Hence it
is the virtuous man, as we read, who is the measure and rule of human acts. In another way, by
knowledge, just as a man learned in moral science might be able to judge rightly about virtuous
acts, though he had not the virtue. The first manner of judging divine things belongsto that wisdom
whichis set down among the gifts of the Holy Ghost: " The spiritual man judgeth all things" (1 Cor.
2:15). And Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii): "Hierotheus is taught not by mere learning, but by
experience of divine things." The second manner of judging belongs to this doctrine which is
acquired by study, though its principles are obtained by revelation.

Whether God isthe object of this science?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not the object of this science. For in every science, the nature
of itsobject is presupposed. But this science cannot presuppose the essence of God, for Damascene
says (De Fide Orth. i, iv): "It isimpossible to define the essence of God." Therefore God is not the
object of this science.

Objection 2: Further, whatever conclusions are reached in any science must be comprehended
under the object of the science. But in Holy Writ we reach conclusions not only concerning God,
but concerning many other things, such as creatures and human morality. Therefore God is not the
object of this science.

On the contrary, The object of the science is that of which it principally treats. But in this
science, the treatment is mainly about God; for it is called theology, as treating of God. Therefore
God isthe object of this science.

| answer that, God is the object of this science. The relation between a science and its object
is the same as that between a habit or faculty and its object. Now properly speaking, the object of
afaculty or habit is the thing under the aspect of which all things are referred to that faculty or
habit, as man and stone are referred to the faculty of sight in that they are colored. Hence colored
things arethe proper objects of sight. But in sacred science, all things are treated of under the aspect
of God: either because they are God Himself or because they refer to God as their beginning and
end. Hence it follows that God isin very truth the object of this science. Thisisclear also from the
principles of this science, namely, the articles of faith, for faith is about God. The object of the
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principles and of the whol e science must be the same, since the whole scienceis contained virtually
in its principles. Some, however, looking to what is treated of in this science, and not to the aspect
under which it is treated, have asserted the object of this science to be something other than
God---that is, either things and signs; or the works of salvation; or the whole Christ, as the head
and members. Of all these things, in truth, wetreat in this science, but so far asthey have reference
to God.

Reply to Objection 1: Although we cannot know in what consists the essence of God,
nevertheless in this science we make use of His effects, either of nature or of grace, in place of a
definition, in regard to whatever is treated of in this science concerning God; even as in some
philosophical scienceswe demonstrate something about acause fromitseffect, by taking the effect
in place of adefinition of the cause.

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

Whether sacred doctrineisa matter of argument?

Objection 1: It seemsthisdoctrineisnot amatter of argument. For Ambrose says (De Fide 1):
"Put arguments aside where faith is sought." But in this doctrine, faith especially is sought: "But
these things are written that you may believe" (Jn. 20:31). Therefore sacred doctrine is not amatter
of argument.

Objection 2: Further, if it isamatter of argument, the argument is either from authority or from
reason. If it is from authority, it seems unbefitting its dignity, for the proof from authority is the
weakest form of proof. But if it is from reason, this is unbefitting its end, because, according to
Gregory (Hom. 26), "faith has no merit in those things of which human reason brings its own
experience." Therefore sacred doctrine is not a matter of argument.

On the contrary, The Scripture says that a bishop should "embrace that faithful word which
is according to doctrine, that he may be able to exhort in sound doctrine and to convince the
gainsayers' (Titus 1:9).

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

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

Reply to Objection 2: This doctrine is especially based upon arguments from authority,
inasmuch as its principles are obtained by revelation: thus we ought to believe on the authority of
those to whom the revelation has been made. Nor does this take away from the dignity of this
doctrine, for although the argument from authority based on human reason is the weakest, yet the
argument from authority based on divine revelation isthe strongest. But sacred doctrine makes use
even of human reason, not, indeed, to prove faith (for thereby the merit of faith would cometo an
end), but to make clear other thingsthat are put forward in this doctrine. Since therefore grace does
not destroy nature but perfectsit, natural reason should minister to faith as the natural bent of the
will ministersto charity. Hencethe Apostle says. "Bringing into captivity every understanding unto
the obedience of Christ" (2 Cor. 10:5). Hence sacred doctrine makes use also of the authority of
philosophers in those questions in which they were able to know the truth by natural reason, as
Paul quotesasaying of Aratus: "As some also of your own poets said: For we are a so His offspring"
(Acts17:28). Neverthel ess, sacred doctrine makes use of these authorities as extrinsic and probable
arguments; but properly usesthe authority of the canonical Scriptures as an incontrovertible proof,
and the authority of the doctors of the Church as one that may properly be used, yet merely as
probable. For our faith rests upon the revel ation made to the apostles and prophets who wrote the
canonical books, and not on the revelations (if any such there are) made to other doctors. Hence
Augustine says (Epis. ad Hieron. xix, 1): "Only those books of Scripture which are called canonical
have | learned to hold in such honor asto believe their authors have not erred in any way in writing
them. But other authors | so read as not to deem everything in their works to be true, merely on
account of their having so thought and written, whatever may have been their holinessand learning.”

Whether Holy Scripture should use metaphors?

Objection 1: It seemsthat Holy Scripture should not use metaphors. For that which is proper
to the lowest science seems not to befit this science, which holds the highest place of all. But to
proceed by theaid of various similitudes and figuresis proper to poetry, the least of all the sciences.
Thereforeit is not fitting that this science should make use of such similitudes.

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

Objection 3: Further, the higher creatures are, the nearer they approach to the divine likeness.
If therefore any creature be taken to represent God, this representation ought chiefly to be taken
from the higher creatures, and not from the lower; yet thisis often found in Scriptures.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 12:10): "I have multiplied visions, and | have used
similitudes by the ministry of the prophets.” But to put forward anything by means of similitudes
isto use metaphors. Therefore this sacred science may use metaphors.
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| answer that, It is befitting Holy Writ to put forward divine and spiritual truths by means of
comparisons with material things. For God providesfor everything according to the capacity of its
nature. Now it is natural to man to attain to intellectual truths through sensible objects, because all
our knowledge originates from sense. Hence in Holy Writ, spiritual truths arefittingly taught under
thelikeness of material things. Thisiswhat Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i): "We cannot be enlightened
by the divine rays except they be hidden within the covering of many sacred veils." It isalso befitting
Holy Writ, which is proposed to all without distinction of persons---"To the wise and to the unwise
| am a debtor" (Rom. 1:14)---that spiritual truths be expounded by means of figures taken from
corporeal things, in order that thereby even the simple who are unable by themselves to grasp
intellectual things may be able to understand it.

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

Reply to Objection 2: Theray of divinerevelation is not extinguished by the sensible imagery
wherewith it isveiled, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i); and itstruth so far remainsthat it does not
allow the minds of those to whom the revel ation has been made, to rest in the metaphors, but raises
them to the knowledge of truths; and through those to whom the revelation has been made others
also may receive instruction in these matters. Hence those things that are taught metaphorically in
one part of Scripture, in other parts are taught more openly. The very hiding of truth in figuresis
useful for the exercise of thoughtful minds and as a defense against the ridicule of the impious,
according to the words "Give not that which is holy to dogs" (Mat. 7:6).

Reply to Objection 3: As Dionysius says, (Coel. Hier. i) it is more fitting that divine truths
should be expounded under the figure of less noble than of nobler bodies, and thisfor three reasons.
Firstly, because thereby men's minds are the better preserved from error. For then it is clear that
these things are not literal descriptions of divine truths, which might have been open to doubt had
they been expressed under the figure of nobler bodies, especialy for those who could think of
nothing nobler than bodies. Secondly, because thisis more befitting the knowledge of God that we
have in this life. For what He is not is clearer to us than what He is. Therefore similitudes drawn
from things farthest away from God form within us atruer estimate that God is above whatsoever
we may say or think of Him. Thirdly, because thereby divine truths are the better hidden from the
unworthy.

Whether in Holy Scripture a word may have several senses?

Objection 1: It seemsthat in Holy Writ aword cannot have several senses, historical or literal,
allegorical, tropological or moral, and anagogical. For many different senses in one text produce
confusion and deception and destroy all force of argument. Hence no argument, but only fallacies,
can be deduced from amultiplicity of propositions. But Holy Writ ought to be able to state the truth
without any fallacy. Thereforein it there cannot be several sensesto aword.

Objection 2: Further, Augustine says (De util. cred. iii) that "the Old Testament has afourfold
division as to history, etiology, analogy and allegory."” Now these four seem altogether different
from the four divisions mentioned in thefirst objection. Thereforeit does not seem fitting to explain
the same word of Holy Writ according to the four different senses mentioned above.
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Objection 3: Further, besides these senses, there is the parabolical, which is not one of these
four.

Onthecontrary, Gregory says(Moral. xx, 1): "Holy Writ by the manner of its speech transcends
every science, becausein one and the same sentence, whileit describesafact, it revealsamystery.”

| answer that, The author of Holy Writ is God, in whose power it is to signify His meaning,
not by words only (as man also can do), but also by things themselves. So, whereasin every other
science things are signified by words, this science has the property, that the things signified by the
words have themselves also asignification. Therefore that first signification whereby words signify
things belongsto thefirst sense, the historical or literal. That signification whereby things signified
by words have themselves also a signification is called the spiritual sense, which is based on the
literal, and presupposesit. Now this spiritual sense hasathreefold division. For asthe Apostle says
(Heb. 10:1) the Old Law is afigure of the New Law, and Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i) "the New
Law itself isafigure of future glory.” Again, in the New Law, whatever our Head has done is a
type of what we ought to do. Therefore, so far as the things of the Old Law signify the things of
the New Law, thereistheallegorical sense; so far asthethingsdonein Christ, or so far asthethings
which signify Christ, are types of what we ought to do, there isthe moral sense. But so far as they
signify what relates to eternal glory, there is the anagogical sense. Since the literal sense is that
which the author intends, and since the author of Holy Writ is God, Who by one act comprehends
al things by Hisintellect, it is not unfitting, as Augustine says (Confess. xii), if, even according to
the literal sense, one word in Holy Writ should have several senses.

Reply to Objection 1: The multiplicity of these senses does not produce equivocation or any
other kind of multiplicity, seeing that these senses are not multiplied because one word signifies
several things, but because the things signified by the words can be themsel ves types of other things.
Thus in Holy Writ no confusion results, for al the senses are founded on one---the literal---from
which alone can any argument be drawn, and not from those intended in allegory, as Augustine
says (Epis. 48). Nevertheless, nothing of Holy Scripture perishes on account of this, since nothing
necessary to faith is contained under the spiritual sense which is not elsewhere put forward by the
Scriptureinitsliteral sense.

Reply to Objection 2: These three---history, etiology, analogy---are grouped under the literal
sense. For it is caled history, as Augustine expounds (Epis. 48), whenever anything is smply
related; it is called etiology when its cause is assigned, as when Our Lord gave the reason why
Moses allowed the putting away of wives---namely, on account of the hardness of men's hearts; it
is called analogy whenever the truth of one text of Scriptureis shown not to contradict the truth of
another. Of these four, allegory alone stands for the three spiritual senses. Thus Hugh of St. Victor
(Sacram. iv, 4 Prolog.) includes the anagogical under the allegorical sense, laying down three senses
only---the historical, the allegorical, and the tropological.

Reply to Objection 3: The parabolical senseiscontained intheliteral, for by wordsthings are
signified properly and figuratively. Nor is the figure itself, but that which is figured, the literal
sense. When Scripture speaks of God's arm, the literal sense is not that God has such a member,
but only what is signified by this member, namely operative power. Hence it is plain that nothing
false can ever underlie the literal sense of Holy Writ.

11
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TREATISE ON THE ONE GOD (QQ[2]-26)

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD (THREE ARTICLEYS)

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

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

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

Concerning thefirst, there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the proposition "God exists" is self-evident?

(2) Whether it is demonstrable?

(3) Whether God exists?

Whether the existence of God is self-evident?

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

Objection 2: Further, those things are said to be self-evident which are known as soon as the
terms are known, which the Philosopher (1 Poster. iii) says is true of the first principles of
demonstration. Thus, when the nature of a whole and of a part is known, it is at once recognized
that every whole is greater than its part. But as soon as the signification of the word "God" is
understood, it is at once seen that God exists. For by thisword is signified that thing than which
nothing greater can be conceived. But that which exists actually and mentally is greater than that
which exists only mentally. Therefore, since as soon as the word "God" is understood it exists
mentally, it also followsthat it exists actually. Therefore the proposition " God exists' is self-evident.

Objection 3: Further, the existence of truth is self-evident. For whoever denies the existence
of truth grantsthat truth does not exist: and, if truth does not exist, then the proposition "Truth does
not exist" istrue: and if thereis anything true, there must be truth. But God istruthitself: "I am the
way, the truth, and the life" (Jn. 14:6) Therefore "God exists" is self-evident.

On the contrary, No one can mentally admit the opposite of what is self-evident; as the
Philosopher (Metaph. iv, lect. vi) states concerning the first principles of demonstration. But the
opposite of the proposition "God is' can be mentally admitted: "The fool said in his heart, There
isno God" (Ps. 52:1). Therefore, that God exists is not self-evident.

| answer that, A thing can be self-evident in either of two ways: on the one hand, self-evident
initself, though not to us; on the other, self-evident initself, and to us. A proposition is self-evident
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because the predicate is included in the essence of the subject, as "Man is an animal,” for animal
is contained in the essence of man. If, therefore the essence of the predicate and subject be known
to al, the proposition will be self-evident to al; asis clear with regard to the first principles of
demonstration, the terms of which are common things that no oneisignorant of, such as being and
non-being, whole and part, and such like. If, however, there are some to whom the essence of the
predicate and subject isunknown, the proposition will be self-evident initself, but not to those who
do not know the meaning of the predicate and subject of the proposition. Therefore, it happens, as
Boethius says (Hebdom., the title of which is: "Whether all that is, is good"), "that there are some
mental concepts self-evident only to the learned, as that incorporeal substances are not in space.”
Therefore | say that this proposition, "God exists,” of itself is self-evident, for the predicate is the
same as the subject, because God is His own existence as will be hereafter shown (Q[3], A[4]).
Now because we do not know the essence of God, the proposition is not self-evident to us; but
needs to be demonstrated by things that are more known to us, though less known in their
nature---namely, by effects.

Reply to Objection 1: To know that God existsin ageneral and confused way isimplanted in
us by nature, inasmuch as God is man's beatitude. For man naturally desires happiness, and what
isnaturally desired by man must be naturally known to him. This, however, isnot to know absolutely
that God exists; just as to know that someone is approaching is not the same as to know that Peter
is approaching, even though it is Peter who is approaching; for many there are who imagine that
man's perfect good which is happiness, consists in riches, and others in pleasures, and othersin
something else.

Reply to Objection 2: Perhaps not everyone who hears this word "God" understands it to
signify something than which nothing greater can be thought, seeing that some have believed God
tobeabody. Y et, granted that everyone understands that by thisword " God" is signified something
than which nothing greater can be thought, nevertheless, it does not therefore follow that he
understands that what the word signifies exists actually, but only that it exists mentally. Nor can it
beargued that it actually exists, unlessit be admitted that there actually exists something than which
nothing greater can be thought; and this precisely is not admitted by those who hold that God does
not exist.

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

Whether it can be demonstrated that God exists?

Objection 1: It seems that the existence of God cannot be demonstrated. For it is an article of
faith that God exists. But what is of faith cannot be demonstrated, because ademonstration produces
scientific knowledge; whereasfaith is of the unseen (Heb. 11:1). Thereforeit cannot be demonstrated
that God exists.

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

Objection 3: Further, if the existence of God were demonstrated, this could only be from His
effects. But His effects are not proportionate to Him, since He isinfinite and His effects are finite;
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and between the finite and infinite there is no proportion. Therefore, since a cause cannot be
demonstrated by an effect not proportionate to it, it seems that the existence of God cannot be
demonstrated.

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

| answer that, Demonstration can be madein two ways. Oneisthrough the cause, and iscalled
"apriori,” and thisisto argue from what is prior absolutely. The other is through the effect, and is
called ademonstration "aposteriori"; thisisto argue from what is prior relatively only to us. When
an effect is better known to us than its cause, from the effect we proceed to the knowledge of the
cause. And from every effect the existence of its proper cause can be demonstrated, so long asits
effects are better known to us; because since every effect depends upon its cause, if the effect exists,
the cause must pre-exist. Hence the existence of God, in so far asit is not self-evident to us, can
be demonstrated from those of His effects which are known to us.

Reply to Objection 1: The existence of God and other like truths about God, which can be
known by natural reason, are not articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith
presupposes hatural knowledge, even as grace presupposes nature, and perfection supposes something
that can be perfected. Nevertheless, there is nothing to prevent a man, who cannot grasp a proof,
accepting, as a matter of faith, something which in itself is capable of being scientifically known
and demonstrated.

Reply to Objection 2: When the existence of acauseisdemonstrated from an effect, this effect
takes the place of the definition of the cause in proof of the cause's existence. Thisis especialy the
casein regard to God, because, in order to prove the existence of anything, it is necessary to accept
asamiddleterm the meaning of the word, and not its essence, for the question of its essencefollows
on the question of its existence. Now the names given to God are derived from His effects;
consequently, in demonstrating the existence of God from His effects, we may take for the middle
term the meaning of the word "God".

Reply to Objection 3: From effects not proportionate to the cause no perfect knowledge of
that cause can be obtained. Yet from every effect the existence of the cause can be clearly
demonstrated, and so we can demonstrate the existence of God from His effects; though from them
we cannot perfectly know God as Heisin His essence.

Whether God exists?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not exist; because if one of two contraries be infinite, the
other would be atogether destroyed. But the word "God" means that He is infinite goodness. If,
therefore, God existed, there would be no evil discoverable; but thereisevil intheworld. Therefore
God does not exist.

Objection 2: Further, it is superfluous to suppose that what can be accounted for by a few
principles has been produced by many. But it seems that everything we see in the world can be
accounted for by other principles, supposing God did not exist. For al natural things can be reduced
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to one principle which is nature; and all voluntary things can be reduced to one principle whichis
human reason, or will. Therefore there is no need to suppose God's existence.

On thecontrary, Itissaid in the person of God: "I am Who am.” (Ex. 3:14)

| answer that, The existence of God can be proved in five ways.

The first and more manifest way is the argument from motion. It is certain, and evident to our
senses, that in the world some things are in motion. Now whatever isin motion is put in motion by
another, for nothing can bein motion except it isin potentiality to that towardswhichit isin motion;
whereas a thing moves inasmuch as it is in act. For motion is nothing else than the reduction of
something from potentiality to actuality. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality to actuality,
except by something in a state of actuality. Thus that which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood,
whichispotentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby movesand changesit. Now it isnot possible
that the same thing should be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect, but only in
different respects. For what is actually hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is
simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the same respect and in the same
way athing should be both mover and moved, i.e. that it should move itself. Therefore, whatever
isin motion must be put in motion by another. If that by which it is put in motion be itself put in
motion, then this also must needs be put in motion by another, and that by another again. But this
cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no other
mover; seeing that subsequent movers move only inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first
mover; asthe staff moves only becauseit is put in motion by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to
arrive at afirst mover, put in motion by no other; and this everyone understands to be God.

The second way isfrom the nature of the efficient cause. In the world of sense wefind thereis
an order of efficient causes. Thereisno case known (neither isit, indeed, possible) in which athing
is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to itself, which is impossible.
Now in efficient causesit is not possibleto go onto infinity, becausein all efficient causesfollowing
in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the
ultimate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several, or only one. Now to take away the cause
isto take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be
no ultimate, nor any intermediate cause. But if in efficient causesit is possible to go on to infinity,
there will be no first efficient cause, neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate
efficient causes; al of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary to admit a first efficient
cause, to which everyone gives the name of God.

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity, and runs thus. We find in nature things
that are possible to be and not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to corrupt, and
consequently, they are possible to be and not to be. But it isimpossible for these always to exist,
for that which is possible not to be at some time is not. Therefore, if everything is possible not to
be, then at one time there could have been nothing in existence. Now if this were true, even now
there would be nothing in existence, because that which does not exist only begins to exist by
something already existing. Therefore, if at one time nothing was in existence, it would have been
impossible for anything to have begun to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in
existence---which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist
something the existence of which is necessary. But every necessary thing either has its necessity
caused by another, or not. Now it isimpossible to go on to infinity in necessary things which have
their necessity caused by another, as has been aready proved in regard to efficient causes. Therefore
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we cannot but postulate the existence of some being having of itself its own necessity, and not
receiving it from another, but rather causing in otherstheir necessity. Thisall men speak of as God.

Thefourth way istaken from the gradation to be found in things. Among beings there are some
more and some less good, true, noble and thelike. But "more" and "less" are predicated of different
things, according as they resemble in their different ways something which is the maximum, as a
thing is said to be hotter according as it more nearly resembles that which is hottest; so that there
is something which is truest, something best, something noblest and, consequently, something
which is uttermost being; for those things that are greatest in truth are greatest in being, asit is
written in Metaph. ii. Now the maximum in any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire,
which is the maximum heat, is the cause of all hot things. Therefore there must also be something
which isto al beings the cause of their being, goodness, and every other perfection; and thiswe
cal God.

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things which lack
intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and thisis evident from their acting always, or
nearly always, in the sameway, so asto obtain the best result. Henceit is plain that not fortuitously,
but designedly, do they achieve their end. Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move towards
an end, unlessit be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; asthe arrow
isshot to its mark by the archer. Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things
are directed to their end; and this being we call God.

Reply to Objection 1: AsAugustine says (Enchiridion xi): "Since God isthe highest good, He
would not allow any evil to exist in His works, unless His omnipotence and goodness were such
asto bring good even out of evil." Thisis part of theinfinite goodness of God, that He should allow
evil to exist, and out of it produce good.

Reply to Objection 2: Since nature works for adeterminate end under the direction of ahigher
agent, whatever is done by nature must needs be traced back to God, asto its first cause. So also
whatever isdone voluntarily must also be traced back to some higher cause other than human reason
or will, since these can change or fail; for all thingsthat are changeable and capable of defect must
be traced back to an immovable and self-necessary first principle, as was shown in the body of the
Article.

OF THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD (EIGHT ARTICLEYS)

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

Therefore, we must consider: (1) How He is not; (2) How He is known by us; (3) How Heis
named.

Now it can be shown how God is not, by denying Him whatever is opposed to theidea of Him,
viz. composition, motion, and the like. Therefore (1) we must discuss His simplicity, whereby we
deny composition in Him; and because whatever issimplein material thingsisimperfect and apart
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of something else, we shall discuss (2) His perfection; (3) His infinity; (4) His immutability; (5)
His unity.

Concerning His simplicity, there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is a body?

(2) Whether He is composed of matter and form?

(3) Whether in Him there is composition of quiddity, essence or nature, and subject?

(4) Whether He is composed of essence and existence?

(5) Whether He is composed of genus and difference?

(6) Whether He is composed of subject and accident?

(7) Whether He isin any way composite, or wholly simple?

(8) Whether He enters into composition with other things?

Whether God isa body?

Objection 1: It seems that God is a body. For a body is that which has the three dimensions.
But Holy Scripture attributes the three dimensions to God, for it is written: "He is higher than
Heaven, and what wilt thou do? He is deeper than Hell, and how wilt thou know? The measure of
Him is longer than the earth and broader than the sea’ (Job 11:8,9). Therefore God is a body.

Objection 2: Further, everything that has figure is abody, sincefigureisaquality of quantity.
But God seemsto havefigure, for it iswritten: "L et us make man to our image and likeness' (Gn.
1:26). Now afigure is called an image, according to the text: "Who being the brightness of His
glory and the figure," i.e. theimage, "of His substance" (Heb. 1:3). Therefore God is a body.

Objection 3: Further, whatever has corporeal partsisabody. Now Scripture attributes corporeal
partsto God. "Hast thou an arm like God?' (Job 40:4); and "The eyes of the Lord are upon the just”
(Ps. 33:16); and "The right hand of the Lord hath wrought strength" (Ps. 117:16). Therefore God
isabody.

Objection 4: Further, posture belongs only to bodies. But something which supposes posture
issaid of God in the Scriptures. "I saw the Lord sitting” (Is. 6:1), and "He standeth up to judge”
(Is. 3:13). Therefore God is a body.

Objection 5: Further, only bodies or things corporeal can be a local term "wherefrom™ or
"whereto." But inthe Scriptures God is spoken of asalocal term "whereto,” according to thewords,
"Come yeto Him and be enlightened" (Ps. 33:6), and as aterm "wherefrom": "All they that depart
from Thee shall be written in the earth” (Jer. 17:13). Therefore God is a body.

On the contrary, Itiswritten in the Gospel of St. John (Jn. 4:24): "God is a spirit."

| answer that, Itisabsolutely true that God is not abody; and this can be shown in three ways.
First, because no body isin motion unless it be put in motion, as is evident from induction. Now
it has been already proved (Q[2], A[3]), that God is the First Mover, and is Himself unmoved.
Thereforeit is clear that God is not a body. Secondly, because the first being must of necessity be
in act, and in no way in potentiality. For although in any single thing that passes from potentiality
to actuality, the potentiality is prior in time to the actuality; nevertheless, absolutely speaking,
actuality is prior to potentiality; for whatever is in potentiality can be reduced into actuality only
by some being in actuality. Now it has been already proved that God isthe First Being. It istherefore
impossible that in God there should be any potentiality. But every body isin potentiality because
the continuous, as such, isdivisibleto infinity; it istherefore impossible that God should be a body.
Thirdly, because God is the most noble of beings. Now it isimpossible for a body to be the most
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noble of beings; for abody must be either animate or inanimate; and an animate body is manifestly
nobler than any inanimate body. But an animate body is not animate precisely as body; otherwise
all bodies would be animate. Therefore its animation depends upon some other thing, as our body
depends for its animation on the soul. Hence that by which a body becomes animated must be
nobler than the body. Therefore it isimpossible that God should be a body.

Reply to Objection 1: Aswe have said above (Q[1], A[9]), Holy Writ puts before us spiritual
and divine things under the comparison of corporeal things. Hence, when it attributes to God the
three dimensions under the comparison of corporeal quantity, it implies Hisvirtual quantity; thus,
by depth, it signifies His power of knowing hidden things; by height, the transcendence of His
excelling power; by length, the duration of His existence; by breadth, His act of lovefor al. Or, as
saysDionysius (Div. Nom. ix), by the depth of God is meant the incomprehensibility of His essence;
by length, the procession of His all-pervading power; by breadth, His overspreading all things,
inasmuch as all things lie under His protection.

Reply to Objection 2: Man is said to be after the image of God, not as regards his body, but
as regards that whereby he excels other animals. Hence, when it is said, "L et us make man to our
image and likeness", itisadded, "And let him have dominion over thefishes of the sea” (Gn. 1:26).
Now man excelsall animals by hisreason and intelligence; henceit isaccording to hisintelligence
and reason, which are incorporeal, that man is said to be according to the image of God.

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

Reply to Objection 4. Whatever pertains to posture, also, is only attributed to God by some
sort of paralel. Heis spoken of as sitting, on account of His unchangeableness and dominion; and
as standing, on account of His power of overcoming whatever withstands Him.

Reply to Objection 5: We draw near to God by no corporeal steps, since He is everywhere,
but by the affections of our soul, and by the actions of that same soul do we withdraw from Him;
thus, to draw near to or to withdraw signifies merely spiritual actions based on the metaphor of
local motion.

Whether God is composed of matter and form?

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

Objection 2: Further, anger, joy and the like are passions of the composite. But these are
attributed to God in Scripture: "The Lord was exceeding angry with His people" (Ps. 105:40).
Therefore God is composed of matter and form.

Objection 3: Further, matter isthe principle of individualization. But God seemsto beindividual,
for He cannot be predicated of many. Therefore He is composed of matter and form.
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On the contrary, Whatever is composed of matter and form is abody; for dimensive quantity
isthe first property of matter. But God is not a body as proved in the preceding Article; therefore
He is not composed of matter and form.

| answer that, It is impossible that matter should exist in God. First, because matter is in
potentiality. But we have shown (Q[2], A[3]) that God is pure act, without any potentiality. Hence
it isimpossible that God should be composed of matter and form. Secondly, because everything
composed of matter and form owes its perfection and goodness to its form; therefore its goodness
is participated, inasmuch as matter participates the form. Now the first good and the best---viz.
God---is not a participated good, because the essential good is prior to the participated good. Hence
it isimpossible that God should be composed of matter and form. Thirdly, because every agent
acts by its form; hence the manner in which it has its form is the manner in which it is an agent.
Therefore whatever is primarily and essentially an agent must be primarily and essentially form.
Now God is the first agent, since He is the first efficient cause. He is therefore of His essence a
form; and not composed of matter and form.

Reply to Objection 1: A soul isattributed to God because His acts resembl e the acts of a soul;
for, that we will anything, isdueto our soul. Hence what is pleasing to Hiswill is said to be pleasing
to His soul.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Forms which can be received in matter are individualized by matter,
which cannot be in another asin a subject since it is the first underlying subject; although form of
itself, unless something else preventsit, can be received by many. But that form which cannot be
received in matter, but is self-subsisting, is individualized precisely because it cannot be received
in asubject; and such aform is God. Hence it does not follow that matter existsin God.

Whether God isthe same asHis essence or nature?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not the same as His essence or nature. For nothing can bein
itself. But the substance or nature of God---i.e. the Godhead---is said to be in God. Therefore it
seemsthat God is not the same as His essence or nature.

Objection 2: Further, the effect is assimilated to its cause; for every agent produces its like.
But in created things the "suppositum” is not identical with its nature; for aman is not the same as
his humanity. Therefore God is not the same as His Godhead.

On thecontrary, It issaid of God that He islife itself, and not only that He is aliving thing:
"I am the way, the truth, and the life" (Jn. 14:6). Now the relation between Godhead and God is
the same as the relation between life and aliving thing. Therefore God is His very Godhead.

| answer that, God is the same as His essence or nature. To understand this, it must be noted
that in things composed of matter and form, the nature or essence must differ from the "suppositum,”
because the essence or nature connotes only what is included in the definition of the species; as,
humanity connotes all that is included in the definition of man, for it is by this that man is man,
and it is this that humanity signifies, that, namely, whereby man is man. Now individual matter,
with all the individualizing accidents, is not included in the definition of the species. For this
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particular flesh, these bones, this blackness or whiteness, etc., are not included in the definition of
aman. Therefore this flesh, these bones, and the accidental qualities distinguishing this particul ar
matter, are not included in humanity; and yet they are included in the thing which is man. Hence
the thing which is a man has something more in it than has humanity. Consequently humanity and
aman are not wholly identical; but humanity is taken to mean the formal part of a man, because
the principles whereby athing is defined are regarded as the formal constituent in regard to the
individualizing matter. On the other hand, in things not composed of matter and form, in which
individualization is not due to individual matter---that is to say, to "this" matter---the very forms
being individualized of themselves---it is necessary the forms themselves should be subsisting
"supposita.” Therefore "suppositum” and nature in them are identified. Since God then is not
composed of matter and form, He must be His own Godhead, His own Life, and whatever elseis
thus predicated of Him.

Reply to Objection 1: We can speak of simple things only as though they were like the
composite things from which we derive our knowledge. Therefore in speaking of God, we use
concrete nouns to signify His subsistence, because with us only those things subsist which are
composite; and we use abstract nouns to signify His ssmplicity. In saying therefore that Godhead,
or life, or the like are in God, we indicate the composite way in which our intellect understands,
but not that there is any composition in God.

Reply to Objection 2: The effects of God do not imitate Him perfectly, but only asfar asthey
are able; and the imitation is here defective, precisely because what is simple and one, can only be
represented by divers things; consequently, composition is accidental to them, and therefore, in
them "suppositum” is not the same as nature.

Whether essence and existence arethe samein God?

Objection 1: It seems that essence and existence are not the same in God. For if it be so, then
the divine being has nothing added to it. Now being to which no addition ismade is universal being
which is predicated of all things. Therefore it follows that God is being in general which can be
predicated of everything. But thisisfalse: "For men gave the incommunicable name to stones and
wood" (Wis. 14:21). Therefore God's existence is not His essence.

Objection 2: Further, we can know "whether" God exists as said above (Q[2], A[2]); but we
cannot know "what" He is. Therefore God's existence is not the same as His essence---that is, as
His quiddity or nature.

On the contrary, Hilary says (Trin. vii): "In God existence is not an accidental quality, but
subsisting truth." Therefore what subsistsin God is His existence.

| answer that, God isnot only His own essence, as shown in the preceding article, but also His
own existence. This may be shown in several ways. First, whatever athing has besides its essence
must be caused either by the constituent principles of that essence (like a property that necessarily
accompanies the species---as the faculty of laughing is proper to a man---and is caused by the
constituent principles of the species), or by some exterior agent---as heat is caused in water by fire.
Therefore, if the existence of a thing differs from its essence, this existence must be caused either
by some exterior agent or by its essential principles. Now it isimpossible for athing's existenceto
be caused by its essential constituent principles, for nothing can be the sufficient cause of its own
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existence, if its existence is caused. Therefore that thing, whose existence differs from its essence,
must have its existence caused by another. But this cannot be true of God; because we call God the
first efficient cause. Therefore it is impossible that in God His existence should differ from His
essence. Secondly, existence is that which makes every form or nature actual; for goodness and
humanity are spoken of as actual, only because they are spoken of as existing. Therefore existence
must be compared to essence, if the latter isadistinct reality, asactuality to potentiality. Therefore,
since in God there is no potentiality, as shown above (A[1]), it follows that in Him essence does
not differ from existence. Therefore His essence is His existence. Thirdly, because, just as that
which has fire, but is not itself fire, is on fire by participation; so that which has existence but is
not existence, is abeing by participation. But God is His own essence, as shown above (A[3)) if,
therefore, He is not His own existence He will be not essential, but participated being. He will not
therefore be the first being---which is absurd. Therefore God is His own existence, and not merely
His own essence.

Reply to Objection 1. A thing that has nothing added to it can be of two kinds. Either its
essence precludes any addition; thus, for example, it is of the essence of an irrational animal to be
without reason. Or we may understand a thing to have nothing added to it, inasmuch asits essence
does not require that anything should be added to it; thus the genus animal iswithout reason, because
it is not of the essence of animal in general to have reason; but neither isit to lack reason. And so
the divine being has nothing added to it in the first sense; whereas universal being has nothing
added to it in the second sense.

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

Whether God is contained in a genus?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is contained in agenus. For a substanceis a being that subsists
of itself. But thisis especialy true of God. Therefore God isin agenus of substance.

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

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

| answer that, A thing can be in a genus in two ways; either absolutely and properly, as a
species contained under agenus; or asbeing reducibleto it, as principlesand privations. For example,
a point and unity are reduced to the genus of quantity, as its principles; while blindness and all
other privations are reduced to the genus of habit. But in neither way is God in a genus. That He
cannot be aspecies of any genus may be shown in three ways. First, because aspeciesis constituted
of genus and difference. Now that from which the difference constituting the speciesis derived, is
always related to that from which the genus is derived, as actuality is related to potentiality. For
animal is derived from sensitive nature, by concretion as it were, for that is animal, which has a
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sensitive nature. Rational being, on the other hand, is derived from intellectual nature, because that
is rational, which has an intellectual nature, and intelligence is compared to sense, as actuality is
to potentiality. The same argument holds good in other things. Hence since in God actuality is not
added to potentiality, it isimpossible that He should be in any genus as a species. Secondly, since
the existence of God is His essence, if God were in any genus, He would be the genus "being”,
because, since genus is predicated as an essential it refers to the essence of a thing. But the
Philosopher has shown (Metaph. iii) that being cannot be a genus, for every genus has differences
distinct from its generic essence. Now no difference can exist distinct from being; for non-being
cannot be adifference. It follows then that God is not in agenus. Thirdly, because all in one genus
agree in the quiddity or essence of the genus which is predicated of them as an essential, but they
differ in their existence. For the existence of man and of horse is not the same; as aso of this man
and that man: thusin every member of agenus, existence and quiddity---i.e. essence---must differ.
But in God they do not differ, as shown in the preceding article. Therefore it is plain that God is
notinagenusasif Hewereaspecies. From thisit isalso plain that He has no genus nor difference,
nor can there be any definition of Him; nor, save through His effects, a demonstration of Him: for
a definition is from genus and difference; and the mean of a demonstration is a definition. That
God isnotinagenus, asreducibleto it asits principle, is clear from this, that a principle reducible
to any genus does not extend beyond that genus; as, a point is the principle of continuous quantity
alone; and unity, of discontinuous quantity. But God is the principle of al being. Therefore He is
not contained in any genus as its principle.

Reply to Objection 1: Theword substance signifies not only what exists of itself---for existence
cannot of itself be agenus, as shown in the body of the article; but, it also signifies an essence that
has the property of existing in this way---namely, of existing of itself; this existence, however, is
not its essence. Thusit is clear that God is not in the genus of substance.

Reply to Objection 2: This objection turns upon proportionate measure which must be
homogeneous with what is measured. Now, God is not a measure proportionate to anything. Still,
Heis caled the measure of all things, in the sense that everything has being only according as it
resembles Him.

Whether in God there are any accidents?

Objection 1: It seems that there are accidents in God. For substance cannot be an accident, as
Aristotle says (Phys. i). Therefore that which isan accident in one, cannot, in another, be asubstance.
Thusit is proved that heat cannot be the substantial form of fire, because it is an accident in other
things. But wisdom, virtue, and the like, which are accidentsin us, are attributes of God. Therefore
in God there are accidents.

Objection 2: Further, in every genus thereis afirst principle. But there are many "genera" of
accidents. If, therefore, the prima members of these genera are not in God, there will be many
primal beings other than God---which is absurd.

On the contrary, Every accident is in a subject. But God cannot be a subject, for "no simple
form can be asubject”, as Boethius says (De Trin.). Thereforein God there cannot be any accident.

| answer that, From all we have said, it isclear there can be no accident in God. First, because
asubject iscompared to its accidents as potentiality to actuality; for asubject isin some sense made
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actual by itsaccidents. But there can be no potentiality in God, aswas shown (Q[2], A[3]). Secondly,
because God is His own existence; and as Boethius says (Hebdom.), although every essence may
have something superadded to it, this cannot apply to absolute being: thus a heated substance can
have something extraneous to heat added to it, as whiteness, neverthel ess absolute heat can have
nothing else than heat. Thirdly, because what is essential is prior to what is accidental. Whence as
God is absolute primal being, there can be in Him nothing accidental. Neither can He have any
essential accidents (as the capability of laughing is an essential accident of man), because such
accidents are caused by the constituent principles of the subject. Now there can be nothing caused
in God, since Heisthefirst cause. Hence it follows that there is no accident in God.

Reply to Objection 1: Virtue and wisdom are not predicated of God and of us univocally.
Hence it does not follow that there are accidentsin God asthere arein us.

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

Whether God is altogether simple?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not altogether simple. For whatever isfrom God must imitate
Him. Thus from the first being are al beings; and from the first good is all good. But in the things
which God has made, nothing is altogether simple. Therefore neither is God altogether simple.

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

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

| answer that, The absolute simplicity of God may be shown in many ways. First, from the
previous articles of this question. For there is neither composition of quantitative parts in God,
since He is not a body; nor composition of matter and form; nor does His nature differ from His
"suppositum™; nor His essence from His existence; neither is there in Him composition of genus
and difference, nor of subject and accident. Therefore, it is clear that God is nowise composite, but
is atogether smple. Secondly, because every composite is posterior to its component parts, and is
dependent on them; but God isthefirst being, as shown above (Q[2], A[3]). Thirdly, because every
composite has a cause, for things in themselves different cannot unite unless something causes
them to unite. But God is uncaused, as shown above (Q[2], A[3]), since He is the first efficient
cause. Fourthly, because in every composite there must be potentiality and actuality; but this does
not apply to God; for either one of the parts actuates another, or at least al the parts are potential
to the whole. Fifthly, because nothing composite can be predicated of any single one of its parts.
And thisis evident in awhole made up of dissimilar parts; for no part of a man isaman, nor any
of the parts of the foot, afoot. But in wholes made up of similar parts, although something which
ispredicated of the whole may be predicated of apart (asapart of theair isair, and apart of water,
water), nevertheless certain things are predicable of the whole which cannot be predicated of any
of the parts; for instance, if the whole volume of water istwo cubits, no part of it can be two cubits.
Thusin every composite there is something which isnot it itself. But, even if this could be said of
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whatever has aform, viz. that it has something which is not it itself, as in a white object there is
something which does not belong to the essence of white; nevertheless in the form itself, there is
nothing besides itself. And so, since God is absolute form, or rather absolute being, He can bein
no way composite. Hilary impliesthisargument, when he says (De Trin. vii): "God, Who is strength,
is not made up of things that are weak; nor is He Who is light, composed of things that are dim."

Reply to Objection 1: Whatever is from God imitates Him, as caused things imitate the first
cause. But it is of the essence of athing to bein some sort composite; because at |east its existence
differsfrom its essence, as will be shown hereafter, (Q[4], A[3]).

Reply to Objection 2: With us composite things are better than simple things, because the
perfections of created goodness cannot be found in one simple thing, but in many things. But the
perfection of divine goodnessis found in one ssmple thing (Q[4], A[1] and Q[6], A[2]).

Whether God entersinto the composition of other things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God enters into the composition of other things, for Dionysius says
(Codl. Hier. iv): "Thebeing of all thingsisthat which isabove being---the Godhead." But the being
of all things entersinto the composition of everything. Therefore God enters into the composition
of other things.

Objection 2: Further, God is a form; for Augustine says (De Verb. Dom., [* Serm. xxxviii])
that, "the word of God, which is God, is an uncreated form." But a form is part of a compound.
Therefore God is part of some compound.

Objection 3: Further, whatever things exist, in no way differing from each other, are the same.
But God and primary matter exist, and in no way differ from each other. Thereforethey are absolutely
the same. But primary matter enters into the composition things. Therefore also does God. Proof
of the minor---whatever things differ, they differ by some differences, and therefore must be
composite. But God and primary matter are altogether simple. Therefore they nowise differ from
each other.

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

Further, thefirst cause rules all things without commingling with them, as the Philosopher says
(De Causis).

| answer that, On this point there have been three errors. Some have affirmed that God is the
world-soul, as is clear from Augustine (De Civ. Dei vii, 6). This is practically the same as the
opinion of those who assert that God is the soul of the highest heaven. Again, others have said that
God istheformal principle of al things; and thiswas the theory of the Almaricians. Thethird error
isthat of David of Dinant, who most absurdly taught that God was primary matter. Now all these
contain manifest untruth; sinceit is not possible for God to enter into the composition of anything,
either as aformal or a material principle. First, because God is the first efficient cause. Now the
efficient causeis not identical numerically with the form of the thing caused, but only specifically:
for man begets man. But primary matter can be neither numerically nor specifically identical with
an efficient cause; for the former is merely potential, while the latter is actual. Secondly, because,
since God isthefirst efficient cause, to act belongsto Him primarily and essentially. But that which
entersinto composition with anything does not act primarily and essentially, but rather the composite
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so acts; for the hand does not act, but the man by his hand; and, fire warms by its heat. Hence God
cannot be part of a compound. Thirdly, because no part of a compound can be absolutely primal
among beings---not even matter, nor form, though they are the primal parts of every compound.
For matter is merely potential; and potentiality is absolutely posterior to actuality, asis clear from
the foregoing (Q[3], A[1]): while aform which is part of a compound is a participated form; and
as that which participates is posterior to that which is essential, so likewise is that which is
participated; as fire in ignited objects is posterior to fire that is essentially such. Now it has been
proved that God is absolutely primal being (Q[2], A[3]).

Reply to Objection 1. The Godhead is called the being of al things, as their efficient and
exemplar cause, but not as being their essence.

Reply to Objection 2: The Word isan exemplar form; but not aform that is part of acompound.

Reply to Objection 3: Simplethingsdo not differ by added differences---for thisisthe property
of compounds. Thus man and horse differ by their differences, rational and irrational; which
differences, however, do not differ from each other by other differences. Hence, to be quite accurate,
it is better to say that they are, not different, but diverse. Hence, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. x), "things which are diverse are absolutely distinct, but things which are different differ
by something." Therefore, strictly speaking, primary matter and God do not differ, but are by their
very being, diverse. Hence it does not follow they are the same.

THE PERFECTION OF GOD (THREE ARTICLES)

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

Concerning the first there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is perfect?

(2) Whether God is perfect universally, as having in Himself the perfections of all things?

(3) Whether creatures can be said to be like God?

Whether God is perfect?

Objection 1: It seems that perfection does not belong to God. For we say athing is perfect if
it is completely made. But it does not befit God to be made. Therefore He is not perfect.

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

Objection 3: Further, as shown above (Q[3], A[4]), God's essence is existence. But existence
seems most imperfect, since it is most universal and receptive of al modification. Therefore God
isimperfect.

On thecontrary, It iswritten: "Be you perfect as also your heavenly Father is perfect” (Mat.
5:48).

| answer that, As the Philosopher relates (Metaph. xii), some ancient philosophers, namely,
the Pythagoreans and L eucippus, did not predicate "best" and "most perfect” of the first principle.
The reason was that the ancient philosophers considered only a material principle; and a material
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principleis most imperfect. For since matter as such ismerely potential, the first material principle
must be simply potential, and thus most imperfect. Now God isthefirst principle, not material, but
in the order of efficient cause, which must be most perfect. For just as matter, as such, is merely
potential, an agent, as such, isin the state of actuality. Hence, the first active principle must needs
be most actual, and therefore most perfect; for athing is perfect in proportion to its state of actuality,
because we call that perfect which lacks nothing of the mode of its perfection.

Reply to Objection 1: AsGregory says(Moral. v, 26,29): "Though our lips can only stammer,
we yet chant the high things of God." For that which is not made is improperly called perfect.
Neverthel ess because created things are then called perfect, when from potentiality they are brought
into actuality, thisword "perfect” signifies whatever is not wanting in actuality, whether this be by
way of perfection or not.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Existenceisthe most perfect of al things, for it iscompared to all things
as that by which they are made actual; for nothing has actuality except so far as it exists. Hence
existence is that which actuates all things, even their forms. Therefore it is not compared to other
things as the receiver isto the received; but rather as the received to the receiver. When therefore
| speak of the existence of man, or horse, or anything el se, existenceis considered aformal principle,
and as something received; and not as that which exists.

Whether the perfections of all thingsarein God?

Objection 1: It seems that the perfections of all things are not in God. For God is simple, as
shown above (Q[3], A[7]); whereas the perfections of things are many and diverse. Therefore the
perfections of all things are not in God.

Objection 2: Further, opposites cannot coexist. Now the perfections of things are opposed to
each other, for each thing is perfected by its specific difference. But the differences by which
"genera’ are divided, and "species’ constituted, are opposed to each other. Therefore because
opposites cannot coexist in the same subject, it seems that the perfections of al things are not in
God.

Objection 3: Further, aliving thing is more perfect than what merely exists; and an intelligent
thing than what merely lives. Therefore life is more perfect than existence; and knowledge than
life. But the essence of God is existence itself. Therefore He has not the perfections of life, and
knowledge, and other similar perfections.

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

| answer that, All created perfectionsarein God. Hence Heis spoken of asuniversally perfect,
because He lacks not (says the Commentator, Metaph. v) any excellence which may be found in
any genus. Thismay be seen from two considerations. First, because whatever perfection existsin
an effect must be found in the effective cause: either in the same formality, if it is a univocal
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agent---aswhen man reproduces man; or in amore eminent degree, if it isan equivocal agent---thus
in the sun isthe likeness of whatever is generated by the sun's power. Now it is plain that the effect
pre-exists virtually in the efficient cause: and although to pre-exist in the potentiality of amaterial
cause is to pre-exist in a more imperfect way, since matter as such is imperfect, and an agent as
suchisperfect; ill to pre-exist virtually inthe efficient causeisto pre-exist not in amoreimperfect,
but in amore perfect way. Since therefore God isthefirst effective cause of things, the perfections
of all things must pre-exist in God in a more eminent way. Dionysius implies the same line of
argument by saying of God (Div. Nom. v): "It is not that He is this and not that, but that Heisall,
asthe cause of all." Secondly, from what has been already proved, God is existence itself, of itself
subsistent (Q[3], A[4]). Consequently, He must contain within Himself the whole perfection of
being. For it isclear that if some hot thing has not the whole perfection of heat, thisis because heat
is not participated in its full perfection; but if this heat were self-subsisting, nothing of the virtue
of heat would bewanting toit. Sincetherefore God is subsisting being itself, nothing of the perfection
of being can bewanting to Him. Now all created perfectionsareincluded in the perfection of being;
for things are perfect, precisely so far as they have being after some fashion. It follows therefore
that the perfection of no one thing is wanting to God. This line of argument, too, is implied by
Dionysius (Div. Nom. v), when he says that, "God exists not in any single mode, but embraces all
being within Himself, absolutely, without limitation, uniformly;" and afterwards he adds that, "He
isthe very existence to subsisting things."

Reply to Objection 1: Even asthe sun (as Dionysiusremarks, (Div. Nom. v)), whileremaining
one and shining uniformly, contains within itself first and uniformly the substances of sensible
things, and many and diverse qualities; "a fortiori" should all things in a kind of natural unity
pre-exist in the cause of all things; and thus things diverse and in themselves opposed to each other,
pre-exist in God as one, without injury to His simplicity. This suffices for the Reply to the Second
Objection.

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

Whether any creature can belike God?

Objection 1: It seems that no creature can be like God. For it is written (Ps. 85:8): "Thereis
none among the gods like unto Thee, O Lord." But of all creatures the most excellent are those
which are called participation gods. Therefore till less can other creatures be said to be like God.

Objection 2: Further, likeness implies comparison. But there can be no comparison between
thingsin adifferent "genus." Therefore neither can there be any likeness. Thus we do not say that
sweetnessislikewhiteness. But no creatureisin the same"genus' as God: since God isno "genus,”
as shown above (Q[3], A[5]). Therefore no creature is like God.
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Objection 3: Further, we speak of those things as like which agree in form. But nothing can
agree with God inform; for, savein God alone, essence and existence differ. Therefore no creature
can be like to God.

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

On thecontrary, It iswritten: "Let us make man to our image and likeness" (Gn. 1:26), and:
"When He shall appear we shall be liketo Him" (1 Jn. 3:2).

| answer that, Since likeness is based upon agreement or communication in form, it varies
according to the many modes of communication in form. Some things are said to be like, which
communicate in the same form according to the same formality, and according to the same mode;
and these are said to be not merely like, but equal in their likeness; as two things equally white are
said to be alike in whiteness; and this is the most perfect likeness. In another way, we speak of
things as alike which communicate in form according to the same formality, though not according
to the same measure, but according to more or less, as something lesswhiteis said to be like another
thing more white; and this is imperfect likeness. In a third way some things are said to be alike
which communicate in the same form, but not according to the same formality; as we see in
non-univocal agents. For since every agent reproduces itself so far asit is an agent, and everything
acts according to the manner of its form, the effect must in some way resemble the form of the
agent. If therefore the agent is contained in the same species as its effect, there will be a likeness
in form between that which makes and that which is made, according to the same formality of the
species; as man reproduces man. If, however, the agent and its effect are not contained in the same
species, there will be a likeness, but not according to the formality of the same species; as things
generated by the sun's heat may bein some sort spoken of aslike the sun, not asthough they received
the form of the sun in its specific likeness, but in its generic likeness. Therefore if thereis an agent
not contained in any "genus," its effect will still more distantly reproduce the form of the agent,
not, that is, so asto participate in the likeness of the agent's form according to the same specific or
generic formality, but only according to some sort of analogy; as existence is common to all. In
thisway all created things, so far asthey are beings, arelike God asthe first and universal principle
of all being.

Reply to Objection 1: AsDionysiussays (Div. Nom. ix), when Holy Writ declaresthat nothing
is like God, it does not mean to deny all likeness to Him. For, "the same things can be like and
unliketo God: like, according as they imitate Him, as far as He, Who is not perfectly imitable, can
beimitated; unlike according asthey fall short of their cause,” not merely inintensity and remission,
as that which is less white falls short of that which is more white; but because they are not in
agreement, specifically or generically.

Reply to Objection 2: God isnot related to creatures as though belonging to adifferent "genus,”
but as transcending every "genus,” and as the principle of all "genera."

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

Reply to Objection 4: Although it may be admitted that creatures are in some sort like God,
it must nowise be admitted that God is like creatures; because, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix):
"A mutual likeness may be found between things of the same order, but not between a cause and
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that which is caused.” For, we say that a statue is like aman, but not conversely; so also a creature
can be spoken of asin some sort like God; but not that God islike a creature.

OF GOODNESSIN GENERAL (SIX ARTICLES)

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

(1) Whether goodness and being are the same really?

(2) Granted that they differ only in idea, which is prior in thought?

(3) Granted that being is prior, whether every being is good?

(4) To what cause should goodness be reduced?

(5) Whether goodness consists in mode, species, and order?

(6) Whether goodness is divided into the virtuous, the useful, and the pleasant?

Whether goodness differsreally from being?

Objection 1: It seemsthat goodness differsreally from being. For Boethius says (De Hebdom.):
"I perceivethat in nature the fact that things are good isonething: that they areisanother." Therefore
goodness and being really differ.

Objection 2: Further, nothing can beitsown form. "But that is called good which hasthe form
of being", according to the commentary on De Causis. Therefore goodness differsreally from being.

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

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

| answer that, Goodness and being are really the same, and differ only in idea; which is clear
from the following argument. The essence of goodness consists in this, that it is in some way
desirable. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. i): "Goodnessiswhat al desire." Now it is clear that
athing isdesirable only in so far asit is perfect; for all desire their own perfection. But everything
isperfect so far asit isactual. Thereforeit is clear that athing is perfect so far asit exists; for it is
existencethat makesall things actual, asisclear from theforegoing (Q[3], A[4]; Q[4], A[1]). Hence
it is clear that goodness and being are the same really. But goodness presents the aspect of
desirableness, which being does not present.

Reply to Objection 1: Although goodness and being are the same readlly, nevertheless since
they differ in thought, they are not predicated of athing absolutely in the same way. Since being
properly signifies that something actually is, and actuality properly correlates to potentiality; a
thing is, in consequence, said simply to have being, accordingly as it is primarily distinguished
from that which is only in potentiality; and thisis precisely each thing's substantial being. Hence
by its substantial being, everything is said to have being simply; but by any further actuality it is
said to have being relatively. Thusto be white implies relative being, for to be white does not take
athing out of simply potential being; because only athing that actually has being can receive this
mode of being. But goodness signifies perfection which is desirable; and consequently of ultimate
perfection. Hence that which has ultimate perfection is said to be simply good; but that which has
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not the ultimate perfection it ought to have (although, in so far asit is a all actua, it has some
perfection), is not said to be perfect simply nor good simply, but only relatively. In this way,
therefore, viewed in its primal (i.e. substantial) being athing is said to be simply, and to be good
relatively (i.e. in so far asit has being) but viewed in its complete actuality, athing is said to be
relatively, and to be good simply. Hence the saying of Boethius (De Hebrom.), "I perceive that in
nature the fact that things are good isone thing; that they areisanother,” isto bereferred to athing's
goodness simply, and having being simply. Because, regarded inits primal actuality, athing ssmply
exists, and regarded in its compl ete actuality, it is good simply---in such sort that eveninits primal
actuality, it isin some sort good, and even in its complete actuality, it in some sort has being.

Reply to Objection 2: Goodness is a form so far as absolute goodness signifies complete
actuality.

Reply to Objection 3: Again, goodness is spoken of as more or less according to a thing's
superadded actuality, for example, as to knowledge or virtue.

Whether goodnessisprior inideato being?

Objection 1: It seemsthat goodnessis prior inideato being. For names are arranged according
to the arrangement of the things signified by the names. But Dionysius (Div. Nom. iii) assigned
thefirst place, amongst the other names of God, to Hisgoodnessrather than to Hisbeing. Therefore
in ideagoodnessis prior to being.

Objection 2: Further, that which is the more extensive is prior in idea. But goodness is more
extensive than being, because, as Dionysius notes (Div. Nom. v), "goodness extends to things both
existing and non-existing; whereas existence extends to existing thingsalone." Therefore goodness
isinideaprior to being.

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

Objection 4: Further, not only isexistence desirable, but life, knowledge, and many other things
besides. Thusit seems that existence is a particular appetible, and goodness a universal appetible.
Therefore, absolutely, goodnessis prior in ideato being.

Onthecontrary, Itissaid by Aristotle (De Causis) that "the first of created thingsis being.”

| answer that, Inideabeing is prior to goodness. For the meaning signified by the name of a
thing is that which the mind conceives of the thing and intends by the word that stands for it.
Therefore, that isprior inidea, whichisfirst conceived by theintellect. Now thefirst thing conceived
by theintellect is being; because everything is knowable only inasmuch asit isin actuality. Hence,
being is the proper object of the intellect, and is primarily intelligible; as sound is that which is
primarily audible. Thereforein idea being is prior to goodness.

Reply to Objection 1: Dionysius discusses the Divine Names (Div. Nom. i, iii) as implying
some causal relation in God; for we name God, as he says, from creatures, as a cause from its
effects. But goodness, since it has the aspect of desirable, implies the idea of a final cause, the
causality of which isfirst among causes, since an agent does not act except for some end; and by
an agent matter is moved to its form. Hence the end is called the cause of causes. Thus goodness,
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as acause, isprior to being, asis the end to the form. Therefore among the names signifying the
divine causality, goodness precedes being. Again, according to the Platonists, who, through not
distinguishing primary matter from privation, said that matter was non-being, goodness is more
extensively participated than being; for primary matter participatesin goodness astending to it, for
all seek their like; but it does not participatein being, sinceit is presumed to be non-being. Therefore
Dionysius says that "goodness extends to non-existence" (Div. Nom. v).

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

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

Reply to Objection 4: Life, wisdom, and the like, are desirable only so far as they are actual.
Hence, in each one of them some sort of being is desired. And thus nothing can be desired except
being; and consequently nothing is good except being.

Whether every being is good?

Objection 1: It seemsthat not every being is good. For goodness is something superadded to
being, asisclear from A[1]. But whatever isadded to being limitsit; as substance, quantity, quality,
etc. Therefore goodness limits being. Therefore not every being is good.

Objection 2: Further, no evil isgood: "Woeto you that call evil good and good evil"” (Is. 5:20).
But some things are called evil. Therefore not every being is good.

Objection 3: Further, goodness implies desirability. Now primary matter does not imply
desirability, but rather that which desires. Therefore primary matter does not contain the formality
of goodness. Therefore not every being is good.

Objection 4: Further, the Philosopher notes (Metaph. iii) that "in mathematics goodness does
not exist." But mathematics are entities; otherwise there would be no science of mathematics.
Therefore not every being is good.

On the contrary, Every being that is not God is God's creature. Now every creature of God is
good (1 Tim. 4:4): and God is the greatest good. Therefore every being is good.

| answer that, Every being, as being, is good. For all being, as being, has actuality and isin
someway perfect; since every act implies some sort of perfection; and perfectionimpliesdesirability
and goodness, asis clear from A[1]. Hence it follows that every being as such is good.
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Reply to Objection 1. Substance, quantity, quality, and everything included in them, limit
being by applying it to some essence or nature. Now in this sense, goodness does not add anything
to being beyond the aspect of desirability and perfection, which is also proper to being, whatever
kind of nature it may be. Hence goodness does not limit being.

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

Reply to Objection 3: As primary matter has only potential being, so it is only potentially
good. Although, according to the Platonists, primary matter may be said to be a non-being on
account of the privation attaching to it, nevertheless, it does participate to a certain extent in
goodness, viz. by itsrelation to, or aptitude for, goodness. Consequently, to be desirable is not its
property, but to desire.

Reply to Objection 4: Mathematical entities do not subsist asrealities; because they would be
in some sort good if they subsisted; but they have only logical existence, inasmuch as they are
abstracted from motion and matter; thus they cannot have the aspect of an end, which itself hasthe
aspect of moving another. Nor is it repugnant that there should be in some logical entity neither
goodness nor form of goodness; since theideaof being isprior to theidea of goodness, aswas said
in the preceding article.

Whether goodness hasthe aspect of a final cause?

Objection 1: It seems that goodness has not the aspect of afinal cause, but rather of the other
causes. For, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv), "Goodness is praised as beauty." But beauty hasthe
aspect of aformal cause. Therefore goodness has the aspect of aformal cause.

Objection 2: Further, goodnessis self-diffusive; for Dionysiussays (Div. Nom. iv) that goodness
is that whereby all things subsist, and are. But to be self-giving implies the aspect of an efficient
cause. Therefore goodness has the aspect of an efficient cause.

Objection 3: Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 31) that "we exist because God is
good." But we owe our existence to God as the efficient cause. Therefore goodness implies the
aspect of an efficient cause.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Phys. ii) that "that is to be considered as the end and
the good of other things, for the sake of which something is." Therefore goodness has the aspect
of afinal cause.

| answer that, Since goodness is that which all things desire, and since this has the aspect of
an end, it is clear that goodness implies the aspect of an end. Nevertheless, the idea of goodness
presupposes the idea of an efficient cause, and also of aformal cause. For we see that what isfirst
in causing, is last in the thing caused. Fire, e.g. heats first of all before it reproduces the form of
fire; though the heat in the fire follows from its substantial form. Now in causing, goodness and
the end come first, both of which move the agent to act; secondly, the action of the agent moving
totheform; thirdly, comestheform. Hencein that which is caused the converse ought to take place,
so that there should befirst, the form whereby it isabeing; secondly, we consider in it its effective
power, whereby it is perfect in being, for a thing is perfect when it can reproduce its like, as the

32



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Philosopher says (Meteor. iv); thirdly, there follows the formality of goodness which is the basic
principle of its perfection.

Reply to Objection 1: Beauty and goodness in a thing are identical fundamentally; for they
are based upon the same thing, namely, the form; and consequently goodnessis praised as beauty.
But they differ logically, for goodness properly relates to the appetite (goodness being what all
things desire); and therefore it has the aspect of an end (the appetite being a kind of movement
towards athing). On the other hand, beauty relates to the cognitive faculty; for beautiful things are
those which please when seen. Hence beauty consists in due proportion; for the senses delight in
things duly proportioned, asin what is after their own kind---because even senseisasort of reason,
just as is every cognitive faculty. Now since knowledge is by assimilation, and similarity relates
to form, beauty properly belongs to the nature of aformal cause.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Hewho hasawill issaid to be good, so far ashe hasagood will; because
it is by our will that we employ whatever powers we may have. Hence a man is said to be good,
not by his good understanding; but by his good will. Now the will relatesto the end asto its proper
object. Thus the saying, "we exist because God is good" has reference to the final cause.

Whether the essence of goodness consistsin mode, species and order ?

Objection 1: It seemsthat the essence of goodness does not consist in mode, species and order.
For goodness and being differ logically. But mode, species and order seem to belong to the nature
of being, for it iswritten: "Thou hast ordered all things in measure, and number, and weight" (Wis.
11:21). And to these three can be reduced species, mode and order, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
iv, 3): "Measure fixes the mode of everything, number givesit its species, and weight givesit rest
and stability." Therefore the essence of goodness does not consist in mode, species and order.

Objection 2: Further, mode, species and order are themselves good. Therefore if the essence
of goodness consistsin mode, species and order, then every mode must have its own mode, species
and order. The same would be the case with species and order in endless succession.

Objection 3: Further, evil isthe privation of mode, species and order. But evil is not the total
absence of goodness. Therefore the essence of goodness does not consist in mode, species and
order.

Objection 4: Further, that wherein consists the essence of goodness cannot be spoken of as
evil. Y et we can speak of an evil mode, species and order. Therefore the essence of goodness does
not consist in mode, species and order.

Objection 5: Further, mode, species and order are caused by weight, number and measure, as
appears from the quotation from Augustine. But not every good thing has weight, number and
measure; for Ambrose says (Hexam. i, 9): "It is of the nature of light not to have been created in
number, weight and measure.” Therefore the essence of goodness does not consist in mode, species
and order.

Onthecontrary, Augustine says(De Nat. Boni. iii): "These three---mode, speciesand order---as
common good things, are in everything God has made; thus, where these three abound the things
are very good; where they are less, the things are less good; where they do not exist at al, there
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can be nothing good." But this would not be unless the essence of goodness consisted in them.
Therefore the essence of goodness consists in mode, species and order.

| answer that, Everything is said to be good so far as it is perfect; for in that way only is it
desirable (as shown above AA[1],3). Now athing issaid to be perfect if it lacks nothing according
to the mode of its perfection. But since everything is what it is by its form (and since the form
presupposes certain things, and from the form certain things necessarily follow), in order for athing
to be perfect and good it must have a form, together with all that precedes and follows upon that
form. Now the form presupposes determination or commensuration of its principles, whether
material or efficient, and thisis signified by the mode: hence it is said that the measure marks the
mode. But the form itself is signified by the species; for everything is placed in its species by its
form. Hence the number is said to give the species, for definitions signifying species are like
numbers, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. x); for asaunit added to, or taken from anumber,
changesits species, so adifference added to, or taken from adefinition, changesits species. Further,
upon the form follows an inclination to the end, or to an action, or something of the sort; for
everything, in so far asit isin act, acts and tends towards that which isin accordance with itsform;
and this belongs to weight and order. Hence the essence of goodness, so far as it consists in
perfection, consists also in mode, species and order.

Reply to Objection 1. Thesethree only follow upon being, so far asit is perfect, and according
to this perfection isit good.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Every being is due to some form. Hence, according to every being of a
thing isitsmode, species, order. Thus, aman hasamode, speciesand order as heiswhite, virtuous,
learned and so on; according to everything predicated of him. But evil deprives a thing of some
sort of being, as blindness deprives us of that being which is sight; yet it does not destroy every
mode, species and order, but only such as follow upon the being of sight.

Reply to Objection 4. Augustine says (De Nat. Boni. xxiii), "Every mode, as mode, is good"
(and the same can be said of species and order). "But an evil mode, species and order are so called
asbeing lessthan they ought to be, or as not belonging to that which they ought to belong. Therefore
they are called evil, because they are out of place and incongruous.”

Reply to Objection 5: The nature of light is spoken of as being without number, weight and
measure, not absolutely, but in comparison with corporeal things, because the power of light extends
to al corporeal things, inasmuch asit is an active quality of the first body that causes change, i.e.
the heavens.

Whether goodnessisrightly divided into the virtuous*, the useful and the pleasant? [*" Bonum honestum” is
the virtuous good considered asfitting. (cf. SS, Q[141], A[3]; SS, Q[145])]



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Objection 1: It seemsthat goodnessis not rightly divided into the virtuous, the useful and the
pleasant. For goodness is divided by the ten predicaments, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. i). But
the virtuous, the useful and the pleasant can be found under one predicament. Therefore goodness
isnot rightly divided by them.

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

Objection 3: Further, where one thing is on account of another, there is only one thing. But
the useful is not goodness, except so far asit is pleasing and virtuous. Therefore the useful ought
not to divided against the pleasant and the virtuous.

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

| answer that, Thisdivision properly concerns human goodness. But if we consider the nature
of goodness from ahigher and more universal point of view, we shall find that thisdivision properly
concerns goodness as such. For everything is good so far as it is desirable, and is a term of the
movement of the appetite; the term of whose movement can be seen from a consideration of the
movement of a natural body. Now the movement of a natural body is terminated by the end
absolutely; and relatively by the means through which it comes to the end, where the movement
ceases, so athing is called aterm of movement, so far asit terminates any part of that movement.
Now the ultimate term of movement can be taken in two ways, either as the thing itself towards
which it tends, e.g. a place or form; or a state of rest in that thing. Thus, in the movement of the
appetite, the thing desired that terminates the movement of the appetite relatively, as a means by
which something tends towards another, is called the useful; but that sought after as the last thing
absolutely terminating the movement of the appetite, as a thing towards which for its own sake the
appetite tends, is called the virtuous; for the virtuous is that which is desired for its own sake; but
that which terminates the movement of the appetite in the form of rest in thething desired, iscalled
the pleasant.

Reply to Objection 1: Goodness, so far as it is identical with being, is divided by the ten
predicaments. But this division belongsto it according to its proper formality.

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

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

THE GOODNESS OF GOD (FOUR ARTICLES)

We next consider the goodness of God; under which head there are four points of inquiry:
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(1) Whether goodness belongs to God?

(2) Whether God is the supreme good?

(3) Whether He alone is essentially good?

(4) Whether al things are good by the divine goodness?

Whether God is good?

Objection 1: It seemsthat to be good does not belong to God. For goodness consists in mode,
speciesand order. But these do not seem to belong to God; since God isimmense and isnot ordered
to anything else. Therefore to be good does not belong to God.

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

Onthecontrary, Itiswritten (Lam. 3:25): "The Lord is good to them that hope in Him, to the
soul that seeketh Him."

| answer that, To be good belongs pre-eminently to God. For athing is good according to its
desirableness. Now everything seeks after its own perfection; and the perfection and form of an
effect consist in acertain likenessto the agent, since every agent makesitslike; and hence the agent
itself is desirable and has the nature of good. For the very thing which is desirable in it is the
participation of its likeness. Therefore, since God is the first effective cause of al things, it is
manifest that the aspect of good and of desirableness belong to Him; and hence Dionysius (Div.
Nom. iv) attributes good to God as to the first efficient cause, saying that, God is called good "as
by Whom all things subsist.”

Reply to Objection 1. To have mode, speciesand order belongsto the essence of caused good;
but good isin God asin its cause, and hence it belongs to Him to impose mode, species and order
on others; wherefore these three things are in God asin their cause.

Reply to Objection 2: All things, by desiring their own perfection, desire God Himself, inasmuch
as the perfections of all things are so many similitudes of the divine being; as appears from what
is said above (Q[4] , A[3]). And so of those things which desire God, some know Him as He is
Himself, and thisisproper to therational creature; others know some participation of Hisgoodness,
and this belongs also to sensible knowledge; others have a natural desire without knowledge, as
being directed to their ends by a higher intelligence.

Whether God isthe supreme good?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not the supreme good. For the supreme good adds something
to good; otherwise it would belong to every good. But everything which is an addition to anything
elseisacompound thing: therefore the supreme good isacompound. But God is supremely ssimple;
as was shown above (Q[3], A[7]). Therefore God is not the supreme good.

Objection 2: Further, "Good iswhat all desire," asthe Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 1). Now what
all desireisnothing but God, Who isthe end of all things: therefore there is no other good but God.
This appears also from what is said (Lk. 18:19): "None is good but God alone." But we use the
word supreme in comparison with others, as e.qg. supreme heat is used in comparison with all other
heats. Therefore God cannot be called the supreme good.
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Objection 3: Further, supreme implies comparison. But things not in the same genus are not
comparable; as, sweetness is not properly greater or lessthan aline. Therefore, since Godisnot in
the same genus as other good things, as appears above (Q[3], A[5]; Q[4], A[3]) it seems that God
cannot be called the supreme good in relation to others.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ii) that, the Trinity of the divine personsis "the
supreme good, discerned by purified minds."

| answer that, God is the supreme good simply, and not only as existing in any genus or order
of things. For good is attributed to God, aswas said in the preceding article, inasmuch as all desired
perfections flow from Him as from the first cause. They do not, however, flow from Him as from
aunivocal agent, as shown above (Q[4], A[2]); but as from an agent which does not agree with its
effects either in species or genus. Now the likeness of an effect in the univocal cause is found
uniformly; but in the equivocal cause it is found more excellently, as, heat is in the sun more
excelently thanitisin fire. Therefore as good isin God asin the first, but not the univocal, cause
of al things, it must be in Him in a most excellent way; and therefore He is called the supreme
good.

Reply to Objection 1: The supreme good does not add to good any absolute thing, but only a
relation. Now arelation of God to creatures, is not areality in God, but in the creature; for itisin
God in our idea only: as, what is knowable is so called with relation to knowledge, not that it
depends on knowledge, but because knowledge depends on it. Thus it is not necessary that there
should be composition in the supreme good, but only that other things are deficient in comparison
with it.

Reply to Objection 2: When we say that good iswhat all desire, it is not to be understood that
every kind of good thing is desired by all; but that whatever is desired has the nature of good. And
when it is said, "None is good but God alone,” thisis to be understood of essential goodness, as
will be explained in the next article.

Reply to Objection 3: Things not of the same genus are in no way comparable to each other
if indeed they are in different genera. Now we say that God is not in the same genus with other
good things; not that He is any other genus, but that He is outside genus, and is the principle of
every genus,; and thus He is compared to others by excess, and it is this kind of comparison the
supreme good implies.

Whether to be essentially good belongsto God alone?

Objection 1: It seems that to be essentially good does not belong to God alone. For as "one"
is convertible with "being," so is "good"; as we said above (Q[5], A[1]). But every being is one
essentially, as appearsfrom the Philosopher (M etaph. iv); therefore every being isgood essentially.

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

Objection 3: Further, everything is good by its own goodness. Therefore if there is anything
whichisnot good essentialy, it isnecessary to say that its goodnessisnot its own essence. Therefore
its goodness, sinceit isabeing, must be good; and if it is good by some other goodness, the same
guestion applies to that goodness also; therefore we must either proceed to infinity, or come to
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some goodness which is not good by any other goodness. Therefore the first supposition holds
good. Therefore everything is good essentialy.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Hebdom.), that "all things but God are good by
participation." Therefore they are not good essentially.

| answer that, God alone is good essentially. For everything is called good according to its
perfection. Now perfection of athing is threefold: first, according to the constitution of its own
being; secondly, in respect of any accidents being added as necessary for its perfect operation;
thirdly, perfection consistsin the attaining to something else asthe end. Thus, for instance, thefirst
perfection of fire consistsin itsexistence, which it hasthrough its own substantial form; its secondary
perfection consists in heat, lightness and dryness, and the like; its third perfection isto rest in its
own place. Thistriple perfection belongsto no creature by its own essence; it belongsto God only,
in Whom alone essence is existence; in Whom there are no accidents; since whatever belongs to
others accidentally belongs to Him essentialy; as, to be powerful, wise and the like, as appears
from what is stated above (Q[3], A[6]); and Heis not directed to anything else asto an end, but is
Himself the last end of all things. Hence it is manifest that God alone has every kind of perfection
by His own essence; therefore He Himself alone is good essentially.

Reply to Objection 1: "One" does not include the idea of perfection, but only of indivision,
which belongs to everything according to its own essence. Now the essences of simple things are
undivided both actually and potentially, but the essences of compounds are undivided only actually;
and therefore everything must be one essentially, but not good essentially, as was shown above.

Reply to Objection 2: Although everything is good in that it has being, yet the essence of a
creature is not very being; and therefore it does not follow that a creature is good essentially.

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

Whether all things are good by the divine goodness?

Objection 1: It seemsthat all things are good by the divine goodness. For Augustine says (De
Trin. viii), "This and that are good; take away this and that, and see good itself if thou canst; and
so thou shalt see God, good not by any other good, but the good of every good.” But everything is
good by its own good; therefore everything is good by that very good which is God.

Objection 2: Further, as Boethius says (De Hebdom.), all things are called good, accordingly
as they are directed to God, and this is by reason of the divine goodness; therefore all things are
good by the divine goodness.

On the contrary, All things are good, inasmuch as they have being. But they are not called
beings through the divine being, but through their own being; therefore all things are not good by
the divine goodness, but by their own goodness.

| answer that, Asregards relative things, we must admit extrinsic denomination; as, athingis
denominated "placed” from "place," and "measured” from "measure.”" But asregards absolute things
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opinions differ. Plato held the existence of separate ideas (Q[84], A[4]) of all things, and that
individuals were denominated by them as participating in the separate ideas; for instance, that
Socrates is called man according to the separate idea of man. Now just as he laid down separate
ideas of man and horse which he called absolute man and absolute horse, so likewise he laid down
separate ideas of "being" and of "one," and these he called absolute being and absolute oneness;
and by participation of these, everything was called "being” or "one"; and what was thus absolute
being and absol ute one, he said was the supreme good. And because good is convertible with being,
as one is also; he called God the absolute good, from whom all things are called good by way of
participation.

Although this opinion appears to be unreasonable in affirming separate ideas of natural things
as subsisting of themselves---as Aristotle arguesin many ways---still, it is absolutely true that there
is first something which is essentially being and essentially good, which we call God, as appears
from what is shown above (Q[2], A[3]), and Aristotle agrees with this. Hence from the first being,
essentially such, and good, everything can be called good and a being, inasmuch as it participates
init by way of acertain assimilation which isfar removed and defective; as appearsfrom the above
(QI4], AL3)).

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

Thisisasufficient Reply to the Objections.

THE INFINITY OF GOD (FOUR ARTICLEYS)

After considering the divine perfection we must consider the divineinfinity, and God's existence
in things. for God is everywhere, and in all things, inasmuch as He is boundless and infinite.

Concerning thefirst, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God isinfinite?

(2) Whether anything besides Him is infinite in essence?

(3) Whether anything can be infinitude in magnitude?

(4) Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

Whether God isinfinite?

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

Objection 2: Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys. i), finite and infinite belong to
guantity. But there is no quantity in God, for He is not a body, as was shown above (Q[3], A[1]).
Therefore it does not belong to Him to be infinite.

Objection 3: Further, what is here in such away as not to be elsewhere, is finite according to
place. Therefore that which is athing in such away as not to be another thing, is finite according
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to substance. But God isthis, and not another; for He is not a stone or wood. Therefore God is not
infinite in substance.

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

| answer that, All the ancient philosophers attribute infinitude to the first principle, asis said
(Phys. iii), and with reason; for they considered that things flow forth infinitely from the first
principle. But because some erred concerning the nature of the first principle, as a consequence
they erred al so concerning itsinfinity; forasmuch asthey asserted that matter wasthefirst principle;
consequently they attributed to the first principle amaterial infinity to the effect that some infinite
body was the first principle of things.

We must consider therefore that athing is called infinite becauseit is not finite. Now matter is
inaway madefinite by form, and the form by matter. Matter indeed ismadefinite by form, inasmuch
as matter, before it receivesits form, isin potentiality to many forms; but on receiving aform, it
is terminated by that one. Again, form is made finite by matter, inasmuch as form, considered in
itself, iscommon to many; but when received in matter, the form is determined to this one particul ar
thing. Now matter is perfected by theform by which it ismadefinite; thereforeinfinite as attributed
to matter, has the nature of something imperfect; for it is as it were formless matter. On the other
hand, form is not made perfect by matter, but rather is contracted by matter; and hence the infinite,
regarded on the part of the form not determined by matter, has the nature of something perfect.
Now being is the most formal of all things, as appears from what is shown above (Q[4], A[1],
OBJ 3]). Since therefore the divine being is not a being received in anything, but He is His own
subsistent being as was shown above (Q[ 3], A[4]), itisclear that God Himself isinfinite and perfect.

From this appears the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply to Objection 2: Quantity isterminated by its form, which can be seen in the fact that a
figure which consists in quantity terminated, is a kind of quantitative form. Hence the infinite of
guantity is the infinite of matter; such a kind of infinite cannot be attributed to God; as was said
above, in thisarticle.

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

Whether anything but God can be essentially infinite?

Objection 1: It seemsthat something el se besides God can be essentially infinite. For the power
of anything is proportioned to its essence. Now if the essence of God is infinite, His power must
also beinfinite. Therefore He can produce an infinite effect, since the extent of a power is known
by its effect.

Objection 2: Further, whatever has infinite power, has an infinite essence. Now the created
intellect hasan infinite power; for it apprehends the universal, which can extend itself to an infinitude
of singular things. Therefore every created intellectual substance isinfinite.
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Objection 3: Further, primary matter is something other than God, as was shown above (Q[ 3],
A[8]). But primary matter isinfinite. Therefore something besides God can beinfinite.

On the contrary, The infinite cannot have a beginning, as said in Phys. iii. But everything
outside God isfrom God as from itsfirst principle. Therefore besides God nothing can be infinite.

| answer that, Things other than God can be relatively infinite, but not absolutely infinite. For
with regard to infinite as applied to matter, it ismanifest that everything actually existing possesses
aform; and thusits matter is determined by form. But because matter, considered as existing under
some substantial form, remainsin potentiality to many accidental forms, which is absolutely finite
can be relatively infinite; as, for example, wood is finite according to its own form, but still it is
relatively infinite, inasmuch asit isin potentiality to an infinite number of shapes. But if we speak
of theinfinitein referenceto form, it is manifest that those things, the forms of which are in matter,
are absolutely finite, and in no way infinite. If, however, any created forms are not received into
matter, but are self-subsisting, as some think isthe case with angels, these will berelatively infinite,
inasmuch as such kinds of forms are not terminated, nor contracted by any matter. But because a
created form thus subsisting has being, and yet is not its own being, it follows that its being is
received and contracted to a determinate nature. Hence it cannot be absolutely infinite.

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

Reply to Objection 2: Thefact that the power of the intellect extendsitself in away to infinite
things, is because the intellect is aform not in matter, but either wholly separated from matter, as
is the angelic substance, or at least an intellectual power, which is not the act of any organ, in the
intellectual soul joined to a body.

Reply to Objection 3: Primary matter does not exist by itself in nature, sinceit is not actually
being, but potentially only; hence it is something concreated rather than created. Nevertheless,
primary matter even asapotentiality isnot absolutely infinite, but relatively, becauseits potentiality
extends only to natural forms.

Whether an actually infinite magnitude can exist?

Objection 1: It seems that there can be something actually infinite in magnitude. For in
mathematics there is no error, since "there is no lie in things abstract,” as the Philosopher says
(Phys. ii). But mathematics uses the infinite in magnitude; thus, the geometrician in his
demonstrations says, "Let this line be infinite." Therefore it is not impossible for a thing to be
infinite in magnitude.

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

Objection 3: Further, magnitudeisinfinitely divisible, for the continuousis defined that which
isinfinitely divisible, as is clear from Phys. iii. But contraries are concerned about one and the
same thing. Since therefore addition is opposed to division, and increase opposed to diminution, it
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appears that magnitude can be increased to infinity. Therefore it is possible for magnitude to be
infinite.

Objection 4: Further, movement and time have quantity and continuity derived from the
magnitude over which movement passes, asis said in Phys. iv. But it is not against the nature of
time and movement to beinfinite, since every determinateindivisiblein time and circular movement
isboth abeginning and an end. Therefore neither isit against the nature of magnitude to beinfinite.

On the contrary, Every body has a surface. But every body which has a surface is finite;
because surface is the term of afinite body. Therefore all bodies are finite. The same applies both
to surface and to aline. Therefore nothing isinfinite in magnitude.

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

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

Now it is manifest that a natural body cannot be actualy infinite. For every natural body has
some determined substantial form. Since therefore the accidents follow upon the substantial form,
it isnecessary that determinate accidents should follow upon a determinate form; and among these
accidents is quantity. So every natural body has a greater or smaller determinate quantity. Hence
itisimpossible for anatural body to be infinite. The same appears from movement; because every
natural body has some natural movement; whereas an infinite body could not have any natural
movement; neither direct, because nothing moves naturally by a direct movement unlessit is out
of its place; and this could not happen to an infinite body, for it would occupy every place, and
thus every place would be indifferently its own place. Neither could it move circularly; forasmuch
as circular motion requires that one part of the body is necessarily transferred to a place occupied
by another part, and this could not happen as regards an infinite circular body: for if two lines be
drawn from the centre, the farther they extend from the centre, the farther they are from each other;
therefore, if a body were infinite, the lines would be infinitely distant from each other; and thus
one could never occupy the place belonging to any other.

The same applies to a mathematical body. For if we imagine a mathematical body actually
existing, we must imagine it under some form, because nothing is actual except by itsform; hence,
since the form of quantity as such isfigure, such a body must have some figure, and so would be
finite; for figure is confined by aterm or boundary.

Reply to Objection 1: A geometrician does not need to assume a line actually infinite, but
takes some actually finite line, from which he subtracts whatever he finds necessary; which line
he calsinfinite.

Reply to Objection 2: Although the infinite is not against the nature of magnitude in general,
still it isagainst the nature of any speciesof it; thus, for instance, it isagainst the nature of abicubical
or tricubical magnitude, whether circular or triangular, and so on. Now what is not possiblein any
species cannot exist in the genus; hence there cannot be any infinite magnitude, since no species
of magnitudeisinfinite.
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Reply to Objection 3: The infinite in quantity, as was shown above, belongs to matter. Now
by division of the whole we approach to matter, forasmuch as parts have the aspect of matter; but
by addition we approach to the whole which has the aspect of aform. Therefore the infinite is not
in the addition of magnitude, but only in division.

Reply to Objection 4: Movement and time are whole, not actually but successively; hence
they have potentiality mixed with actuality. But magnitude isan actual whole; therefore theinfinite
in quantity refers to matter, and does not agree with the totality of magnitude; yet it agrees with
the totality of time and movement: for it is proper to matter to be in potentiality.

Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

Objection 1: It seemsthat an actually infinite multitudeis possible. For it is not impossible for
a potentiality to be made actual. But number can be multiplied to infinity. Therefore it is possible
for an infinite multitude actually to exist.

Objection 2: Further, itis possiblefor any individual of any speciesto be made actual. But the
species of figures are infinite. Therefore an infinite number of actual figuresis possible.

Objection 3: Further, things not opposed to each other do not obstruct each other. But supposing
amultitude of things to exist, there can still be many others not opposed to them. Therefore it is
not impossible for others also to coexist with them, and so on to infinitude; therefore an actual
infinite number of thingsis possible.

On the contrary, It is written, "Thou hast ordered all things in measure, and number, and
weight" (Wis. 11:21).

| answer that, A twofold opinion exists on this subject. Some, as Avicenna and Algazel, said
that it wasimpossible for an actually infinite multitude to exist absolutely; but that an accidentally
infinite multitude was not impossible. A multitudeis said to be infinite absolutely, when an infinite
multitude is necessary that something may exist. Now this isimpossible; because it would entail
something dependent on an infinity for its existence; and hence its generation could never come to
be, because it isimpossible to pass through an infinite medium.

A multitude is said to be accidentally infinite when its existence as such is not necessary, but
accidental. This can be shown, for example, in the work of a carpenter requiring a certain absolute
multitude; namely, art in the soul, the movement of the hand, and a hammer; and supposing that
such things were infinitely multiplied, the carpentering work would never be finished, forasmuch
as it would depend on an infinite number of causes. But the multitude of hammers, inasmuch as
one may be broken and another used, is an accidental multitude; for it happens by accident that
many hammers are used, and it matters little whether one or two, or many are used, or an infinite
number, if the work is carried on for an infinite time. In this way they said that there can be an
accidentally infinite multitude.

This, however, isimpossible; since every kind of multitude must belong to a species of multitude.
Now the species of multitude are to be reckoned by the species of numbers. But no species of
number isinfinite; for every number is multitude measured by one. Henceit isimpossible for there
to be an actually infinite multitude, either absolute or accidental. Likewise multitude in nature is
created; and everything created is comprehended under some clear intention of the Creator; for no
agent actsaimlessly. Hence everything created must be comprehended in acertain number. Therefore
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itisimpossiblefor an actually infinite multitude to exist, even accidentally. But apotentially infinite
multitude is possible; because the increase of multitude follows upon the division of magnitude;
since the more athing is divided, the greater number of things result. Hence, astheinfiniteisto be
found potentially in the division of the continuous, because we thus approach matter, as was shown
in the preceding article, by the same rule, the infinite can be also found potentially in the addition
of multitude.

Reply to Objection 1: Every potentiality is made actual according to its mode of being; for
instance, aday isreduced to act successively, and not all at once. Likewisethe infinitein multitude
is reduced to act successively, and not all at once; because every multitude can be succeeded by
another multitude to infinity.

Reply to Objection 2: Species of figures are infinite by infinitude of number. Now there are
various species of figures, such astrilateral, quadrilateral and so on; and as an infinitely numerable
multitude is not all at once reduced to act, so neither is the multitude of figures.

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

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IN THINGS (FOUR ARTICLEYS)

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

(1) Whether God isin all things?

(2) Whether God is everywhere?

(3) Whether God is everywhere by essence, power, and presence?

(4) Whether to be everywhere belongs to God alone?

Whether God isin all things?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not in all things. For what is above all thingsis not in all
things. But God isaboveall, according to the Psalm (Ps. 112:4), "The Lord ishigh above all nations,”
etc. Therefore God is not in all things.

Objection 2: Further, what is in anything is thereby contained. Now God is not contained by
things, but rather does He contain them. Therefore God is not in things but things are rather in Him.
Hence Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. 20), that "in Him things are, rather than He isin
any place."

Objection 3: Further, the more powerful an agent is, the more extended isits action. But God
isthe most powerful of al agents. Therefore His action can extend to things which are far removed
from Him; nor isit necessary that He should be in al things.

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

On the contrary, A thing iswherever it operates. But God operatesin all things, according to
Is. 26:12, "Lord . . . Thou hast wrought all our worksin [Vulg.: ‘for] us." Therefore God isin all
things.
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| answer that, God isin al things; not, indeed, as part of their essence, nor as an accident, but
as an agent is present to that upon which it works. For an agent must be joined to that wherein it
actsimmediately and touch it by its power; henceit is proved in Phys. vii that the thing moved and
the mover must be joined together. Now since God isvery being by His own essence, created being
must be His proper effect; as to ignite is the proper effect of fire. Now God causes this effect in
things not only when they first begin to be, but as long as they are preserved in being; aslight is
caused in the air by the sun aslong asthe air remainsilluminated. Therefore aslong as athing has
being, God must be present to it, according to its mode of being. But being is innermost in each
thing and most fundamentally inherent in all thingssinceit isformal in respect of everything found
in a thing, as was shown above (Q[7], A[1]). Hence it must be that God is in all things, and
innermostly.

Reply to Objection 1: God is above all things by the excellence of His nature; nevertheless,
Heisin al things as the cause of the being of all things; as was shown above in this article.

Reply to Objection 2: Although corporeal things are said to be in another as in that which
contains them, nevertheless, spiritual things contain those things in which they are; as the soul
containsthe body. Hence also God isin things containing them; nevertheless, by acertain similitude
to corporeal things, it is said that all things are in God; inasmuch as they are contained by Him.

Reply to Objection 3: No action of an agent, however powerful it may be, acts at a distance,
except through amedium. But it belongs to the great power of God that He actsimmediately in all
things. Hence nothing is distant from Him, as if it could be without God in itself. But things are
said to be distant from God by the unlikeness to Him in nature or grace; as a'so He is above all by
the excellence of His own nature.

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

Whether God is everywhere?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not everywhere. For to be everywhere means to bein every
place. But to be in every place does not belong to God, to Whom it does not belong to be in place
at al; for "incorporeal things," as Boethius says (De Hebdom.), "are not in aplace." Therefore God
is not everywhere.

Objection 2: Further, the relation of time to succession is the same as the relation of place to
permanence. But oneindivisible part of action or movement cannot exist in different times; therefore
neither can oneindivisible part in the genus of permanent things be in every place. Now the divine
being is not successive but permanent. Therefore God is not in many places; and thus He is not
everywhere.

Objection 3: Further, what is wholly in any one place is not in part elsewhere. But if God is
inany one place Heisall there; for He has no parts. No part of Him then is elsewhere; and therefore
God is not everywhere.

On thecontrary, Itiswritten, "I fill heaven and earth." (Jer. 23:24).
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| answer that, Since placeisathing, to bein place can be understood in atwofold sense; either
by way of other things---i.e. as one thing is said to be in another no matter how; and thus the
accidents of aplace arein place; or by away proper to place; and thus things placed are in aplace.
Now in both these senses, in some way God isin every place; and thisis to be everywhere. First,
as Heisin al things giving them being, power and operation; so Heisin every place as giving it
existence and locative power. Again, things placed are in place, inasmuch as they fill place; and
God fillsevery place; not, indeed, like abody, for abody issaid tofill placeinasmuch asit excludes
the co-presence of another body; whereas by God being in aplace, others are not thereby excluded
from it; indeed, by the very fact that He gives being to the things that fill every place, He Himself
fills every place.

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

Reply to Objection 2: Theindivisibleistwofold. Oneisthe term of the continuous; as a point
in permanent things, and as a moment in succession; and this kind of the indivisible in permanent
things, forasmuch as it has a determinate site, cannot be in many parts of place, or in many places;
likewisetheindivisible of action or movement, forasmuch asit has adeterminate order in movement
or action, cannot be in many parts of time. Another kind of the indivisible is outside of the whole
genus of the continuous; and in thisway incorporeal substances, like God, angel and soul, are called
indivisible. Such a kind of indivisible does not belong to the continuous, as a part of it, but as
touching it by its power; hence, according as its power can extend itself to one or to many, to a
small thing, or to agreat one, inthisway it isin one or in many places, and in asmall or large place.

Reply to Objection 3: A whole is so called with reference to its parts. Now part is twofold:
viz. apart of the essence, as the form and the matter are called parts of the composite, while genus
and difference are called parts of species. Thereis aso part of quantity into which any quantity is
divided. What thereforeiswholein any place by totality of quantity, cannot be outside of that place,
because the quantity of anything placed is commensurate to the quantity of the place; and hence
thereisno totality of quantity without totality of place. But totality of essenceisnot commensurate
to the totality of place. Henceit is not necessary for that which iswhole by totality of essencein a
thing, not to be at all outside of it. This appears also in accidental forms which have accidental
guantity; as an example, whitenessiswhole in each part of the surface if we speak of itstotality of
essence; because according to the perfect idea of its speciesit isfound to exist in every part of the
surface. But if its totality be considered according to quantity which it has accidentally, then it is
not whole in every part of the surface. On the other hand, incorporeal substances have no totality
either of themselves or accidentally, except in reference to the perfect idea of their essence. Hence,
asthe soul iswhole in every part of the body, so is God wholein all things and in each one.

Whether God is everywher e by essence, presence and power ?

Objection 1: It seems that the mode of God's existence in al thingsis not properly described
by way of essence, presence and power. For what is by essence in anything, isin it essentially. But
God is not essentially in things; for He does not belong to the essence of anything. Therefore it
ought not to be said that God is in things by essence, presence and power.
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Objection 2: Further, to be present in anything means not to be absent from it. Now thisisthe
meaning of God being in things by His essence, that He is not absent from anything. Therefore the
presence of God in all things by essence and presence means the same thing. Therefore it is
superfluous to say that God is present in things by His essence, presence and power.

Objection 3: Further, as God by His power is the principle of all things, so He is the same
likewise by His knowledge and will. But it is not said that He is in things by knowledge and will.
Therefore neither is He present by His power.

Objection 4: Further, as grace is a perfection added to the substance of a thing, so many other
perfections are likewise added. Therefore if God is said to be in certain persons in a special way
by grace, it seems that according to every perfection there ought to be a special mode of God's
existence in things.

On thecontrary, A glosson the Canticle of Canticles (5) saysthat, "God by acommon mode
isinall things by His presence, power and substance; still He is said to be present more familiarly
in some by grace" [* The quotation is from St. Gregory, (Hom. viii in Ezech.)].

| answer that, God is said to be in a thing in two ways; in one way after the manner of an
efficient cause; and thus He is in all things created by Him; in another way he isin things as the
object of operation isin the operator; and thisis proper to the operations of the soul, according as
the thing known isin the one who knows; and the thing desired in the one desiring. In this second
way God is especially in the rational creature which knows and loves Him actually or habitually.
And becausetherational creature possessesthis prerogative by grace, aswill be shown later (Q[12]).
Heis said to be thusin the saints by grace.

But how Heisin other things created by Him, may be considered from human affairs. A king,
for example, issaid to bein the whole kingdom by his power, although heisnot everywhere present.
Again athing is said to be by its presence in other things which are subject to its inspection; as
things in a house are said to be present to anyone, who nevertheless may not be in substance in
every part of the house. Lastly, athing is said to be by way of substance or essencein that placein
which its substance may be. Now there were some (the Manichees) who said that spiritual and
incorporeal things were subject to the divine power; but that visible and corporeal things were
subject to the power of a contrary principle. Therefore against these it is hecessary to say that God
isin all things by His power.

But others, though they believed that all things were subject to the divine power, still did not
allow that divine providence extended to these inferior bodies, and in the person of theseit is said,
"He walketh about the poles of the heavens; and He doth not consider our things[*Vulg.: 'He doth
not consider . . . and He walketh," etc.]" (Job 22:14). Against these it is necessary to say that God
isin all things by His presence.

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

Therefore, God isin all things by His power, inasmuch as al things are subject to His power;
Heis by His presencein all things, as al things are bare and open to His eyes; Heisin al things
by His essence, inasmuch as He is present to all as the cause of their being.

Reply to Objection 1: God is said to be in al things by essence, not indeed by the essence of
thethingsthemselves, asif Hewere of their essence; but by His own essence; because His substance
is present to al things as the cause of their being.
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Reply to Objection 2: A thing can be said to be present to another, when in its sight, though
the thing may be distant in substance, as was shown in this article; and therefore two modes of
presence are necessary; viz. by essence and by presence.

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

Reply to Objection 4. No other perfection, except grace, added to substance, renders God
present in anything as the object known and loved; therefore only grace constitutes a special mode
of God's existence in things. There is, however, another special mode of God's existence in man
by union, which will be treated of in its own place (TP).

Whether to be everywhere belongsto God alone?

Objection 1: It seemsthat to be everywhere does not belong to God alone. For the universal,
according to the Philosopher (Poster. i), is everywhere, and always; primary matter also, since it
isin al bodies, is everywhere. But neither of these is God, as appears from what is said above
(Q[3]). Therefore to be everywhere does not belong to God alone.

Objection 2: Further, number isin things numbered. But the whole universe is constituted in
number, as appears from the Book of Wisdom (Wis. 11:21). Therefore thereis some number which
isin the whole universe, and is thus everywhere.

Objection 3: Further, the universe is a kind of "whole perfect body" (Coel. et Mund. i). But
the whole universeis everywhere, because there is no place outside it. Therefore to be everywhere
does not belong to God aone.

Objection 4. Further, if any body were infinite, no place would exist outside of it, and so it
would be everywhere. Therefore to be everywhere does not appear to belong to God alone.

Objection 5: Further, the soul, as Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 6), is"whole in the whole body,
and whole in every one of its parts." Therefore if there was only one animal in the world, its soul
would be everywhere; and thus to be everywhere does not belong to God alone.

Objection 6: Further, as Augustine says (Ep. 137), "The soul feels where it sees, and lives
where it feels, and iswhere it lives." But the soul sees as it were everywhere: for in a succession
of glances it comprehends the entire space of the heavens in its sight. Therefore the soul is
everywhere.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. i, 7): "Who dares to call the Holy Ghost a
creature, Whoin all things, and everywhere, and alwaysis, which assuredly belongsto the divinity
alone?’

| answer that, To be everywhere primarily and absolutely, is proper to God. Now to be
everywhere primarily is said of that which in its whole self is everywhere; for if a thing were
everywhere according to itspartsin different places, it would not be primarily everywhere, forasmuch
as what belongs to anything according to part does not belong to it primarily; thus if a man has
white teeth, whiteness belongs primarily not to the man but to histeeth. But athing is everywhere
absolutely when it does not belong to it to be everywhere accidentally, that is, merely on some
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supposition; as a grain of millet would be everywhere, supposing that no other body existed. It
belongs therefore to a thing to be everywhere absolutely when, on any supposition, it must be
everywhere; and this properly belongsto God alone. For whatever number of places be supposed,
even if an infinite number be supposed besides what already exigt, it would be necessary that God
should bein all of them; for nothing can exist except by Him. Therefore to be everywhere primarily
and absolutely belongsto God and is proper to Him: because whatever number of places be supposed
to exist, God must be in al of them, not asto a part of Him, but asto His very self.

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

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

Reply to Objection 3: The whole body of the universe is everywhere, but not primarily;
forasmuch as it is not wholly in each place, but according to its parts; nor again is it everywhere
absolutely, because, supposing that other places existed besides itself, it would not be in them.

Reply to Objection 4. If aninfinite body existed, it would be everywhere; but according to its
parts.

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

Reply to Objection 6: When it is said that the soul sees anywhere, this can be taken in two
senses. In one sense the adverb "anywhere" determines the act of seeing on the part of the object;
and in thissenseit istrue that while it seesthe heavens, it seesin the heavens; and in the same way
it feels in the heavens; but it does not follow that it lives or exists in the heavens, because to live
and to exist do not import an act passing to an exterior object. In another senseit can be understood
according as the adverb determines the act of the seer, as proceeding from the seer; and thusit is
true that where the soul feels and sees, there it is, and there it lives according to this mode of
speaking; and thus it does not follow that it is everywhere.

THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD (TWO ARTICLEYS)

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

(1) Whether God is altogether immutable?

(2) Whether to be immutable belongs to God alone?

Whether God is altogether immutable?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not altogether immutable. For whatever moves itself isin
someway mutable. But, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit viii, 20), "The Creator Spirit moves Himself
neither by time, nor by place." Therefore God isin some way mutable.

Objection 2: Further, it is said of Wisdom, that "it is more mobile than al things active
[Vulg.'mobilior]" (Wis. 7:24). But God is wisdom itself; therefore God is movable.
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Objection 3: Further, to approach and to recede signify movement. But these are said of God
in Scripture, "Draw nigh to God and He will draw nigh to you" (James 4:8). Therefore God is
mutable.

On thecontrary, It iswritten, "l am the Lord, and | change not" (Malachi 3:6).

| answer that, From what precedes, it isshown that God isatogether immutable. First, because
it was shown above that there is somefirst being, whom we call God; and that thisfirst being must
be pure act, without the admixture of any potentiality, for the reason that, absolutely, potentiality
is posterior to act. Now everything which is in any way changed, is in some way in potentiality.
Hence it is evident that it is impossible for God to be in any way changeable. Secondly, because
everything which is moved, remains as it was in part, and passes away in part; as what is moved
from whiteness to blackness, remains the same as to substance; thus in everything which is moved,
there is some kind of composition to be found. But it has been shown above (Q[3], A[7]) that in
God there is no composition, for He is altogether ssmple. Hence it is manifest that God cannot be
moved. Thirdly, because everything which is moved acquires something by its movement, and
attains to what it had not attained previously. But since God isinfinite, comprehending in Himself
all the plenitude of perfection of all being, He cannot acquire anything new, nor extend Himself to
anything whereto He was not extended previously. Hence movement in no way belongs to Him.
So, some of the ancients, constrained, as it were, by the truth, decided that the first principle was
immovable.

Reply to Objection 1: Augustine there speaksin asimilar way to Plato, who said that the first
mover moves Himself; calling every operation amovement, even asthe acts of understanding, and
willing, and loving, are called movements. Therefore because God understands and loves Himself,
in that respect they said that God moves Himself, not, however, as movement and change belong
to athing existing in potentiality, as we now speak of change and movement.

Reply to Objection 2: Wisdom is called mobile by way of similitude, according asit diffuses
its likeness even to the outermost of things; for nothing can exist which does not proceed from the
divine wisdom by way of some kind of imitation, as from the first effective and formal principle;
as also works of art proceed from the wisdom of the artist. And so in the same way, inasmuch as
the similitude of the divine wisdom proceeds in degrees from the highest things, which participate
morefully of itslikeness, to thelowest things which participate of it in alesser degree, thereissaid
to be akind of procession and movement of the divine wisdom to things; as when we say that the
sun proceeds to the earth, inasmuch as the ray of light touches the earth. In this way Dionysius
(Codl. Hier. i) expounds the matter, that every procession of the divine manifestation comes to us
from the movement of the Father of light.

Reply to Objection 3: Thesethingsare said of God in Scripture metaphorically. For asthe sun
issaid to enter ahouse, or to go out, according asits raysreach the house, so God is said to approach
to us, or to recede from us, when we receive the influx of His goodness, or decline from Him.

Whether to be immutable belongsto God alone?

Objection 1: It seemsthat to be immutable does not belong to God alone. For the Philosopher
says (Metaph. ii) that "matter is in everything which is moved." But, according to some, certain
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created substances, as angels and souls, have not matter. Therefore to be immutable does not belong
to God alone.

Objection 2: Further, everything in motion moves to some end. What therefore has already
attained its ultimate end, is not in motion. But some creatures have already attained to their ultimate
end; as al the blessed in heaven. Therefore some creatures are immovable.

Objection 3: Further, everything which is mutable is variable. But forms are invariable; for it
issaid (Sex Princip. i) that "form is essence consisting of the simple and invariable." Therefore it
does not belong to God alone to be immutable.

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

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

If, however, a thing is called mutable by a power in itself, thus also in some manner every
creature is mutable. For every creature has a twofold power, active and passive; and | call that
power passive which enables anything to attain its perfection either in being, or in attaining to its
end. Now if the mutability of athing be considered according to its power for being, in that way
all creatures are not mutable, but those only in which what is potential in them is consistent with
non-being. Hence, in the inferior bodies there is mutability both as regards substantial being,
inasmuch astheir matter can exist with privation of their substantial form, and also asregardstheir
accidental being, supposing the subject to coexist with privation of accident; as, for example, this
subject "man" can exist with "not-whiteness' and can therefore be changed from white to not-white.
But supposing the accident to be such as to follow on the essentia principles of the subject, then
the privation of such an accident cannot coexist with the subject. Hence the subject cannot be
changed as regards that kind of accident; as, for example, snow cannot be made black. Now in the
celestial bodies matter is not consistent with privation of form, because the form perfectsthe whole
potentiality of the matter; therefore these bodies are not mutable as to substantial being, but only
as to locality, because the subject is consistent with privation of this or that place. On the other
hand incorporeal substances, being subsistent forms which, although with respect to their own
existence are as potentiality to act, are not consistent with the privation of this act; forasmuch as
existence is consequent upon form, and nothing corrupts except it lose its form. Hencein the form
itself there is no power to non-existence; and so these kinds of substances are immutable and
invariable as regards their existence. Wherefore Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that "intellectual
created substances are pure from generation and from every variation, as also are incorporeal and
immaterial substances.” Still, there remains in them a twofold mutability: one as regards their

51



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

potentiality to their end; and in that way there is in them a mutability according to choice from
good to evil, as Damascene says (De Fideii, 3,4); the other as regards place, inasmuch as by their
finite power they attain to certain fresh places---which cannot be said of God, who by Hisinfinity
fillsall places, as was shown above (Q[8], A[2]).

Thusin every creature there is a potentiality to change either as regards substantial being asin
the case of things corruptible; or as regards locality only, asin the case of the celestial bodies; or
asregards the order to their end, and the application of their powersto divers objects, asin the case
with the angels; and universally all creatures generally are mutable by the power of the Creator, in
Whose power is their existence and non-existence. Hence since God is in none of these ways
mutable, it belongs to Him alone to be altogether immutable.

Reply to Objection 1: This objection proceeds from mutability as regards substantial or
accidental being; for philosophers treated of such movement.

Reply to Objection 2: The good angels, besides their natural endowment of immutability of
being, have also immutability of election by divine power; nevertheless there remains in them
mutability as regards place.

Reply to Objection 3: Forms are called invariable, forasmuch as they cannot be subjects of
variation; but they are subject to variation because by them their subject is variable. Hence it is
clear that they vary in so far as they are; for they are not called beings as though they were the
subject of being, but because through them something has being.

THE ETERNITY OF GOD (SIX ARTICLEYS)

We must now consider the eternity of God, concerning which arise six points of inquiry:
(1) What is eternity?

(2) Whether God is eternal ?

(3) Whether to be eternal belongsto God alone?

(4) Whether eternity differs from time?

(5) The difference of aeviternity, asthere is one time, and one eternity?

Whether thisisagood definition of eternity, " The simultaneously-whole and perfect possession of inter minable
life"?

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

Objection 2: Further, eternity signifiesacertain kind of duration. But duration regards existence
rather than life. Therefore the word "life" ought not to come into the definition of eternity; but
rather the word "existence.”

Objection 3: Further, awhole is what has parts. But thisis aien to eternity which is simple.
Thereforeit isimproperly said to be "whole."

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

Objection 5: Further, the whole and the perfect are the same thing. Supposing, therefore, that
itis"whole," it is superfluously described as " perfect.”

Objection 6: Further, duration does not imply "possession.” But eternity isakind of duration.
Therefore eternity is not possession.

| answer that, Aswe attain to the knowledge of simple things by way of compound things, so
must we reach to the knowledge of eternity by means of time, which is nothing but the numbering
of movement by "before" and "after.” For since succession occursin every movement, and one part
comes after another, the fact that we reckon before and after in movement, makes us apprehend
time, which is nothing el se but the measure of before and after in movement. Now in athing bereft
of movement, which is always the same, there is no before or after. As therefore the idea of time
consists in the numbering of before and after in movement; so likewise in the apprehension of the
uniformity of what is outside of movement, consists the idea of eternity.

Further, those things are said to be measured by time which have a beginning and an end in
time, becausein everything which ismoved thereisabeginning, and thereisan end. But aswhatever
iswholly immutable can have no succession, so it has no beginning, and no end.

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

Reply to Objection 1: Simplethingsare usually defined by way of negation; as"apoint isthat
which has no parts." Yet this is not to be taken as if the negation belonged to their essence, but
because our intellect which first apprehends compound things, cannot attain to the knowledge of
simple things except by removing the opposite.

Reply to Objection 2: What istruly eternal, is not only being, but also living; and life extends
to operation, which isnot true of being. Now the protraction of duration seemsto bel ong to operation
rather than to being; hence time is the numbering of movement.

Reply to Objection 3: Eternity iscalled whole, not becauseit has parts, but becauseit iswanting
in nothing.

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

Reply to Objection 5: Two thingsareto be considered in time: timeitself, which issuccessive;
and the "now" of time, which isimperfect. Hence the expression "simultaneously-whol€e" is used
to remove the idea of time, and the word "perfect” is used to exclude the "now" of time.

Reply to Objection 6: Whatever is possessed, isheld firmly and quietly; therefore to designate
the immutability and permanence of eternity, we use the word "possession.”

Whether God iseternal?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is hot eternal. For nothing made can be predicated of God; for
Boethius says (De Trin. iv) that, "The now that flows away makes time, the now that stands still
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makes eternity;" and Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. 28) "that God isthe author of eternity."
Therefore God is not eternal.

Objection 2: Further, what is before eternity, and after eternity, is not measured by eternity.
But, as Aristotle says (De Causis), "God is before eternity and He is after eternity™: for it iswritten
that "the Lord shall reign for eternity, and beyond [*Douay: ‘for ever and ever']" (Ex. 15:18).
Therefore to be eternal does not belong to God.

Objection 3: Further, eternity is a kind of measure. But to be measured belongs not to God.
Therefore it does not belong to Him to be eternal.

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

On the contrary, Athanasius says in his Creed: "The Father is eternal, the Son is eternal, the
Holy Ghost is eternal.”

| answer that, Theideaof eternity followsimmutability, astheideaof timefollows movement,
as appearsfrom the preceding article. Hence, as God is supremely immutable, it supremely belongs
to Him to be eternal. Nor is He eternal only; but He is His own eternity; whereas, no other being
isits own duration, as no other isits own being. Now God is His own uniform being; and hence as
Heis His own essence, so He is His own eternity.

Reply to Objection 1: The "now" that stands till, is said to make eternity according to our
apprehension. As the apprehension of time is caused in us by the fact that we apprehend the flow
of the"now," so the apprehension of eternity is caused in usby our apprehending the "now" standing
still. When Augustine saysthat " God isthe author of eternity,” thisisto be understood of participated
eternity. For God communicates His eternity to some in the same way as He communicates His
immutability.

Reply to Objection 2: From this appears the answer to the Second Objection. For God is said
to be before eternity, according as it is shared by immaterial substances. Hence, also, in the same
book, it issaid that "intelligenceisequal to eternity.” Inthewords of Exodus, "The Lord shall reign
for eternity, and beyond," eternity stands for age, as another rendering has it. Thus it is said that
the Lord will reign beyond eternity, inasmuch as He endures beyond every age, i.e. beyond every
kind of duration. For age is nothing more than the period of each thing, asis said in the book De
Coeloi. Or to reign beyond eternity can be taken to mean that if any other thing were conceived
to exist for ever, asthe movement of the heavens according to some philosophers, then God would
still reign beyond, inasmuch as His reign is simultaneously whole.

Reply to Objection 3: Eternity isnothing else but God Himself. Hence God isnot called eternal,
as if He were in any way measured; but the idea of measurement is there taken according to the
apprehension of our mind alone.

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

Whether to be eternal belongsto God alone?

Objection 1: It seems that it does not belong to God aone to be eternal. For it is written that
"those who instruct many to justice,” shall be "as stars unto perpetual eternities [*Douay: ‘for all
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eternity’]" (Dan. 12:3). Now if God alonewere eternal, there could not be many eternities. Therefore
God aoneisnot the only eternal.

Objection 2: Further, it is written "Depart, ye cursed into eternal [Douay: 'everlasting] fire"
(Mat. 25:41). Therefore God is not the only eternal.

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

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

| answer that, Eternity truly and properly so called isin God alone, because eternity follows
on immutability; as appears from the first article. But God alone is altogether immutable, as was
shown above (Q[9], A[1]). Accordingly, however, as some receive immutability from Him, they
share in His eternity. Thus some receive immutability from God in the way of never ceasing to
exigt; in that sense it is said of the earth, "it standeth for ever" (Eccles. 1:4). Again, some things
are called eternal in Scripture because of the length of their duration, although they are in nature
corruptible; thus (Ps. 75:5) the hills are called "eternal” and we read "of the fruits of the eternal
hills." (Dt. 33:15). Some again, share more fully than othersin the nature of eternity, inasmuch as
they possess unchangeableness either in being or further still in operation; like the angels, and the
blessed, who enjoy the Word, because "as regards that vision of the Word, no changing thoughts
exist in the Saints," as Augustine says (De Trin. xv). Hence those who see God are said to have
eternal life; according to that text, "Thisiseternal life, that they may know Theethe only true God,"
etc. (In. 17:3).

Reply to Objection 1: There are said to be many eternities, accordingly as many share in
eternity, by the contemplation of God.

Reply to Objection 2: Thefire of hell is called eternal, only because it never ends. Still, there
is change in the pains of the lost, according to the words "To extreme heat they will pass from
snowy waters' (Job 24:19). Hence in hell true eternity does not exist, but rather time; according to
the text of the Psalm "Their time will be for ever" (Ps. 80:16).

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

Whether eternity differsfrom time?

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

Objection 2: Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys. iv), the "now" of time remains the
samein the whole of time. But the nature of eternity seemsto bethat it isthe sameindivisiblething
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in the whole space of time. Therefore eternity is the "now" of time. But the "now" of time is not
substantially different from time. Therefore eternity is not substantially different from time.

Objection 3: Further, asthe measure of the first movement isthe measure of every movement,
as said in Phys. iv, it thus appears that the measure of the first being is that of every being. But
eternity is the measure of the first being---that is, of the divine being. Therefore eternity is the
measure of every being. But the being of things corruptible is measured by time. Time thereforeis
either eternity or isapart of eternity.

On the contrary, Eternity is ssmultaneously whole. But time has a "before" and an "after."
Therefore time and eternity are not the same thing.

| answer that, It is manifest that time and eternity are not the same. Some have founded this
difference on the fact that eternity has neither beginning nor an end; whereas time has a beginning
and an end. This, however, makes a merely accidental, and not an absolute difference because,
granted that time always was and always will be, according to the idea of those who think the
movement of the heavens goes on for ever, there would yet remain a difference between eternity
and time, as Boethius says (De Consol. v), arising from the fact that eternity is simultaneously
whole; which cannot be applied to time: for eternity is the measure of a permanent being; while
time is a measure of movement. Supposing, however, that the aforesaid difference be considered
on the part of the things measured, and not as regards the measures, then there is some reason for
it, inasmuch as that alone is measured by time which has beginning and end in time. Hence, if the
movement of the heavens lasted always, time would not be of its measure as regards the whole of
its duration, since the infinite is not measurable; but it would be the measure of that part of its
revolution which has beginning and end in time.

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

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

Reply to Objection 2: The"now" of timeisthe same asregards its subject in the whole course
of time, but it differsin aspect; for inasmuch astime corresponds to movement, its"now" corresponds
to what is movable; and the thing movabl e has the same one subject in all time, but differsin aspect
a being here and there; and such alteration is movement. Likewise the flow of the "now" as
alternating in aspect is time. But eternity remains the same according to both subject and aspect;
and hence eternity is not the same as the "now" of time.

Reply to Objection 3: As eternity is the proper measure of permanent being, so time is the
proper measure of movement; and hence, according as any being recedes from permanence of
being, and is subject to change, it recedes from eternity, and is subject to time. Therefore the being
of things corruptible, because it is changeable, is not measured by eternity, but by time; for time
measures not only things actually changed, but also things changeable; hence it not only measures
movement but it also measures repose, which belongs to whatever is naturally movable, but is not
actually in motion.
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Thedifference of aeviternity and time

Objection 1: It seemsthat aeviternity isthe same astime. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii,
20,22,23), that "God moves the spiritual through time." But aeviternity is said to be the measure
of spiritual substances. Therefore time is the same as aeviternity.

Objection 2: Further, it is essential to time to have "before” and "after”; but it is essential to
eternity to be simultaneously whole, as was shown above in the first article. Now aeviternity is not
eternity; for it is written (Ecclus. 1:1) that eternal "Wisdom is before age." Therefore it is not
simultaneously whole but has "before” and "after”; and thusit is the same astime.

Objection 3: Further, if thereisno "before" and "after" in aeviternity, it followsthat in aeviternal
thingsthereis no difference between being, having been, or going to be. Sincethenitisimpossible
for aeviternal thingsnot to have been, it followsthat it isimpossible for them not to bein the future;
which isfalse, since God can reduce them to nothing.

Objection 4: Further, since the duration of aeviternal thingsisinfinite asto subsequent duration,
if aeviternity is simultaneously whole, it follows that some creature is actualy infinite; which is
impossible. Therefore aeviternity does not differ from time.

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

| answer that, Aeviternity differs from time, and from eternity, as the mean between them
both. This difference is explained by some to consist in the fact that eternity has neither beginning
nor end, aeviternity, a beginning but no end, and time both beginning and end. This difference,
however, is but an accidental one, as was shown above, in the preceding article; because even if
aeviternal things had always been, and would always be, as some think, and even if they might
sometimes fail to be, which is possible to God to allow; even granted this, aeviternity would still
be distinguished from eternity, and from time.

Othersassign the difference between these three to consist in the fact that eternity hasno "before"
and "after"; but that time has both, together with innovation and veteration; and that aeviternity has
"before” and "after" without innovation and veteration. This theory, however, involves a
contradiction; which manifestly appears if innovation and veteration be referred to the measure
itself. For since "before" and "after" of duration cannot exist together, if aeviternity has "before"
and "after," it must follow that with the receding of the first part of aeviternity, the after part of
aeviternity must newly appear; and thus innovation would occur in aeviternity itself, asit doesin
time. And if they be referred to the things measured, even then an incongruity would follow. For
athing which exists in time grows old with time, because it has a changeabl e existence, and from
the changeableness of a thing measured, there follows "before" and "after” in the measure, asis
clear from Phys. iv. Therefore the fact that an aeviternal thing is neither inveterate, nor subject to
innovation, comesfrom its changel essness; and consequently its measure does not contain "before™
and "after." We say then that since eternity isthe measure of apermanent being, in so far asanything
recedes from permanence of being, it recedes from eternity. Now some things recede from
permanence of being, so that their being is subject to change, or consistsin change; and these things
are measured by time, asare all movements, and also the being of all things corruptible. But others
recede less from permanence of being, forasmuch as their being neither consists in change, nor is
the subject of change; neverthel essthey have change annexed to them either actually or potentialy.
This appears in the heavenly bodies, the substantial being of which is unchangeable; and yet with
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unchangeabl e being they have changeableness of place. The same appliesto the angels, who have
an unchangeable being as regards their nature with changeableness as regards choice; moreover
they have changeableness of intelligence, of affectionsand of placesin their own degree. Therefore
these are measured by aeviternity which is a mean between eternity and time. But the being that is
measured by eternity isnot changeable, nor isit annexed to change. In this way time has "before"
and "after"; aeviternity in itself has no "before" and "after,” which can, however, be annexed to it;
while eternity has neither "before" nor "after," nor isit compatible with such at all.

Reply to Objection 1: Spiritual creatures asregards successive affections and intelligences are
measured by time. Hence also Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,22,23) that to be moved through
time, is to be moved by affections. But as regards their nature they are measured by aeviternity;
whereas as regards the vision of glory, they have a share of eternity.

Reply to Objection 2: Aeviternity is simultaneously whole; yet it is not eternity, because
"before" and "after" are compatible with it.

Reply to Objection 3: Inthevery being of an angel considered absolutely, thereisno difference
of past and future, but only as regards accidental change. Now to say that an angel was, or is, or
will be, is to be taken in a different sense according to the acceptation of our intellect, which
apprehends the angelic existence by comparison with different parts of time. But when we say that
an angel is, or was, we suppose something, which being supposed, its opposite is not subject to the
divine power. Whereas when we say he will be, we do not as yet suppose anything. Hence, since
the existence and non-existence of an angel considered absolutely is subject to the divine power,
God can make the existence of an angel not future; but He cannot cause him not to be while heis,
or not to have been, after he has been.

Reply to Objection 4: The duration of aeviternity isinfinite, forasmuch asit is not finished by
time. Hence, there is no incongruity in saying that a creature isinfinite, inasmuch asit is not ended
by any other creature.

Whether thereisonly one aeviternity?

Objection 1: It seemsthat there is not only one aeviternity; for it is written in the apocryphal
books of Esdras: "Magjesty and power of ages are with Thee, O Lord."

Objection 2: Further, different genera have different measures. But some aeviternal things
belong to the corporeal genus, as the heavenly bodies; and others are spiritual substances, as are
the angels. Therefore there is not only one aeviternity.

Objection 3: Further, since aeviternity is a term of duration, where there is one aeviternity,
there is also one duration. But not all aeviternal things have one duration, for some begin to exist
after others; as appears in the case especially of human souls. Therefore there is not only one
aeviternity.

Objection 4: Further, things not dependent on each other do not seem to have one measure of
duration; for there appearsto be onetimefor all temporal things; sincethe first movement, measured
by time, isin some way the cause of all movement. But aeviternal things do not depend on each
other, for one angel is not the cause of another angel. Therefore there is not only one aeviternity.

On the contrary, Aeviternity is a more simple thing than time, and is nearer to eternity. But
time is one only. Therefore much more is aeviternity one only.
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| answer that, A twofold opinion exists on this subject. Some say thereisonly one aeviternity;
others that there are many aeviternities. Which of these is true, may be considered from the cause
why time is one; for we can rise from corporeal things to the knowledge of spiritual things.

Now some say that there is only one time for temporal things, forasmuch as one number exists
for all things numbered; astimeisanumber, according to the Philosopher (Phys. iv). This, however,
is not a sufficient reason; because time is not a number abstracted from the thing numbered, but
existing in the thing numbered; otherwise it would not be continuous; for ten ells of cloth are
continuous not by reason of the number, but by reason of the thing numbered. Now number as it
exists in the thing numbered, is not the same for al; but it is different for different things. Hence,
others assert that the unity of eternity as the principle of all duration is the cause of the unity of
time. Thusall durationsare oneinthat view, inthelight of their principle, but are many in the light
of the diversity of things receiving duration from the influx of thefirst principle. On the other hand
others assign primary matter as the cause why time is one; as it is the first subject of movement,
the measure of which istime. Neither of these reasons, however, is sufficient; forasmuch as things
which areonein principle, or in subject, especiadly if distant, are not one absolutely, but accidentally.
Therefore the true reason why time is one, is to be found in the oneness of the first movement by
which, sinceit ismost simple, all other movements are measured. Thereforetimeisreferred to that
movement, not only as a measure is to the thing measured, but also as accident is to subject; and
thus receives unity from it. Whereas to other movements it is compared only as the measure is to
the thing measured. Hence it is not multiplied by their multitude, because by one separate measure
many things can be measured.

This being established, we must observe that a twofold opinion existed concerning spiritual
substances. Some said that all proceeded from God in acertain equality, as Origen said (Peri Archon.
i); or at least many of them, as some others thought. Others said that all spiritual substances
proceeded from God in a certain degree and order; and Dionysius (Coel. Hier. X) seems to have
thought so, when he said that among spiritual substancesthere are thefirst, the middle and thelast;
even in one order of angels. Now according to thefirst opinion, it must be said that there are many
aeviternities asthere are many aeviternal things of first degree. But according to the second opinion,
it would be necessary to say that there is one aeviternity only; because since each thing is measured
by the most simple element of itsgenus, it must be that the existence of al aeviternal things should
be measured by the existence of the first aeviternal thing, which is al the more ssimple the nearer
itistothefirst. Wherefore because the second opinionistruer, aswill be shown later (Q[47], A[2)]);
we concede at present that there is only one aeviternity.

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

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

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

Reply to Objection 4: For thingsto be measured by one, it is not necessary that the one should
be the cause of al, but that it be more simple than the rest.
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THE UNITY OF GOD (FOUR ARTICLEYS)

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

(1) Whether "one" adds anything to "being"?

(2) Whether "one" and "many" are opposed to each other?

(3) Whether God is one?

(4) Whether He isiin the highest degree one?

Whether " one" addsanythingto " being" ?

Objection 1: It seemsthat "one" adds something to "being." For everything isin adeterminate
genus by addition to being, which penetrates all "genera." But "one" is a determinate genus, for it
is the principle of number, which is a species of quantity. Therefore "one" adds something to
"being."

Objection 2: Further, what divides a thing common to al, is an addition to it. But "being" is
divided by "one" and by "many." Therefore "one" is an addition to "being."

Objection 3: Further, if "one" is not an addition to "being,” "one" and "being” must have the
same meaning. But it would be nugatory to call "being" by the name of "being"; thereforeit would
be equally so to call being "one." Now thisisfalse. Therefore "one" is an addition to "being."

Onthecontrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 5, ult.): "Nothing which existsis not in some way
one," whichwould befalseif "one" werean additionto "being," in the sense of limiting it. Therefore
"one" isnot an addition to "being."

| answer that, "One" does not add any reality to "being"; but is only a negation of division;
for "one" meansundivided "being." Thisisthe very reason why "one" isthe same as"being." Now
every being is either simple or compound. But what is ssimple is undivided, both actually and
potentially. Whereas what is compound, has not being whilst its parts are divided, but after they
make up and compose it. Henceit ismanifest that the being of anything consistsin undivision; and
hence it isthat everything guardsits unity as it guards its being.

Reply to Objection 1. Some, thinking that the "one" convertible with "being" is the same as
the "one" which is the principle of humber, were divided into contrary opinions. Pythagoras and
Plato, seeing that the "one" convertiblewith "being” did not add any reality to "being," but signified
the substance of "being" as undivided, thought that the same applied to the "one" which is the
principle of number. And because number is composed of unities, they thought that numbers were
the substances of all things. Avicenna, however, on the contrary, considering that "one" which is
the principle of number, added a reality to the substance of "being" (otherwise number made of
unities would not be a species of quantity), thought that the "one" convertible with "being" added
areadlity to the substance of beings; as"white" to "man.” This, however, ismanifestly false, inasmuch
aseachthingis"one" by itssubstance. For if athing were"one" by anything el se but by its substance,
since this again would be "one," supposing it were again "one" by another thing, we should be
driven on to infinity. Hence we must adhere to the former statement; therefore we must say that
the"one" which isconvertiblewith "being," doesnot add areality to being; but that the "one" which
isthe principle of number, does add areality to "being,” belonging to the genus of quantity.

Reply to Objection 2: There is nothing to prevent a thing which in one way is divided, from
being another way undivided; as what is divided in number, may be undivided in species; thus it
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may be that a thing is in one way "one,” and in another way "many." Still, if it is absolutely
undivided, either becauseit is so according to what belongsto its essence, though it may be divided
asregardswhat is outside its essence, aswhat is onein subject may have many accidents; or because
it isundivided actually, and divided potentially, as what is "one" in the whole, and is "many" in
parts; in such a case athing will be "one" absolutely and "many" accidentally. On the other hand,
if it be undivided accidentally, and divided absolutely, asif it were divided in essence and undivided
inideaor in principle or cause, it will be "many" absolutely and "one" accidentally; as what are
"many" in number and "one" in species or "one" in principle. Hence in that way, being is divided
by "one" and by "many"; asit were by "one" absolutely and by "many" accidentally. For multitude
itself would not be contained under "being," unless it were in some way contained under "one."
Thus Dionysius says (Div. Nom. cap. ult.) that "there is no kind of multitude that is not in away
one. But what are many in their parts, are one in their whole; and what are many in accidents, are
onein subject; and what are many in number, are one in species; and what are many in species, are
onein genus; and what are many in processions, are onein principle."

Reply to Objection 3: It does not follow that it is nugatory to say "being" is "one"; forasmuch
as"one" adds an ideato "being."

Whether "one" and " many" are opposed to each other?

Objection 1: It seemsthat "one" and "many" are not mutually opposed. For no opposite thing
is predicated of its opposite. But every "multitude” isin a certain way "one," as appears from the
preceding article. Therefore "one" is not opposed to "multitude.”

Objection 2: Further, no opposite thing is constituted by its opposite. But "multitude” is
constituted by "one." Thereforeit is not opposed to "multitude.”

Objection 3: Further, "one" is opposed to "one." But the idea of "few" is opposed to "many."
Therefore "one" is not opposed to "many."

Objection 4: Further, if "one" is opposed to "multitude,” it is opposed as the undivided is to
the divided; and is thus opposed to it as privation is to habit. But this appears to be incongruous;
because it would follow that "one" comes after "multitude,” and is defined by it; whereas, on the
contrary, "multitude” is defined by "one." Hence there would be avicious circle in the definition;
which isinadmissible. Therefore "one" and "many" are not opposed.

Onthecontrary, Thingswhich are opposed in idea, are themsel ves opposed to each other. But
theideaof "one" consistsin indivisibility; and the ideaof "multitude" contains division. Therefore
"one" and "many" are opposed to each other.

| answer that, "One" isopposed to "many," but in variousways. The"one" which isthe principle
of number isopposed to "multitude” which is number, as the measureisto the thing measured. For
"one" implies the idea of a primary measure; and number is "multitude” measured by "one," asis
clear from Metaph. x. But the "one" which convertible with "being" is opposed to "multitude” by
way of privation; asthe undivided is to the thing divided.

Reply to Objection 1: No privation entirely takes away the being of a thing, inasmuch as
privation means "negation in the subject,” according to the Philosopher (Categor. viii). Nevertheless
every privation takes away some being; and so in being, by reason of its universality, the privation
of being hasitsfoundation in being; which is not the case in privations of special forms, as of sight,
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or of whiteness and the like. And what applies to being applies also to one and to good, which are
convertible with being, for the privation of good isfounded in some good; likewise the removal of
unity isfounded in some one thing. Hence it happens that multitude is some one thing; and evil is
some good thing, and non-being is some kind of being. Nevertheless, opposite is not predicated of
opposite; forasmuch as one is absolute, and the other is relative; for what is relative being (as a
potentiality) isnon-being absolutely, i.e. actually; or what is absolute being in the genus of substance
isnon-being relatively as regards some accidental being. In the same way, what isrelatively good
is absolutely bad, or vice versa; likewise what is absolutely "one" is relatively "many," and vice
versa,

Reply to Objection 2: A "whole" is twofold. In one sense it is homogeneous, composed of
like parts; in another sense it is heterogeneous, composed of dissimilar parts. Now in every
homogeneous whole, the whole is made up of parts having the form of the whole; as, for instance,
every part of water iswater; and such isthe constitution of a continuous thing made up of its parts.
In every heterogeneous whole, however, every part is wanting in the form belonging to the whole;
as, for instance, no part of a house is a house, nor is any part of aman a man. Now multitude is
such akind of awhole. Therefore inasmuch as its part has not the form of the multitude, the latter
is composed of unities, as a house is composed of not houses; not, indeed, asif unities constituted
multitude so far as they are undivided, in which way they are opposed to multitude; but so far as
they have being, as also the parts of a house make up the house by the fact that they are beings, not
by the fact that they are not houses.

Reply to Objection 3: "Many" istaken in two ways: absolutely, and in that senseit is opposed
to "one"; in another way as importing some kind of excess, in which senseit is opposed to "few";
hence in the first sense two are many but not in the second sense.

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

Whether God isone?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God is not one. For it iswritten "For there be many gods and many
lords" (1 Cor. 8:5).

Objection 2: Further, "One," as the principle of number, cannot be predicated of God, since
quantity isnot predicated of God; likewise, neither can "one" which is convertible with "being" be
predicated of God, because it imports privation, and every privation is an imperfection, which
cannot apply to God. Therefore God is not one.

On thecontrary, It iswritten "Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God isone Lord" (Dt. 6:4).
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| answer that, It can be shown from these three sources that God is one. First from His
simplicity. For it is manifest that the reason why any singular thing is "this particular thing" is
because it cannot be communicated to many: since that whereby Socrates is a man, can be
communicated to many; whereas, what makes him this particular man, is only communicable to
one. Therefore, if Socrateswere aman by what makes him to be this particular man, asthere cannot
be many Socrates, so there could not in that way be many men. Now this belongs to God aone;
for God Himself is His own nature, as was shown above (Q[3], A[3]). Therefore, in the very same
way God is God, and He isthis God. Impossible isit therefore that many Gods should exist.

Secondly, this is proved from the infinity of His perfection. For it was shown above (Q[4],
A[2]) that God comprehendsin Himself the whole perfection of being. If then many gods existed,
they would necessarily differ from each other. Something therefore would bel ong to one which did
not belong to another. And if this were a privation, one of them would not be absolutely perfect;
but if a perfection, one of them would be without it. So it is impossible for many gods to exist.
Hence also the ancient philosophers, constrained asit were by truth, when they asserted an infinite
principle, asserted likewise that there was only one such principle.

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

Reply to Objection 1: Godsare called many by the error of some who worshipped many deities,
thinking as they did that the planets and other stars were gods, and also the separate parts of the
world. Hence the Apostle adds: "Our God isone," etc.

Reply to Objection 2: "One" which is the principle of number is not predicated of God, but
only of material things. For "one" the principle of number belongs to the "genus" of mathematics,
which are material in being, and abstracted from matter only inidea. But "one" whichisconvertible
with being is a metaphysical entity and does not depend on matter in its being. And although in
God there is no privation, still, according to the mode of our apprehension, He is known to us by
way only of privation and remotion. Thusthereisno reason why acertain kind of privation should
not be predicated of God; for instance, that He isincorporeal and infinite; and in the same way it
issaid of God that He is one.

Whether God is supremely one?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God isnot supremely "one.” For "one" isso called from the privation
of division. But privation cannot be greater or less. Therefore God is not more "one" than other
things which are called "one."

Objection 2: Further, nothing seemsto be moreindivisiblethan what isactually and potentially
indivisible; such as a point and unity. But a thing is said to be more "one" according as it is
indivisible. Therefore God is hot more "one" than unity is "one" and a point is"one."
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Objection 3: Further, what isessentially good is supremely good. Thereforewhat isessentially
"one" is supremely "one." But every being is essentially "one," as the Philosopher says (Metaph.
iv). Therefore every being is supremely "one"; and therefore God is not "one" more than any other
being is"one."

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

| answer that, Since "one" is an undivided being, if anything is supremely "one" it must be
supremely being, and supremely undivided. Now both of these belong to God. For Heis supremely
being, inasmuch as His being is not determined by any nature to which it is adjoined; since Heis
being itself, subsistent, absolutely undetermined. But He is supremely undivided inasmuch as He
isdivided neither actually nor potentially, by any mode of division; since He is altogether ssimple,
as was shown above (Q[3], A[7]). Hence it is manifest that God is"one" in the supreme degree.

Reply to Objection 1: Although privation considered in itself is not susceptive of more or less,
still according as its opposite is subject to more or less, privation also can be considered itself in
the light of more and less. Therefore according as a thing is more divided, or is divisible, either
lessor not at all, in the degree it is called more, or less, or supremely, "one."

Reply to Objection 2: A point and unity which is the principle of number, are not supremely
being, inasmuch as they have being only in some subject. Hence neither of them can be supremely
"one." For as a subject cannot be supremely "one," because of the difference within it of accident
and subject, so neither can an accident.

Reply to Objection 3: Although every beingis"one" by its substance, still every such substance
isnot equally the cause of unity; for the substance of somethingsis compound and of otherssimple.

HOW GOD ISKNOWN BY US(THIRTEEN ARTICLEYS)

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

(1) Whether any created intellect can see the essence of God?

(2) Whether the essence of God is seen by the intellect through any created image?

(3) Whether the essence of God can be seen by the corporeal eye?

(4) Whether any created intellectual substance is sufficient by its own natural powersto seethe
essence of God?

(5) Whether the created intellect needs any created light in order to see the essence of God?

(6) Whether of those who see God, one sees Him more perfectly than another?

(7) Whether any created intellect can comprehend the essence of God?

(8) Whether the created intellect seeing the essence of God, knows all thingsin it?

(9) Whether what is there known is known by any similitudes?

(10) Whether the created intellect knows at once what it seesin God?

(11) Whether in the state of this life any man can see the essence of God?

(12) Whether by natural reason we can know God in thislife?

(13) Whether thereisin thislife any knowledge of God through grace above the knowledge of
natural reason?
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Whether any created intellect can see the essence of God?

Objection 1: It seems that no created intellect can see the essence of God. For Chrysostom
(Hom. xiv. in Joan.) commenting on Jn. 1:18, "No man hath seen God at any time," says: "Not
prophets only, but neither angels nor archangels have seen God. For how can a creature see what
isincreatable?' Dionysius also says (Div. Nom. i), speaking of God: "Neither is there sense, nor
image, nor opinion, nor reason, nor knowledge of Him."

Objection 2: Further, everything infinite, as such, is unknown. But God is infinite, as was
shown above (Q[7], A[1]). Therefore in Himself He is unknown.

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

Objection 4: Further, there must be some proportion between the knower and the known, since
the known is the perfection of the knower. But no proportion exists between the created intellect
and God; for there is an infinite distance between them. Therefore the created intellect cannot see
the essence of God.

On thecontrary, Itiswritten: "We shall see Him asHeis" (1 Jn. 2:2).

| answer that, Since everything is knowable according as it is actual, God, Who is pure act
without any admixture of potentiality, isin Himself supremely knowable. But what is supremely
knowable in itself, may not be knowable to a particular intellect, on account of the excess of the
intelligible object above the intellect; as, for example, the sun, which is supremely visible, cannot
be seen by the bat by reason of its excess of light.

Therefore some who considered this, held that no created intellect can see the essence of God.
This opinion, however, is not tenable. For as the ultimate beatitude of man consists in the use of
his highest function, which isthe operation of hisintellect; if we suppose that the created intellect
could never see God, it would either never attain to beatitude, or its beatitude would consist in
something else beside God; which is opposed to faith. For the ultimate perfection of the rational
creature isto be found in that which isthe principle of its being; since athing is perfect so far asit
attains to its principle. Further the same opinion is also against reason. For there resides in every
man a natural desire to know the cause of any effect which he sees; and thence arises wonder in
men. But if theintellect of the rational creature could not reach so far asto the first cause of things,
the natural desire would remain void.

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

Reply to Objection 1: Both of these authorities speak of the vision of comprehension. Hence
Dionysius premisesimmediately before thewords cited, "Heisuniversally to al incomprehensible,”
etc. Chrysostom likewise after the words quoted says: "He says this of the most certain vision of
the Father, which is such a perfect consideration and comprehension as the Father has of the Son."

Reply to Objection 2: The infinity of matter not made perfect by form, is unknown in itself,
because all knowledge comes by the form; whereas the infinity of the form not limited by matter,
isin itself supremely known. God is Infinite in thisway, and not in the first way: as appears from
what was said above (Q[7], A[1]).

Reply to Objection 3: God isnot said to be not existing asif Hedid not exist at all, but because
He exists above al that exists; inasmuch as He is His own existence. Hence it does not follow that
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He cannot be known at al, but that He exceeds every kind of knowledge; which means that Heis
not comprehended.

Reply to Objection 4. Proportion is twofold. In one sense it means a certain relation of one
guantity to another, according as double, treble and equal are species of proportion. In another
sense every relation of one thing to another is called proportion. And in this sense there can be a
proportion of the creature to God, inasmuch asit isrelated to Him as the effect of its cause, and as
potentiality to its act; and in this way the created intellect can be proportioned to know God.

Whether the essence of God is seen by the created intellect through an image?

Objection 1: It seemsthat the essence of God is seen through an image by the created intellect.
For itiswritten: "Weknow that when He shall appear, we shall beliketo Him, and [V ulg.: 'because]
we shall see HimasHeis' (1 Jn. 3:2).

Objection 2: Further, Augustine says (De Trin. v): "When we know God, some likeness of
God ismadein us."

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

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv) that when the Apostle says, "We see through
aglass and in an enigma [* Douay: 'in adark manner']," "by the terms 'glass and ‘enigma’ certain
similitudes are signified by him, which are accommodated to the vision of God." But to see the
essence of God is not an enigmatic nor a speculative vision, but is, on the contrary, of an opposite
kind. Therefore the divine essence is not seen through a similitude.

| answer that, Two thingsare required both for sensible and for intellectual vision---viz. power
of sight, and union of the thing seen with the sight. For vision is made actual only when the thing
seenisin acertain way in the seer. Now in corporeal thingsit is clear that the thing seen cannot be
by its essence in the seer, but only by itslikeness; asthe similitude of astoneisin the eye, whereby
the vision is made actual; whereas the substance of the stoneis not there. But if the principle of the
visual power and the thing seen were one and the same thing, it would necessarily follow that the
seer would receive both the visual power and the form whereby it sees, from that one same thing.

Now it is manifest both that God is the author of the intellect power, and that He can be seen
by theintellect. And since theintellective power of the creatureis not the essence of God, it follows
that it is some kind of participated likeness of Him who is the first intellect. Hence also the
intellectual power of the creature is called an intelligible light, as it were, derived from the first
light, whether this be understood of the natural power, or of some perfection superadded of grace
or of glory. Therefore, in order to see God, there must be some similitude of God on the part of the
visual faculty, whereby the intellect is made capable of seeing God. But on the part of the object
seen, which must necessarily be united to the seer, the essence of God cannot be seen by any created
similitude. First, because as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i), "by the similitudes of the inferior order
of things, the superior can in no way be known;" as by the likeness of a body the essence of an
incorporeal thing cannot be known. Much less therefore can the essence of God be seen by any
created likeness whatever. Secondly, because the essence of God isHisown very existence, aswas
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shown above (Q[3], A[4]), which cannot be said of any created form; and so no created form can
be the similitude representing the essence of God to the seer. Thirdly, because the divine essence
isuncircumscribed, and containsin itself super-eminently whatever can be signified or understood
by the created intellect. Now this cannot in any way be represented by any created likeness; for
every created form is determined according to some aspect of wisdom, or of power, or of being
itself, or of some like thing. Hence to say that God is seen by some similitude, is to say that the
divine essence is not seen at al; whichisfalse.

Therefore it must be said that to see the essence of God, there is required some similitude in
the visual faculty, namely, thelight of glory strengthening the intellect to see God, which is spoken
of inthe Ps. 35:10, "In Thy light we shall seelight." The essence of God, however, cannot be seen
by any created similitude representing the divine essence itself asit really is.

Reply to Objection 1: That authority speaks of the similitude which is caused by participation
of thelight of glory.

Reply to Objection 2: Augustine speaks of the knowledge of God here on earth.

Reply to Objection 3: The divine essenceis existence itself. Hence as other intelligible forms
which are not their own existence are united to the intellect by means of some entity, whereby the
intellect itself isinformed, and made in act; so the divine essence is united to the created intellect,
as the object actually understood, making the intellect in act by and of itself.

Whether the essence of God can be seen with the bodily eye?

Objection 1: It seemsthat the essence of God can be seen by the corporeal eye. For itiswritten
(Job 19:26): "In my flesh | shall see. .. God," and (Job 42:5), "With the hearing of the ear | have
heard Thee, but now my eye seeth Thee."

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

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

Onthecontrary, Augustinesays (DeVid. Deum, Ep. cxlvii): "No one has ever seen God either
inthislife, asHeis, nor in the angelic life, as visible things are seen by corporeal vision."

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

Reply to Objection 1: Thewords, "In my flesh | shall see God my Saviour," do not mean that
God will be seen with the eye of the flesh, but that man existing in the flesh after the resurrection
will see God. Likewise the words, "Now my eye seeth Thee," are to be understood of the mind's
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eye, asthe Apostle says: "May He give unto you the spirit of wisdom . . . in the knowledge of Him,
that the eyes of your heart" may be "enlightened" (Eph. 1:17,18).

Reply to Objection 2: Augustine speaksasoneinquiring, and conditionally. Thisappearsfrom
what he says previoudly: "Therefore they will have an altogether different power (viz. the glorified
eyes), if they shall see that incorporeal nature;" and afterwards he explainsthis, saying: "It isvery
credible, that we shall so see the mundane bodies of the new heaven and the new earth, asto see
most clearly God everywhere present, governing all corporeal things, not aswe now seetheinvisible
things of God as understood by what is made; but as when we see men among whom welive, living
and exercising the functions of human life, we do not believe they live, but see it." Hence it is
evident how the glorified eyes will see God, as now our eyes see the life of another. But lifeis not
seen with the corporeal eye, asathing initself visible, but asthe indirect object of the sense; which
indeed is not known by sense, but at once, together with sense, by some other cognitive power. But
that the divine presenceisknown by theintellect immediately on the sight of, and through, corporeal
things, happensfrom two causes---viz. from the perspicuity of theintellect, and from the refulgence
of the divine glory infused into the body after its renovation.

Reply to Objection 3: The essence of God is hot seen in avision of the imagination; but the
imagination receives some form representing God according to some mode of similitude; asin the
divine Scripture divine things are metaphorically described by means of sensible things.

Whether any created intellect by its natural powers can see the Divine essence?

Objection 1: It seems that a created intellect can see the Divine essence by its own natural
power. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): "An angel is a pure mirror, most clear, receiving, if it
isright to say so, the whole beauty of God." But if areflection is seen, the origina thing is seen.
Therefore since an angel by hisnatural power understands himself, it seemsthat by his own natural
power he understands the Divine essence.

Objection 2: Further, what is supremely visible, is made less visible to us by reason of our
defective corporeal or intellectua sight. But the angelic intellect has no such defect. Therefore,
since God is supremely intelligible in Himself, it seemsthat in like manner He is supremely so to
an angel. Therefore, if he can understand other intelligible things by his own natural power, much
more can he understand God.

Objection 3: Further, corporeal sense cannot be raised up to understand incorporeal substance,
whichisaboveitsnature. Thereforeif to see the essence of God isabovethe nature of every created
intellect, it follows that no created intellect can reach up to see the essence of God at al. But this
isfalse, asappearsfrom what issaid above (A[1]). Thereforeit seemsthat it isnatural for acreated
intellect to see the Divine essence.

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

| answer that, It isimpossible for any created intellect to see the essence of God by its own
natural power. For knowledge is regulated according as the thing known is in the knower. But the
thing known isin the knower according to the mode of the knower. Hence the knowledge of every
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knower is ruled according to its own nature. If therefore the mode of anything's being exceeds the
mode of the knower, it must result that the knowledge of the object is above the nature of the
knower. Now the mode of being of thingsis manifold. For some things have being only in thisone
individual matter; asall bodies. But others are subsi sting natures, not residing in matter at all, which,
however, are not their own existence, but receive it; and these are the incorporea beings, called
angels. But to God alone doesiit belong to be His own subsistent being. Therefore what exists only
in individual matter we know naturally, forasmuch as our soul, whereby we know, is the form of
certain matter. Now our soul possesses two cognitive powers; oneis the act of a corporeal organ,
which naturally knows things existing in individual matter; hence sense knows only the singular.
But there is another kind of cognitive power in the soul, called the intellect; and thisis not the act
of any corporeal organ. Whereforetheintellect naturally knows natureswhich exist only inindividual
matter; not asthey are in such individual matter, but according as they are abstracted therefrom by
the considering act of the intellect; hence it follows that through the intellect we can understand
these objects as universal; and this is beyond the power of the sense. Now the angelic intellect
naturally knows natures that are not in matter; but this is beyond the power of the intellect of our
soul in the state of its present life, united as it is to the body. It follows therefore that to know
self-subsistent being is natural to the divineintellect alone; and thisis beyond the natural power of
any created intellect; for no creature isits own existence, forasmuch asits existenceis participated.
Therefore the created intellect cannot see the essence of God, unless God by His grace unites
Himself to the created intellect, as an object made intelligible to it.

Reply to Objection 1: This mode of knowing God is natural to an angel---namely, to know
Him by Hisown likenessrefulgent in the angel himself. But to know God by any created similitude
is not to know the essence of God, as was shown above (A[2]). Hence it does not follow that an
angel can know the essence of God by his own power.

Reply to Objection 2: Theangelicintellect isnot defective, if defect be taken to mean privation,
asif it were without anything which it ought to have. But if the defect be taken negatively, in that
sense every creature is defective, when compared with God; forasmuch as it does not possess the
excellence whichisin God.

Reply to Objection 3: The sense of sight, as being altogether material, cannot be raised up to
immateriality. But our intellect, or the angelic intellect, inasmuch asit is elevated above matter in
its own nature, can be raised up above its own nature to a higher level by grace. The proof is, that
sight cannot in any way know abstractedly what it knows concretely; for in no way can it perceive
a nature except as this one particular nature; whereas our intellect is able to consider abstractedly
what it knows concretely. Now although it knows things which have aform residing in matter, still
it resolves the composite into both of these elements; and it considersthe form separately by itself.
Likewise, also, theintellect of an angel, although it naturally knows the concrete in any nature, still
it is able to separate that existence by itsintellect; since it knows that the thing itself is one thing,
and itsexistenceisanother. Since therefore the created intellect is naturally capable of apprehending
the concrete form, and the concrete being abstractedly, by way of a kind of resolution of parts; it
can by grace beraised up to know separate subsisting substance, and separate subsisting existence.

Whether the created intellect needs any created light in order to seethe essence of God?

69



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

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

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

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

On thecontrary, Itiswritten: "In Thy light we shall seelight” (Ps. 35:10).

| answer that, Everything which is raised up to what exceeds its nature, must be prepared by
some disposition above its nature; as, for example, if air is to receive the form of fire, it must be
prepared by some disposition for such aform. But when any created intellect sees the essence of
God, the essence of God itself becomes the intelligible form of the intellect. Hence it is necessary
that some supernatural disposition should be added to the intellect in order that it may be raised up
to such a great and sublime height. Now since the natural power of the created intellect does not
avail to enable it to see the essence of God, as was shown in the preceding article, it is necessary
that the power of understanding should be added by divine grace. Now thisincrease of theintellectual
powersis called theillumination of the intellect, aswe also call the intelligible object itself by the
name of light of illumination. And thisisthelight spoken of inthe Apocalypse (Apoc. 21:23): "The
glory of God hath enlightened it"---viz. the society of the blessed who see God. By this light the
blessed are made "deiform"---i.e. like to God, according to the saying: “"When He shall appear we
shall beliketo Him, and [V ulg.: 'because’] we shall see Him asHeis" (1 Jn. 2:2).

Reply to Objection 1: The created light is necessary to see the essence of God, not in order to
make the essence of God intelligible, whichisof itself intelligible, but in order to enabletheintellect
to understand in the same way as a habit makes a power abler to act. Even so corporeal light is
necessary as regards externa sight, inasmuch as it makes the medium actually transparent, and
susceptible of color.

Reply to Objection 2: Thislight is required to see the divine essence, not as a similitude in
which God is seen, but as a perfection of theintellect, strengthening it to see God. Therefore it may
be said that thislight isto be described not as a medium in which God is seen, but as one by which
He is seen; and such a medium does not take away the immediate vision of God.

Reply to Objection 3: The disposition to the form of fire can be natural only to the subject of
that form. Hence the light of glory cannot be natural to a creature unless the creature has a divine
nature; which is impossible. But by this light the rational creature is made deiform, asis said in
thisarticle.

Whether of those who see the essence of God, one sees mor e per fectly than another?

Objection 1: It seemsthat of those who see the essence of God, one does not see more perfectly
than another. For it iswritten (1 Jn. 3:2): "We shall see Him asHeis." But Heisonly in one way.
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Therefore He will be seen by all in one way only; and therefore He will not be seen more perfectly
by one and less perfectly by another.

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

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

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

| answer that, Of those who see the essence of God, one sees Him more perfectly than another.
This, indeed, does not take place asif one had amore perfect similitude of God than another, since
that vision will not spring from any similitude; but it will take place because oneintellect will have
agreater power or faculty to see God than another. The faculty of seeing God, however, does not
belong to the created intellect naturally, but is given to it by the light of glory, which establishes
theintellect in akind of "deiformity," as appears from what is said above, in the preceding article.

Hence the intellect which has more of the light of glory will see God the more perfectly; and
he will have afuller participation of the light of glory who has more charity; because where there
isthe greater charity, thereisthe more desire; and desire in acertain degree makesthe one desiring
apt and prepared to receive the object desired. Hence he who possesses the more charity, will see
God the more perfectly, and will be the more beatified.

Reply to Objection 1: Inthewords,"We shall seeHimasHeis," the conjunction"as" determines
the mode of vision on the part of the object seen, so that the meaning is, we shall see Him to be as
Heis, because we shall see Hisexistence, which is His essence. But it does not determine the mode
of vision on the part of the one seeing; as if the meaning was that the mode of seeing God will be
as perfect asis the perfect mode of God's existence.

Thus appears the answer to the Second Objection. For when it is said that one intellect does
not understand one and the same thing better than another, thiswould betrueif referred to the mode
of the thing understood, for whoever understands it otherwise than it really is, does not truly
understand it, but not if referred to the mode of understanding, for the understanding of oneismore
perfect than the understanding of another.

Reply to Objection 3: The diversity of seeing will not arise on the part of the object seen, for
the same object will be presented to all---viz. the essence of God; nor will it arise from the diverse
participation of the object seen by different similitudes; but it will arise on the part of the diverse
faculty of the intellect, not, indeed, the natural faculty, but the glorified faculty.
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Whether those who see the essence of God comprehend Him?

Objection 1: It seemsthat those who see the divine essence, comprehend God. For the Apostle
says (Phil. 3:12): "But | follow after, if | may by any means comprehend [Douay: 'apprehend].”
But the Apostle did not follow in vain; for he said (1 Cor. 9:26): "I . . . so run, not as a an
uncertainty.” Therefore he comprehended; and in the same way, others also, whom he invites to
do the same, saying: " So run that you may comprehend.”

Objection 2: Further, Augustine says (De Vid. Deum, Ep. cxlvii): "That is comprehended
which is so seen as awhole, that nothing of it is hidden from the seer.” But if God is seen in His
essence, Heis seen whole, and nothing of Himishidden from the seer, since God issimple. Therefore
whoever sees His essence, comprehends Him.

Objection 3: Further, if we say that He is seen as a "whole," but not "wholly," it may be
contrarily urged that "wholly" refers either to the mode of the seer, or to the mode of the thing seen.
But he who sees the essence of God, sees Him wholly, if the mode of the thing seen is considered,;
forasmuch as he sees Him as He is; also, likewise, he sees Him wholly if the mode of the seer is
meant, forasmuch asthe intellect will withitsfull power see the Divine essence. Therefore all who
see the essence of God see Him wholly; therefore they comprehend Him.

On the contrary, It iswritten: "O most mighty, great, and powerful, the Lord of hostsis Thy
Name. Great in counsel, and incomprehensible in thought” (Jer. 32:18,19). Therefore He cannot
be comprehended.

| answer that, It isimpossible for any created intellect to comprehend God; yet "for the mind
to attain to God in some degreeisgreat beatitude," as Augustine says (De Verb. Dim., Serm. xxxvii).

In proof of this we must consider that what is comprehended is perfectly known; and that is
perfectly known which is known so far as it can be known. Thus, if anything which is capable of
scientific demonstration is held only by an opinion resting on a probably proof, it is not
comprehended; as, for instance, if anyone knows by scientific demonstration that a triangle has
three angles equal to two right angles, he comprehends that truth; whereas if anyone acceptsit as
a probable opinion because wise men or most men teach it, he cannot be said to comprehend the
thing itself, because he does not attain to that perfect mode of knowledge of whichitisintrinsically
capable. But no created intellect can attain to that perfect mode of the knowledge of the Divine
intellect whereof it isintrinsically capable. Which thus appears---Everything is knowable according
toitsactuality. But God, whose being isinfinite, aswas shown above (Q[7]) isinfinitely knowable.
Now no created intellect can know God infinitely. For the created intellect knows the Divine essence
more or less perfectly in proportion asit receives a greater or lesser light of glory. Since therefore
the created light of glory received into any created intellect cannot beinfinite, itisclearly impossible
for any created intellect to know God in an infinite degree. Hence it is impossible that it should
comprehend God.

Reply to Objection 1: "Comprehension” istwofold: in one senseit istaken strictly and properly,
according as something is included in the one comprehending; and thus in no way is God
comprehended either by intellect, or in any other way; forasmuch as He is infinite and cannot be
included in any finite being; so that no finite being can contain Him infinitely, in the degree of His
own infinity. In this sense we now take comprehension. But in another sense "comprehension™ is
taken more largely as opposed to "non-attainment”; for he who attains to anyone is said to
comprehend him when he attains to him. And in this sense God is comprehended by the blessed,
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according to the words, "1 held him, and | will not let him go" (Cant 3:4); in this sense also are to
be understood the words quoted from the Apostle concerning comprehension. And in this way
"comprehension™ isone of the three prerogatives of the soul, responding to hope, asvision responds
to faith, and fruition responds to charity. For even among ourselves not everything seen is held or
possessed, forasmuch as things either appear sometimes afar off, or they are not in our power of
attainment. Neither, again, do we always enjoy what we possess; either because we find no pleasure
in them, or because such things are not the ultimate end of our desire, so asto satisfy and quell it.
But the blessed possess these three thingsin God; because they see Him, and in seeing Him, possess
Him as present, having the power to see Him always,; and possessing Him, they enjoy Him as the
ultimate fulfilment of desire.

Reply to Objection 2: God is called incomprehensible not because anything of Him is not
seen; but because He is not seen as perfectly as He is capable of being seen; thus when any
demonstrable proposition is known by probable reason only, it does not follow that any part of it
is unknown, either the subject, or the predicate, or the composition; but that it is not as perfectly
known asit is capable of being known. Hence Augustine, in his definition of comprehension, says
the whole is comprehended when it is seen in such away that nothing of it is hidden from the seer,
or when its boundaries can be completely viewed or traced; for the boundaries of athing are said
to be completely surveyed when the end of the knowledge of it is attained.

Reply to Objection 3: The word "wholly" denotes a mode of the object; not that the whole
object does not come under knowledge, but that the mode of the object is not the mode of the one
who knows. Therefore he who sees God's essence, sees in Him that He exists infinitely, and is
infinitely knowable; neverthel ess, thisinfinite mode does not extend to enabl e the knower to know
infinitely; thus, for instance, a person can have a probable opinion that aproposition isdemonstrable,
although he himself does not know it as demonstrated.

Whether those who see the essence of God see all in God?

Objection 1: It seemsthat those who see the essence of God see dl thingsin God. For Gregory
says (Dialog. iv): "What do they not see, who see Him Who sees all things?' But God sees all
things. Therefore those who see God see all things.

Objection 2: Further, whoever seesamirror, seeswhat isreflected in the mirror. But all actual
or possible things shine forth in God asin amirror; for He knows all thingsin Himself. Therefore
whoever sees God, sees all actual thingsin Him, and also all possible things.

Objection 3: Further, whoever understands the greater, can understand the least, asis said in
De Anima iii. But all that God does, or can do, are less than His essence. Therefore whoever
understands God, can understand al that God does, or can do.

Objection 4: Further, the rational creature naturally desiresto know all things. Thereforeif in
seeing God it does not know all things, its natural desire will not rest satisfied; thus, in seeing God
it will not be fully happy; which isincongruous. Therefore he who sees God knows all things.

On the contrary, The angels see the essence of God; and yet do not know all things. For as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii), "the inferior angels are cleansed from ignorance by the superior
angels." Alsothey areignorant of future contingent things, and of secret thoughts; for thisknowledge
belongs to God aone. Therefore whosoever sees the essence of God, does not know all things.
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| answer that, The created intellect, in seeing the divine essence, does not seeinit al that God
does or can do. For it ismanifest that things are seen in God asthey arein Him. But all other things
are in God as effects are in the power of their cause. Therefore al things are seen in God as an
effect is seen in its cause. Now it is clear that the more perfectly a cause is seen, the more of its
effects can be seen in it. For whoever has a lofty understanding, as soon as one demonstrative
principle is put before him can gather the knowledge of many conclusions; but thisis beyond one
of aweaker intellect, for he needs thingsto be explained to him separately. And so an intellect can
know all the effects of a cause and the reasonsfor those effectsin the causeitself, if it comprehends
the cause wholly. Now no created intellect can comprehend God wholly, as shown above (A[7]).
Therefore no created intellect in seeing God can know all that God does or can do, for this would
be to comprehend His power; but of what God does or can do any intellect can know the more, the
more perfectly it sees God.

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

Reply to Objection 2: It is not necessary that whoever sees a mirror should see al that isin
the mirror, unless his glance comprehends the mirror itself.

Reply to Objection 3: Although it is more to see God than to see all things else, till itisa
greater thing to see Him so that all things are known in Him, than to see Him in such away that
not all things, but the fewer or the more, are known in Him. For it has been shown in this article
that the more things are known in God according as He is seen more or less perfectly.

Reply to Objection 4: The natural desire of the rational creature is to know everything that
belongs to the perfection of the intellect, namely, the species and the genera of things and their
types, and these everyone who seesthe Divine essence will seein God. But to know other singulars,
their thoughts and their deeds does not belong to the perfection of the created intellect nor doesits
natural desire go out to these things; neither, again, does it desire to know things that exist not as
yet, but which God can call into being. Yet if God aone were seen, Who is the fount and principle
of all being and of all truth, Hewould sofill the natural desire of knowledge that nothing elsewould
be desired, and the seer would be completely beatified. Hence Augustine says (Confess. v): "Unhappy
the man who knoweth all these" (i.e. al creatures) "and knoweth not Thee! but happy whoso
knoweth Thee although he know not these. And whoso knoweth both Thee and them is not the
happier for them, but for Thee alone.”

Whether what is seen in God by those who see the Divine essence, is seen through any similitude?

Objection 1: It seems that what is seen in God by those who see the Divine essence, is seen
by means of some similitude. For every kind of knowledge comes about by the knower being
assimilated to the object known. For thus the intellect in act becomes the actual intelligible, and
the sensein act becomesthe actual sensible, inasmuch asit isinformed by asimilitude of the object,
as the eye by the similitude of color. Therefore if the intellect of one who sees the Divine essence
understands any creatures in God, it must be informed by their similitudes.

Objection 2: Further, what we have seen, we keep in memory. But Paul, seeing the essence of
God whilst in ecstasy, when he had ceased to see the Divine essence, as Augustine says (Gen. ad
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lit. ii, 28,34), remembered many of the things he had seen in the rapture; hence he said: "I have
heard secret words which it is not granted to man to utter" (2 Cor. 12:4). Therefore it must be said
that certain similitudes of what he remembered, remained in his mind; and in the same way, when
he actually saw the essence of God, he had certain similitudes or ideas of what he actually saw in
it.

On the contrary, A mirror and what isin it are seen by means of one likeness. But all things
areseenin God asin anintelligible mirror. Therefore if God Himself is not seen by any similitude
but by His own essence, neither are the things seen in Him seen by any similitudes or ideas.

| answer that, Those who see the divine essence see what they seein God not by any likeness,
but by the divine essence itself united to their intellect. For each thing is known in so far as its
likeness is in the one who knows. Now this takes place in two ways. For as things which are like
one and the same thing are like to each other, the cognitive faculty can be assimilated to any
knowable object in two ways. In one way it is assimilated by the object itself, when it is directly
informed by a similitude, and then the object is known initself. In another way when informed by
asimilitude which resembles the object; and in thisway, the knowledge is not of the thing in itself,
but of the thing in its likeness. For the knowledge of a man in himself differs from the knowledge
of him in hisimage. Hence to know things thus by their likenessin the one who knows, isto know
them in themselves or in their own nature; whereas to know them by their similitudes pre-existing
in God, is to see them in God. Now there is a difference between these two kinds of knowledge.
Hence, according to the knowledge whereby things are known by those who see the essence of
God, they are seen in God Himself not by any other similitudes but by the Divine essence alone
present to the intellect; by which also God Himself is seen.

Reply to Objection 1: The created intellect of one who sees God is assimilated to what is seen
in God, inasmuch asit isunited to the Divine essence, in which the similitudes of all things pre-exist.

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

Whether those who see the essence of God see all they seein it at the same time?

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

Objection 2: Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 22,23), "God movesthe spiritual creature
according to time"---i.e. by intelligence and affection. But the spiritual creature is the angel who
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sees God. Therefore those who see God understand and are affected successively; for time means
succession.

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

| answer that, What is seen inthe Word is seen not successively, but at the sametime. In proof
whereof, we ourselves cannot know many thingsall at once, forasmuch as understand many things
by means of many ideas. But our intellect cannot be actually informed by many diverse ideas at
the sametime, so asto understand by them; as one body cannot bear different shapes simultaneously.
Hence, when many things can be understood by one idea, they are understood at the same time; as
the parts of a whole are understood successively, and not all at the same time, if each one is
understood by its own idea; whereas if all are understood under the one idea of the whole, they are
understood simultaneously. Now it was shown above that things seen in God, are not seen singly
by their own similitude; but all are seen by the one essence of God. Hence they are seen
simultaneously, and not successively.

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

Reply to Objection 2: Asregardstheir natural knowledge, whereby they know thingsby diverse
ideas given them, the angels do not know all things simultaneously, and thusthey are moved in the
act of understanding according to time; but as regardswhat they seein God, they seeall at the same
time.

Whether anyonein thislife can seethe essence of God?

Objection 1: It seems that one can in this life see the Divine essence. For Jacob said: "l have
seen God face to face" (Gn. 32:30). But to see Him face to face is to see His essence, as appears
from thewords: "We see now in aglass and in adark manner, but then faceto face" (1 Cor. 13:12).

Objection 2: Further, the Lord said to Moses: "l speak to him mouth to mouth, and plainly,
and not by riddles and figures doth he see the Lord" (Num. 12:8); but thisis to see God in His
essence. Thereforeit is possible to see the essence of God in thislife.

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

Objection 4: Further, according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 24, 25), those things that arein
the soul by their essence are seen by intellectual vision. But intellectual vision is of intelligible
things, not by similitudes, but by their very essences, as he also says (Gen. ad lit. xiii, 24,25).
Therefore since God isin our soul by His essence, it follows that He is seen by usin His essence.
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On thecontrary, It iswritten, "Man shall not see Me, and live" (Ex. 32:20), and agloss upon
this says, "In this mortal life God can be seen by certain images, but not by the likeness itself of
His own nature.”

| answer that, God cannot be seen in His essence by amere human being, except he be separated
from this mortal life. The reason is because, as was said above (A[4]), the mode of knowledge
follows the mode of the nature of the knower. But our soul, as long aswe live in this life, hasits
being in corporeal matter; hence naturally it knows only what has aform in matter, or what can be
known by such a form. Now it is evident that the Divine essence cannot be known through the
nature of material things. For it was shown above (AA[2],9) that the knowledge of God by means
of any created similitude is not the vision of His essence. Hence it isimpossible for the soul of man
inthislifeto seethe essence of God. This can be seen in the fact that the more our soul is abstracted
from corporeal things, the more it is capable of receiving abstract intelligible things. Hence in
dreams and alienations of the bodily senses divine revelations and foresight of future events are
perceived the more clearly. It is not possible, therefore, that the soul in this mortal life should be
raised up to the supreme of intelligible objects, i.e. to the divine essence.

Reply to Objection 1: According to Dionysius (Coedl. Hier. iv) aman is said in the Scriptures
to see God in the sense that certain figures are formed in the senses or imagination, according to
some similitude representing in part the divinity. So when Jacob says, "I have seen God face to
face," this does not mean the Divine essence, but some figure representing God. And thisisto be
referred to some high mode of prophecy, so that God seemsto speak, though in animaginary vision;
aswill later be explained (SS, Q[174]) in treating of the degrees of prophecy. We may also say that
Jacob spoke thus to designate some exalted intellectual contemplation, above the ordinary state.

Reply to Objection 2: AsGod works miraclesin corporeal things, so also He does supernatural
wonders above the common order, raising the minds of some living in the flesh beyond the use of
sense, even up to the vision of His own essence; as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 26,27,28) of
Moses, the teacher of the Jews; and of Paul, the teacher of the Gentiles. Thiswill be treated more
fully in the question of rapture (SS, Q[175]).

Reply to Objection 3: All things are said to be seen in God and all things are judged in Him,
because by the participation of His light, we know and judge al things; for the light of natural
reason itself isaparticipation of thedivinelight; aslikewise we are said to see and judge of sensible
things in the sun, i.e., by the sun's light. Hence Augustine says (Solilog. i, 8), "The lessons of
instruction can only be seen asit were by their own sun,” namely God. Astherefore in order to see
a sensible object, it is not necessary to see the substance of the sun, so in like manner to see any
intelligible object, it is not necessary to see the essence of God.

Reply to Objection 4: Intellectual visionisof the thingswhich arein the soul by their essence,
asintelligiblethings are in the intellect. And thus God isin the souls of the blessed; not thusis He
in our soul, but by presence, essence and power.

Whether God can be known in thislife by natural reason?

Objection 1. It seems that by natural reason we cannot know God in this life. For Boethius
says (De Consol. v) that "reason does not grasp simpleform.” But God isasupremely simpleform,
as was shown above (Q[3], A[7] ). Therefore natural reason cannot attain to know Him.
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Objection 2: Further, the soul understands nothing by natural reason without the use of the
imagination. But we cannot have an imagination of God, Who isincorporeal. Therefore we cannot
know God by natural knowledge.

Objection 3: Further, the knowledge of natural reason belongsto both good and evil, inasmuch
asthey have acommon nature. But the knowledge of God belongs only to the good; for Augustine
says (De Trin. i): "The weak eye of the human mind is not fixed on that excellent light unless
purified by the justice of faith." Therefore God cannot be known by natural reason.

On the contrary, It iswritten (Rom. 1:19), "That which is known of God," namely, what can
be known of God by natural reason, "is manifest in them."

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

Hence we know that His relationship with creatures so far as to be the cause of them all; also
that creatures differ from Him, inasmuch as He is not in any way part of what is caused by Him;
and that creatures are not removed from Him by reason of any defect on His part, but because He
superexceeds them all.

Reply to Objection 1: Reason cannot reach up to simple form, so asto know "what it is"; but
it can know "whether it is."

Reply to Objection 2: God is known by natural knowledge through the images of His effects.

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

Whether by grace a higher knowledge of God can be obtained than by natural reason?

Objection 1: It seemsthat by grace a higher knowledge of God is not obtained than by natural
reason. For Dionysius says (De Mystica Theol. i) that whoever is the more united to God in this
life, is united to Him as to one entirely unknown. He says the same of Moses, who nevertheless
obtained a certain excellence by the knowledge conferred by grace. But to be united to God while
ignoring of Him "what He is," comes about also by natural reason. Therefore God is not more
known to us by grace than by natural reason.

Objection 2: Further, we can acquire the knowledge of divine things by natural reason only
through the imagination; and the same applies to the knowledge given by grace. For Dionysius
says (Coel. Hier. i) that "it is impossible for the divine ray to shine upon us except as screened
round about by the many colored sacred veils." Therefore we cannot know God morefully by grace
than by natural reason.
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Objection 3: Further, our intellect adheres to God by grace of faith. But faith does not seem
to be knowledge; for Gregory says (Hom. xxvi in Ev.) that "things not seen are the objects of faith,
and not of knowledge." Therefore there is not given to us a more excellent knowledge of God by
grace.

On the contrary, The Apostle says that "God hath revealed to us His spirit,” what "none of
the princes of thisworld knew" (1 Cor. 2:10), namely, the philosophers, as the gloss expounds.

| answer that, We have a more perfect knowledge of God by grace than by natural reason.
Whichisproved thus. The knowledge which we have by natural reason containstwo things. images
derived from the sensible objects; and the natural intelligible light, enabling us to abstract from
them intelligible conceptions.

Now in both of these, human knowledgeis assisted by the revelation of grace. For theintellect's
natural light is strengthened by the infusion of gratuitous light; and sometimes also the imagesin
the human imagination are divinely formed, so as to express divine things better than those do
which we receive from sensible objects, as appears in prophetic visions; while sometimes sensible
things, or even voices, are divinely formed to express some divine meaning; asin the Baptism, the
Holy Ghost was seen in the shape of a dove, and the voice of the Father was heard, "Thisis My
beloved Son" (Mat. 3:17).

Reply to Objection 1: Although by the revelation of grace in thislife we cannot know of God
"what Heis," and thus are united to Him asto one unknown; still we know Him more fully according
as many and more excellent of His effects are demonstrated to us, and according as we attribute to
Him some things known by divine revelation, to which natural reason cannot reach, as, for instance,
that God is Three and One.

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

Reply to Objection 3: Faith is a kind of knowledge, inasmuch as the intellect is determined
by faith to some knowable object. But this determination to one object does not proceed from the
vision of the believer, but from the vision of Him who is believed. Thus as far as faith falls short
of vision, it falls short of the knowledge which belongs to science, for science determines the
intellect to one object by the vision and understanding of first principles.

THE NAMESOF GOD (TWELVE ARTICLEYS)

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

Under this head, there are twelve points for inquiry:

(1) Whether God can be named by us?

(2) Whether any names applied to God are predicated of Him substantially?

(3) Whether any names applied to God are said of Him literally, or are all to be taken
metaphorically?
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(4) Whether any names applied to God are synonymous?

(5) Whether some names are applied to God and to creatures univocally or equivocally?

(6) Whether, supposing they are applied analogically, they are applied first to God or to creatures?

(7) Whether any names are applicable to God from time?

(8) Whether this name "God" is a name of nature, or of the operation?

(9) Whether this name "God" is a communicable name?

(10) Whether it istaken univocally or equivocally as signifying God, by nature, by participation,
and by opinion?

(11) Whether this name, "Who is," is the supremely appropriate name of God?

(12) Whether affirmative propositions can be formed about God?

Whether a name can be given to God?

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be given to God. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i)
that, "Of Him there is neither name, nor can one be found of Him;" and it iswritten: "What isHis
name, and what is the name of His Son, if thou knowest?' (Prov. 30:4).

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

Objection 3: Further, nouns are taken to signify substance with quality; verbs and participles
signify substance with time; pronouns the same with demonstration or relation. But none of these
can be applied to God, for He has no quality, nor accident, nor time; moreover, He cannot be felt,
so as to be pointed out; nor can He be described by relation, inasmuch as relations serve to recall
athing mentioned before by nouns, participles, or demonstrative pronouns. Therefore God cannot
in any way be named by us.

On thecontrary, It iswritten (Ex. 15:3): "The Lord isaman of war, Almighty is His name."

| answer that, Since according to the Philosopher (Peri Herm. i), words are signs of ideas, and
ideas the similitude of things, it is evident that words relate to the meaning of things signified
through the medium of the intellectual conception. It follows therefore that we can give aname to
anything in as far as we can understand it. Now it was shown above (Q[12], AA[11],12) that in
thislife we cannot see the essence of God; but we know God from creatures as their principle, and
also by way of excellence and remotion. In thisway therefore He can be named by usfrom creatures,
yet not so that the name which signifies Him expresses the divine essence in itself. Thus the name
"man" expressesthe essence of manin himself, sinceit signifiesthe definition of man by manifesting
his essence; for the idea expressed by the name is the definition.

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

Reply to Objection 2: Because we know and name God from creatures, the nameswe attribute
to God signify what belongs to material creatures, of which the knowledge is natural to us. And
because in creatures of thiskind what is perfect and subsistent is compound; whereas their formis
not acompl ete subsisting thing, but rather isthat whereby athingis; henceit followsthat all names
used by us to signify a complete subsisting thing must have a concrete meaning as applicable to
compound things; whereas names given to signify simple forms, signify athing not as subsisting,
but as that whereby a thing is; as, for instance, whiteness signifies that whereby athing is white.
And as God is simple, and subsisting, we attribute to Him abstract namesto signify Hissimplicity,
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and concrete names to signify His substance and perfection, although both these kinds of names
fail to express His mode of being, forasmuch as our intellect does not know Him in thislife as He
is.

Reply to Objection 3: To signify substance with quality isto signify the "suppositum™ with a
nature or determined form in which it subsists. Hence, as some things are said of God in a concrete
sense, to signify His subsistence and perfection, so likewise nouns are applied to God signifying
substance with quality. Further, verbs and participleswhich signify time, are applied to Him because
His eternity includes al time. For as we can apprehend and signify simple subsistences only by
way of compound things, so we can understand and express simple eternity only by way of temporal
things, because our intellect has a natura affinity to compound and temporal things. But
demonstrative pronouns are applied to God as describing what is understood, not what is sensed.
For we can only describe Him as far as we understand Him. Thus, according as nouns, participles
and demonstrative pronouns are applicable to God, so far can He be signified by relative pronouns.

Whether any name can be applied to God substantially?

Objection 1: It seems that no name can be applied to God substantially. For Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. i, 9): "Everything said of God signifies not His substance, but rather shows forth
what Heis not; or expresses some relation, or something following from His nature or operation.”

Objection 2: Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i): "You will find a chorus of holy doctors
addressed to the end of distinguishing clearly and praiseworthily the divine processions in the
denomination of God." Thusthe names applied by the holy doctorsin praising God are distinguished
according to the divine processions themselves. But what expresses the procession of anything,
does not signify its essence. Therefore the names applied to God are not said of Him substantially.

Objection 3: Further, athing is named by us according as we understand it. But God is not
understood by usin this life in His substance. Therefore neither is any name we can use applied
substantially to God.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi): "The being of God is the being strong, or the
being wise, or whatever else we may say of that simplicity whereby His substance is signified.”
Therefore all names of this kind signify the divine substance.

| answer that, Negative names applied to God, or signifying Hisrelation to creatures manifestly
do not at al signify His substance, but rather express the distance of the creature from Him, or His
relation to something else, or rather, the relation of creatures to Himself.

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

Both of these opinions, however, seem to be untrue for three reasons. First because in neither
of them can areason be assigned why some names more than others are applied to God. For He is
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assuredly the cause of bodies in the same way as He is the cause of good things; therefore if the
words "God is good," signified no more than, "God is the cause of good things,” it might in like
manner be said that God is a body, inasmuch as He is the cause of bodies. So aso to say that He
isabody impliesthat Heisnot amere potentiality, asis primary matter. Secondly, becauseit would
follow that all names applied to God would be said of Him by way of being taken in a secondary
sense, as healthy is secondarily said of medicine, forasmuch as it signifies only the cause of the
health in the animal which primarily is called healthy. Thirdly, because thisis against the intention
of those who speak of God. For in saying that God lives, they assuredly mean more than to say the
Heisthe cause of our life, or that He differs from inanimate bodies.

Therefore we must hold adifferent doctrine---viz. that these names signify the divine substance,
and are predicated substantially of God, although they fall short of a full representation of Him.
Which is proved thus. For these names express God, so far as our intellects know Him. Now since
our intellect knows God from creatures, it knows Him as far as creatures represent Him. Now it is
shown above (Q[4], A[2]) that God prepossesses in Himself all the perfections of creatures, being
Himself ssmply and universally perfect. Hence every creature represents Him, and is like Him so
far as it possesses some perfection; yet it represents Him not as something of the same species or
genus, but asthe excelling principle of whose form the effectsfall short, although they derive some
kind of likeness thereto, even as the forms of inferior bodies represent the power of the sun. This
was explained above (Q[4], A[3]), in treating of the divine perfection. Therefore the aforesaid
names signify the divine substance, but in an imperfect manner, even as creatures represent it
imperfectly. So when we say, "God is good,” the meaning is not, "God is the cause of goodness,”
or "God is not evil"; but the meaning is, "Whatever good we attribute to creatures, pre-exists in
God," and in amore excellent and higher way. Hence it does not follow that God is good, because
He causes goodness; but rather, on the contrary, He causes goodness in things because He is good,;
according to what Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 32), "Because He is good, we are."

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

Reply to Objection 2: In the significance of names, that from which the name is derived is
different sometimes from what it is intended to signify, as for instance, this name "stone" [lapis]
isimposed from the fact that it hurts the foot [loedit pedem], but it is not imposed to signify that
which hurts the foot, but rather to signify a certain kind of body; otherwise everything that hurts
the foot would be a stone [* This refers to the Latin etymology of the word "lapis’ which has no
place in English]. So we must say that these kinds of divine names are imposed from the divine
processions; for as according to the diverse processions of their perfections, creatures are the
representations of God, although in an imperfect manner; so likewise our intellect knows and names
God according to each kind of procession; but neverthel ess these names are not imposed to signify
the procession themselves, as if when we say "God lives," the sense were, "life proceeds from
Him"; but to signify the principle itself of things, in so far as life pre-exists in Him, although it
pre-exists in Him in a more eminent way than can be understood or signified.

Reply to Objection 3: We cannot know the essence of God in this life, as He redly is in
Himself; but we know Him accordingly as He is represented in the perfections of creatures; and
thus the names imposed by us signify Him in that manner only.
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Whether any name can be applied to God in itsliteral sense?

Objection 1: It seemsthat no nameis applied literally to God. For al names which we apply
to God are taken from creatures; as was explained above (A[1]). But the names of creatures are
applied to God metaphorically, as when we say, God is a stone, or alion, or the like. Therefore
names are applied to God in a metaphorical sense.

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

Objection 3: Further, corporeal names are applied to God in a metaphorical sense only; since
Heisincorporeal. But all such names imply some kind of corporeal condition; for their meaning
is bound up with time and composition and like corporeal conditions. Therefore all these names
are applied to God in a metaphorical sense.

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

| answer that, According to the preceding article, our knowledge of God is derived from the
perfections which flow from Him to creatures, which perfections are in God in a more eminent
way than in creatures. Now our intellect apprehends them as they are in creatures, and as it
apprehends them it signifies them by names. Therefore as to the names applied to God---viz. the
perfections which they signify, such as goodness, life and the like, and their mode of signification.
Asregards what is signified by these names, they belong properly to God, and more properly than
they belong to creatures, and are applied primarily to Him. But asregardstheir mode of signification,
they do not properly and strictly apply to God; for their mode of signification appliesto creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. There are some names which signify these perfections flowing from
God to creaturesin such away that theimperfect way in which creaturesreceive the divine perfection
is part of the very signification of the name itself as "stone" signifies amaterial being, and names
of this kind can be applied to God only in a metaphorical sense. Other names, however, express
these perfections absol utely, without any such mode of participation being part of their signification
asthewords"being," "good," "living," and the like, and such names can beliterally applied to God.

Reply to Objection 2: Such names as these, as Dionysius shows, are denied of God for the
reason that what the name signifies does not belong to Him in the ordinary sense of itssignification,
but in amore eminent way. Hence Dionysius says also that God is above all substance and al life.

Reply to Objection 3: These nameswhich are applied to God literally imply corporeal conditions
not inthething signified, but asregardstheir mode of signification; whereas those which are applied
to God metaphorically imply and mean a corporeal condition in the thing signified.

Whether names applied to God ar e synonymous?
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Objection 1: It seemsthat these names applied to God are synonymous names. For synonymous
names are those which mean exactly the same. But these names applied to God mean entirely the
samething in God; for the goodness of God isHisessence, and likewiseitisHiswisdom. Therefore
these names are entirely synonymous.

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

Objection 3: Further, athing which isonein reality and in idea, is more one than what is one
in reality and many in idea. But God is supremely one. Therefore it seems that He is not one in
reality and many in idea; and thus the names applied to God do not signify different ideas; and thus
they are synonymous.

Onthecontrary, All synonymsunited with each other are redundant, aswhen we say, "vesture
clothing." Therefore if all names applied to God are synonymous, we cannot properly say "good
God" or thelike, and yet it iswritten, "O most mighty, great and powerful, the Lord of hostsis Thy
name" (Jer. 32:18).

| answer that, These names spoken of God are not synonymous. This would be easy to
understand, if we said that these names are used to remove, or to express the relation of cause to
creatures; for thusit would follow that there are different ideas as regards the diverse things denied
of God, or as regards diverse effects connoted. But even according to what was said above (A[2]),
that these names signify the divine substance, although in an imperfect manner, it isalso clear from
what has been said (AA 1,2) that they have diverse meanings. For the idea signified by the name
isthe conception in theintellect of the thing signified by the name. But our intellect, sinceit knows
God from creatures, in order to understand God, forms conceptions proportional to the perfections
flowing from God to creatures, which perfections pre-exist in God unitedly and simply, whereas
in creatures they are received and divided and multiplied. Astherefore, to the different perfections
of creatures, there corresponds one simpl e principle represented by different perfections of creatures
inavarious and manifold manner, so al so to the various and multiplied conceptions of our intellect,
there corresponds one altogether simple principle, according to these conceptions, imperfectly
understood. Therefore although the names applied to God signify one thing, still because they
signify that under many and different aspects, they are not synonymous.

Thus appears the solution of the First Objection, since synonymous terms signify one thing
under one aspect; for words which signify different aspects of one things, do not signify primarily
and absolutely one thing; because the term only signifies the thing through the medium of the
intellectual conception, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 2: The many aspects of these hames are not empty and vain, for there
corresponds to all of them one simple readlity represented by them in a manifold and imperfect
manner.

Reply to Objection 3: The perfect unity of God requires that what are manifold and divided
in others should exist in Him simply and unitedly. Thus it comes about that He is one in reality,
and yet multiple in idea, because our intellect apprehends Him in a manifold manner, as things
represent Him.
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Whether what is said of God and of creaturesisunivocally predicated of them?

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

Objection 2: Further, there is no similitude among equivocal things. Therefore as creatures
have a certain likeness to God, according to the word of Genesis (Gn. 1:26), "L et us make man to
our image and likeness," it seems that something can be said of God and creatures univocally.

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

On the contrary, whatever is predicated of various things under the same name but not in the
same sense, is predicated equivocally. But no name belongsto God in the same sensethat it belongs
to creatures; for instance, wisdom in creatures is a quality, but not in God. Now a different genus
changes an essence, since the genusis part of the definition; and the same applies to other things.
Therefore whatever is said of God and of creaturesis predicated equivocally.

Further, God is more distant from creatures than any creatures are from each other. But the
distance of some creatures makes any univocal predication of them impossible, as in the case of
those things which are not in the same genus. Therefore much less can anything be predicated
univocally of God and creatures; and so only equivocal predication can be applied to them.

| answer that, Univocal predication is impossible between God and creatures. The reason of
thisisthat every effect which isnot an adequate result of the power of the efficient cause, receives
the similitude of the agent not in its full degree, but in a measure that falls short, so that what is
divided and multiplied in the effects resides in the agent ssmply, and in the same manner; as for
example the sun by exercise of its one power produces manifold and various formsin all inferior
things. Inthe sameway, as said in the preceding article, all perfectionsexisting in creatures divided
and multiplied, pre-exist in God unitedly. Thus when any term expressing perfection is applied to
acreature, it signifiesthat perfection distinct in ideafrom other perfections; as, for instance, by the
term "wise" applied to man, we signify some perfection distinct from aman's essence, and distinct
from his power and existence, and from all similar things, whereas when we apply to it God, we
do not mean to signify anything distinct from His essence, or power, or existence. Thus also this
term "wise" applied to man in some degree circumscribes and comprehends the thing signified;
whereas this is not the case when it is applied to God; but it leaves the thing signified as
incomprehended, and as exceeding the signification of the name. Hence it is evident that thisterm
"wise" is not applied in the same way to God and to man. The same rule applies to other terms.
Hence no name is predicated univocally of God and of creatures.

Neither, on the other hand, are names applied to God and creaturesin a purely equivocal sense,
as some have said. Because if that were so, it follows that from creatures nothing could be known
or demonstrated about God at al; for the reasoning would always be exposed to the fallacy of
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equivocation. Such a view is against the philosophers, who proved many things about God, and
also against what the Apostle says: "The invisible things of God are clearly seen being understood
by the things that are made" (Rom. 1:20). Therefore it must be said that these names are said of
God and creatures in an analogous sense, i.e. according to proportion.

Now names are thus used in two ways. either according as many things are proportionate to
one, thus for example "healthy" predicated of medicine and urine in relation and in proportion to
health of abody, of which the former isthe sign and the | atter the cause: or according as one thing
is proportionate to another, thus "healthy" is said of medicine and animal, since medicine is the
cause of health in the animal body. And in this way some things are said of God and creatures
analogically, and not in a purely equivocal nor in a purely univocal sense. For we can name God
only from creatures (A[1]). Thus whatever is said of God and creatures, is said according to the
relation of a creature to God as its principle and cause, wherein all perfections of things pre-exist
excellently. Now this mode of community of ideais amean between pure equivocation and simple
univocation. For in analogies the idea is not, as it isin univocals, one and the same, yet it is not
totally diverse asin equivocals; but aterm which is thus used in a multiple sense signifies various
proportions to some one thing; thus "healthy" applied to urine signifies the sign of animal health,
and applied to medicine signifies the cause of the same health.

Reply to Objection 1: Although equivocal predications must be reduced to univocal, still in
actions, the non-univocal agent must precede the univocal agent. For the non-univocal agent isthe
universal cause of the whole species, as for instance the sun is the cause of the generation of all
men; whereas the univocal agent isnot the universal efficient cause of the whole species (otherwise
it would be the cause of itself, since it is contained in the species), but is a particular cause of this
individual which it places under the species by way of participation. Therefore the universal cause
of the whole speciesis not an univocal agent; and the universal cause comes before the particul ar
cause. But this universal agent, whilst it is not univocal, nevertheless is not altogether equivocal,
otherwise it could not produce its own likeness, but rather it isto be called an analogical agent, as
all univocal predications are reduced to one first non-univocal analogical predication, which is
being.

Reply to Objection 2: Thelikeness of the creatureto God isimperfect, for it does not represent
one and the same generic thing (Q[4], A[3]).

Reply to Objection 3: God is not the measure proportioned to things measured; henceit is not
necessary that God and creatures should be in the same genus.

The arguments adduced in the contrary sense prove indeed that these names are not predicated
univocally of God and creatures; yet they do not prove that they are predicated equivocally.

Whether names predicated of God are predicated primarily of creatures?

Objection 1: It seemsthat names are predicated primarily of creatures rather than of God. For
we name anything accordingly as we know it, since "names", as the Philosopher says, "are signs
of ideas." But we know creatures before we know God. Therefore the names imposed by us are
predicated primarily of creatures rather than of God.

Objection 2: Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i): "We name God from creatures." But names
transferred from creatures to God, are said primarily of creatures rather than of God, as "lion,"
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"stone," and the like. Therefore all names applied to God and creatures are applied primarily to
creatures rather than to God.

Objection 3: Further, all names equally applied to God and creatures, are applied to God as
the cause of al creatures, as Dionysius says (De Mystica Theol.). But what is applied to anything
through its cause, is applied to it secondarily, for "healthy" isprimarily predicated of animal rather
than of medicine, which isthe cause of health. Therefore these namesare said primarily of creatures
rather than of God.

On the contrary, It is written, "1 bow my knees to the Father, of our Lord Jesus Christ, of
Whom all paternity in heaven and earthisnamed” (Eph. 3:14,15); and the same appliesto the other
names applied to God and creatures. Therefore these names are applied primarily to God rather
than to creatures.

| answer that, In names predicated of many in an analogical sense, al are predicated because
they have reference to some one thing; and this one thing must be placed in the definition of them
al. And since that expressed by the name is the definition, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv),
such a name must be applied primarily to that which is put in the definition of such other things,
and secondarily to these others according as they approach more or less to that first. Thus, for
instance, "healthy" applied to animals comes into the definition of "healthy" applied to medicine,
which is called healthy as being the cause of health in the animal; and also into the definition of
"healthy" which is applied to urine, which is called healthy in so far asit isthe sign of the animal's
health. Thusall names applied metaphorically to God, are applied to creatures primarily rather than
to God, because when said of God they mean only similitudes to such creatures. For as"smiling"
applied to a field means only that the field in the beauty of its flowering is like the beauty of the
human smile by proportionate likeness, so the name of "lion" applied to God means only that God
manifests strength in Hisworks, asalionin his. Thusit isclear that applied to God the signification
of names can be defined only from what is said of creatures. But to other names not applied to God
in a metaphorical sense, the same rule would apply if they were spoken of God as the cause only,
as some have supposed. For when it is said, "God is good," it would then only mean "God is the
cause of the creature's goodness'; thus the term good applied to God would included in its meaning
the creature's goodness. Hence "good" would apply primarily to creatures rather than to God. But
aswas shown above (A[2]), these names are applied to God not asthe cause only, but also essentially.
For thewords, "God isgood," or "wise," signify not only that He isthe cause of wisdom or goodness,
but that these exist in Him in amore excellent way. Hence as regards what the name signifies, these
names are applied primarily to God rather than to creatures, because these perfections flow from
God to creatures; but as regards the imposition of the names, they are primarily applied by us to
creatureswhich weknow first. Hence they have amode of signification which belongsto creatures,
as said above (A[3]).

Reply to Objection 1: This objection refers to the imposition of the name.

Reply to Objection 2: The same rule does not apply to metaphorical and to other names, as
said above.

Reply to Objection 3: This objection would be valid if these names were applied to God only
as cause, and not also essentialy, for instance as "healthy" is applied to medicine.
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Whether names which imply relation to creatures are predicated of God temporally?

Objection 1: It seems that names which imply relation to creatures are not predicated of God
temporally. For all such names signify the divine substance, as is universally held. Hence also
Ambrose (De Fide i) that this name "Lord" is the name of power, which is the divine substance;
and "Creator" signifies the action of God, which is His essence. Now the divine substance is not
temporal, but eternal. Therefore these names are not applied to God temporally, but eternally.

Objection 2: Further, that to which something applies temporally can be described as made;
for what is white temporally is made white. But to make does no apply to God. Therefore nothing
can be predicated of God temporally.

Objection 3: Further, if any names are applied to God temporally as implying relation to
creatures, the same rule holds good of al things that imply relation to creatures. But some names
are spoken of God implying relation of God to creatures from eternity; for from eternity He knew
and loved the creature, according to the word: "I have loved thee with an everlasting love" (Jer.
31:3). Therefore also other names implying relation to creatures, as "Lord" and "Creator,” are
applied to God from eternity.

Objection 4. Further, names of this kind signify relation. Therefore that relation must be
something in God, or in the creature only. But it cannot be that it is something in the creature only,
for in that case God would be called "Lord" from the opposite relation which is in creatures; and
nothing is named from its opposite. Therefore the relation must be something in God also. But
nothing temporal can be in God, for He is above time. Therefore these names are not applied to
God temporally.

Objection 5: Further, athing is called relative from relation; for instance lord from lordship,
aswhite from whiteness. Thereforeif the relation of lordship is not really in God, but only inidea,
it follows that God is not really Lord, which isplainly false.

Objection 6: Further, in relative things which are not simultaneous in nature, one can exist
without the other; as a thing knowable can exist without the knowledge of it, as the Philosopher
says (Praedic. v). But relative things which are said of God and creatures are not simultaneous in
nature. Therefore arelation can be predicated of God to the creature even without the existence of
the creature; and thus these names "Lord" and "Creator" are predicated of God from eternity, and
not temporally.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. v) that this relative appellation "Lord" is applied
to God temporally.

| answer that, The names which import relation to creatures are applied to God temporally,
and not from eternity.

To see thiswe must learn that some have said that relationis not areality, but only anidea. But
thisisplainly seen to be false from the very fact that things themselves have a mutual natural order
and habitude. Neverthelessit is necessary to know that since relation has two extremes, it happens
in three ways that arelation isreal or logical. Sometimes from both extremesit isan ideaonly, as
when mutual order or habitude can only go between thingsin the apprehension of reason; aswhen
we say athing "the same asitself.” For reason apprehending one thing twice regardsit astwo; thus
it apprehends a certain habitude of a thing to itself. And the same applies to relations between
"being" and "non-being" formed by reason, apprehending "non-being" as an extreme. The sameis
true of relations that follow upon an act of reason, as genus and species, and the like.
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Now there are other relations which are realities as regards both extremes, as when for instance
a habitude exists between two things according to some reality that belongs to both; asis clear of
all relations, consequent upon quantity; asgreat and small, double and half, and thelike; for quantity
exists in both extremes. and the same applies to relations consequent upon action and passion, as
motive power and the movable thing, father and son, and the like.

Again, sometimes a relation in one extreme may be areality, while in the other extreme it is
an idea only; and this happens whenever two extremes are not of one order; as sense and science
refer respectively to sensible things and to intellectual things; which, inasmuch asthey arerealities
existing in nature, are outside the order of sensible and intellectual existence. Therefore in science
and in sensearea relation exists, because they are ordered either to the knowledge or to the sensible
perception of things; whereas the things looked at in themselves are outside this order, and hence
in them there is no real relation to science and sense, but only in idea, inasmuch as the intellect
apprehendsthem asterms of the relations of science and sense. Hence the Philosopher says (Metaph.
V) that they are called relative, not forasmuch as they are related to other things, but as others are
related to them. Likewise for instance, "on the right” is not applied to acolumn, unlessit stands as
regards an animal on the right side; which relation is not really in the column, but in the animal.

Sincetherefore God is outside the whole order of creation, and all creatures are ordered to Him,
and not conversely, it is manifest that creatures are really related to God Himself; whereasin God
thereis no real relation to creatures, but arelation only in idea, inasmuch as creatures are referred
to Him. Thus there is nothing to prevent these names which import relation to the creature from
being predicated of God temporally, not by reason of any change in Him, but by reason of the
change of the creature; as a column is on the right of an animal, without change in itself, but by
changein the animal.

Reply to Objection 1. Some relative names are imposed to signify the relative habitudes
themselves, as "master" and "servant,” "father,” and "son," and the like, and these relatives are
called predicamental [secundum esse]. But others are imposed to signify the things from which
ensue certain habitudes, as the mover and the thing moved, the head and the thing that has a head,
and the like: and these relatives are called transcendental [secundum dici]. Thus, there is the same
two-fold differencein divine names. For some signify the habitude itself to the creature, as"Lord,"
and these do not signify the divine substance directly, but indirectly, in so far as they presuppose
the divine substance; as dominion presupposes power, which isthe divine substance. Otherssignify
the divine essence directly, and consequently the corresponding habitudes, as" Saviour," " Creator,"
and suchlike; and these signify the action of God, which is His essence. Y et both hames are said
of God temporarily so far as they imply a habitude either principally or consequently, but not as
signifying the essence, either directly or indirectly.

Reply to Objection 2: Asrelations applied to God temporally are only in God in our idea, so,
"to become” or "to be made" are applied to God only inidea, with no changein Him, asfor instance
when we say, "Lord, Thou art become [Douay: 'hast been’] our refuge” (Ps. 89:1).

Reply to Objection 3: The operation of the intellect and the will isin the operator, therefore
names signifying relations following upon the action of the intellect or will, are applied to God
from eternity; whereas those following upon the actions proceeding according to our mode of
thinking to external effects are applied to God temporally, as"Saviour," "Creator,” and the like.

Reply to Objection 4: Relations signified by these nameswhich are applied to God temporally,
arein God only in idea; but the opposite relations in creatures are real. Nor isit incongruous that
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God should be denominated from relations really existing in the thing, yet so that the opposite
relations in God should also be understood by us at the same time; in the sense that God is spoken
of relatively to the creature, inasmuch as the creature is related to Him: thus the Philosopher says
(Metaph. v) that the object is said to be knowable relatively because knowledge relates to it.

Reply to Objection 5: Since God is related to the creature for the reason that the creature is
related to Him: and since the relation of subjection is real in the creature, it follows that God is
Lord not in idea only, but in reality; for He is called Lord according to the manner in which the
creature is subject to Him.

Reply to Objection 6: To know whether relations are simultaneous by nature or otherwise, it
is not necessary by nature or otherwise of things to which they belong but the meaning of the
relations themselves. For if one in its idea includes another, and vice versa, then they are
simultaneous by nature: as double and half, father and son, and thelike. But if oneinitsideaincludes
another, and not vice versa, they are not simultaneous by nature. This applies to science and its
object; for the object knowable is considered as a potentiality, and the science as a habit, or as an
act. Hence the knowabl e object in its mode of signification exists before science, but if the same
object is considered in act, then it is simultaneous with science in act; for the object known is
nothing as such unless it is known. Thus, though God is prior to the creature, still because the
signification of Lord includes the idea of a servant and vice versa, these two relative terms, "L ord"
and "servant," are simultaneous by nature. Hence, God was not "Lord" until He had a creature
subject to Himself.

Whether thisname" God" isa name of the nature?

Objection 1: It seems that this name, "God," is not a name of the nature. For Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. 1) that "God { Theos} is so called from the {theein} [which means to care of] and
to cherish all things; or from the{ aithein}, that isto burn, for our God isafire consuming all malice;
or from {theasthai} , which meansto consider al things." But all these names belong to operation.
Therefore this name "God" signifies His operation and not His nature.

Objection 2: Further, athing is named by us as we know it. But the divine nature is unknown
to us. Therefore this name "God" does not signify the divine nature.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fidei) that "God" is a name of the nature.

| answer that, Whence a name is imposed, and what the name signifies are not always the
same thing. For as we know substance from its properties and operations, so we name substance
sometimes for its operation, or its property; e.g. we name the substance of a stone from its act, as
for instance that it hurts the foot [loedit pedem]; but still this name is not meant to signify the
particular action, but the stone's substance. The things, on the other hand, known to usin themselves,
such as heat, cold, whiteness and the like, are not named from other things. Hence as regards such
things the meaning of the name and its source are the same.

Because therefore God is not known to us in His nature, but is made known to us from His
operations or effects, we name Him from these, as said in A[1]; hence this name "God" is a name
of operation so far as relates to the source of its meaning. For this name is imposed from His
universal providence over al things; since all who speak of God intend to name God as exercising
providence over al; hence Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii), "The Deity watches over all with perfect
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providence and goodness.” But taken from this operation, this name "God" is imposed to signify
the divine nature.

Reply to Objection 1: All that Damascene says refers to providence; which is the source of
the signification of the name "God."

Reply to Objection 2: We can name a thing according to the knowledge we have of its nature
fromitsproperties and effects. Hence because we can know what stoneisinitself fromitsproperty,
this name "stone" signifies the nature of the stone itself; for it signifies the definition of stone, by
which we know what it is, for the idea which the name signifies is the definition, as is said in
Metaph. iv. Now from the divine effects we cannot know the divine nature in itself, so asto know
what it is; but only by way of eminence, and by way of causality, and of negation as stated above
(Q[12], A[12]). Thus the name "God" signifies the divine nature, for this name was imposed to
signify something existing above al things, the principle of all things and removed from al things;
for those who name God intend to signify all this.

Whether thisname" God" iscommunicable?

Objection 1: It seems that this name "God" is communicable. For whosoever shares in the
thing signified by aname sharesin the nameitself. But thisname"God" signifiesthe divine nature,
which is communicable to others, according to the words, "He hath given us great [Vulg.: 'most
great'] and precious promises, that by these we [V ulg.: 'ye] may be made partakers of the divine
nature" (2 Pet. 1:4). Therefore this name "God" can be communicated to others.

Objection 2: Further, only proper names are not communicable. Now this name "God" is not
aproper, but an appellative noun; which appears from the fact that it has a plural, according to the
text, "I have said, You are gods"' (Ps. 81.6). Therefore this name "God" is communicable.

Objection 3: Further, this name "God" comes from operation, as explained. But other names
given to God from His operations or effects are communicable; as "good,” "wise," and the like.
Therefore this name "God" is communicable.

On the contrary, It is written: "They gave the incommunicable name to wood and stones"
(Wis. 14:21), in reference to the divine name. Therefore this name "God" isincommunicable.

| answer that, A nameiscommunicableintwo ways: properly, and by similitude. It isproperly
communicable in the sense that its whole signification can be given to many; by similitude it is
communicable according to some part of the signification of the name. For instance this name
"lion" is properly communicable to all things of the same nature as "lion"; by similitude it is
communicableto those who participate in the nature of alion, asfor instance by courage, or strength,
and those who thus participate are called lions metaphorically. To know, however, what names are
properly communicable, we must consider that every form existing in the singular subject, by which
itisindividualized, iscommon to many either in reality, or in idea; as human nature is common to
many in reality, and in idea; whereas the nature of the sun is not common to many in reality, but
only inidea; for the nature of the sun can be understood as existing in many subjects; and the reason
is because the mind understands the nature of every species by abstraction from the singular. Hence
to be in one singular subject or in many is outside the idea of the nature of the species. So, given
the idea of a species, it can be understood as existing in many. But the singular, from the fact that
itissingular, isdivided off from all others. Hence every nameimposed to signify any singular thing
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isincommunicable both in reality and idea; for the plurality of thisindividual thing cannot be; nor
can it be conceived in idea. Hence no name signifying any individual thing is properly communicable
to many, but only by way of similitude; as for instance a person can be called "Achilles’
metaphorically, forasmuch as he may possess something of the properties of Achilles, such as
strength. On the other hand, forms which are individualized not by any "suppositum,” but by and
of themselves, as being subsisting forms, if understood as they are in themselves, could not be
communicable either in reality or in idea; but only perhaps by way of similitude, as was said of
individuals. Forasmuch as we are unable to understand simple self-subsisting forms as they really
are, we understand them as compound things having forms in matter; therefore, as was said in the
first article, we give them concrete names signifying anature existing in some " suppositum.” Hence,
so far as concerns images, the same rules apply to names we impose to signify the nature of
compound things as to names given to us to signify simple subsisting natures.

Since, then, this name "God" is given to signify the divine nature as stated above (A[8]), and
sincethe divine nature cannot be multiplied as shown above (Q[11], A[3]), it followsthat thisname
"God" is incommunicable in reality, but communicable in opinion; just in the same way as this
name "sun" would be communicable according to the opinion of those who say there are many
suns. Therefore, itiswritten: "Y ou served them who by nature are not gods,” (Gal. 4:8), and agloss
adds, "Gods not in nature, but in human opinion." Nevertheless this name " God" is communicable,
not in its whole signification, but in some part of it by way of similitude; so that those are called
godswho sharein divinity by likeness, according to thetext, "l have said, Y ou aregods’ (Ps. 81:6).

But if any name were given to signify God not as to His nature but as to His "suppositum,”
accordingly asHeisconsidered as"this something,” that name would be absol utely incommunicable;
as, for instance, perhaps the Tetragrammaton among the Hebrew; and thisislike giving a name to
the sun as signifying this individual thing.

Reply to Objection 1: The divine nature is only communicable according to the participation
of some similitude.

Reply to Objection 2: This name "God" is an appellative name, and not a proper name, for it
signifies the divine nature in the possessor; although God Himself in reality is neither universal
nor particular. For names do not follow upon the mode of being in things, but upon the mode of
being asitisin our mind. And yet it isincommunicable according to the truth of the thing, aswas
said above concerning the name "sun."

Reply to Objection 3: These names "good,” "wise," and the like, are imposed from the
perfections proceeding from God to creatures; but they do not signify the divine nature, but rather
signify the perfections themselves absolutely; and therefore they are in truth communicable to
many. But this name "God" is given to God from His own proper operation, which we experience
continually, to signify the divine nature.

Whether thisname " God" isapplied to God univocally by nature, by participation, and according to opinion?

Objection 1: It seems that this name "God" is applied to God univocally by nature, by
participation, and according to opinion. For where a diverse signification exists, there is no
contradiction of affirmation and negation; for equivocation prevents contradiction. But a Catholic
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who says. "Anidol is not God," contradicts a pagan who says. "Anidol is God." Therefore GOD
in both senses is spoken of univocally.

Objection 2: Further, asanidol is God in opinion, and not in truth, so the enjoyment of carnal
pleasures is called happiness in opinion, and not in truth. But this name "beatitude” is applied
univocally to this supposed happiness, and also to true happiness. Therefore aso this name "God"
is applied univocally to the true God, and to God also in opinion.

Objection 3: Further, names are called univocal because they contain one idea. Now when a
Catholic says: "Thereisone God," he understands by the name God an omnipotent being, and one
venerated above all; while the heathen understands the same when he says. "An idol is God."
Therefore this name "God" is applied univocally to both.

On the contrary, The ideain the intellect is the likeness of what is in the thing asis said in
Peri Herm. i. But the word "animal" applied to atrue animal, and to a picture of one, is equivocal.
Therefore this name " God" applied to the true God and to God in opinion is applied equivocally.

Further, No one can signify what he does not know. But the heathen does not know the divine
nature. So when he says an idol is God, he does not signify the true Deity. On the other hand, A
Catholic signifies the true Deity when he saysthat there is one God. Therefore this name"God" is
not applied univocally, but equivocally to the true God, and to God according to opinion.

| answer that, Thisname"God" in thethree aforesaid significationsistaken neither univocally
nor equivocally, but analogically. Thisisapparent from thisreason: Univocal terms mean absolutely
the same thing, but equivocal terms absolutely different; whereas in analogical terms aword taken
in one signification must be placed in the definition of the same word taken in other senses; as, for
instance, "being" which is applied to "substance” is placed in the definition of being as applied to
"accident"; and "healthy" applied to animal is placed in the definition of healthy as applied to urine
and medicine. For urine isthe sign of health in the animal, and medicine is the cause of health.

The same applies to the question at issue. For this name "God," as signifying the true God,
includes the idea of God when it is used to denote God in opinion, or participation. For when we
name anyone god by participation, we understand by the name of god some likeness of the true
God. Likewise, when we call an idol god, by this name god we understand and signify something
which men think is God; thus it is manifest that the name has different meanings, but that one of
them is comprised in the other significations. Hence it is manifestly said analogically.

Reply to Objection 1: The multiplication of hames does not depend on the predication of the
name, but on the signification: for this name "man," of whomsoever it is predicated, whether truly
or falsely, is predicated in one sense. But it would be multiplied if by the name "man" we meant
to signify different things; for instance, if one meant to signify by this name "man" what man really
is, and another meant to signify by the same name a stone, or something else. Hence it is evident
that a Catholic saying that an idol is not God contradicts the pagan asserting that it is God; because
each of them uses this name GOD to signify the true God. For when the pagan says an idol is God,
he does not use this name as meaning God in opinion, for he would then speak the truth, as also
Catholics sometimes use the name in the sense, as in the Psalm, "All the gods of the Gentiles are
demons’ (Ps. 95:5).

The same remark applies to the Second and Third Objections. For these reasons proceed from
the different predication of the name, and not from its various significations.

Reply to Objection 4: The term "animal" applied to atrue and a pictured animal is not purely
equivocal; for the Philosopher takes equivocal namesin alarge sense, including analogous names;
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because al so being, which is predicated analogically, is sometimes said to be predicated equivocally
of different predicaments.

Reply to Objection 5: Neither a Catholic nor a pagan knows the very nature of God asitisin
itself; but each one knowsit according to someideaof causality, or excellence, or remotion (Q[12],
A[12]). So a pagan can take this name "God" in the same way when he says an idol is God, as the
Catholic doesin saying anidol isnot God. But if anyone should be quite ignorant of God altogether,
he could not even name Him, unless, perhaps, as we use names the meaning of which we know
not.

Whether thisname, HE WHO IS, isthe most proper name of God?

Objection 1: It seemsthat thisname HE WHO ISis not the most proper name of God. For this
name "God" is an incommunicable name. But this name HE WHO IS, is not an incommunicable
name. Therefore this name HE WHO IS is not the most proper name of God.

Objection 2: Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iii) that "the name of good excellently
manifestsall the processions of God." But it especially belongsto God to be the universal principle
of al things. Therefore this name "good" is supremely proper to God, and not this name HE WHO
IS.

Objection 3: Further, every divine name seemsto imply relation to creatures, for God isknown
to usonly through creatures. But thisname HE WHO I Simports no relation to creatures. Therefore
this name HE WHO IS is not the most applicable to God.

On the contrary, It iswritten that when Moses asked, "If they should say to me, What is His
name? what shall | say to them?' The Lord answered him, "Thus shalt thou say to them, HE WHO
IS hath sent me to you" (Ex. 3:13,14). Therefor this name HE WHO IS most properly belongs to
God.

| answer that, Thisname HE WHO IS is most properly applied to God, for three reasons:

First, because of itssignification. For it does not signify form, but ssmply existenceitself. Hence
since the existence of God is His essence itself, which can be said of no other (Q[3], A[4]), it is
clear that among other names this one specially denominates God, for everything is denominated
by itsform.

Secondly, on account of its universality. For al other names are either less universal, or, if
convertible with it, add something above it at least in idea; hencein acertain way they inform and
determine it. Now our intellect cannot know the essence of God itself in thislife, asit isin itself,
but whatever mode it applies in determining what it understands about God, it falls short of the
mode of what God is in Himself. Therefore the less determinate the names are, and the more
universal and absolute they are, the more properly they are applied to God. Hence Damascene says
(DeFideOrth. i) that, "HE WHO IS, isthe principal of all names applied to God; for comprehending
al initself, it contains existence itself as an infinite and indeterminate sea of substance.” Now by
any other name some mode of substanceisdetermined, whereasthisname HEWHO IS, determines
no mode of being, but is indeterminate to all; and therefore it denominates the "infinite ocean of
substance.”

Thirdly, from its consignification, for it signifies present existence; and this above all properly
applies to God, whose existence knows not past or future, as Augustine says (De Trin. v).
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Reply to Objection 1. This name HE WHO IS is the name of God more properly than this
name " God," as regardsits source, namely, existence; and as regards the mode of signification and
consignification, as said above. But as regards the object intended by the name, this name "God"
is more proper, as it is imposed to signify the divine nature; and still more proper is the
Tetragrammaton, imposed to signify the substance of God itself, incommunicable and, if one may
so speak, singular.

Reply to Objection 2: Thisname"good" isthe principal name of God in sofar asHeisacause,
but not absolutely; for existence considered absolutely comes before the idea of cause.

Reply to Objection 3: It is not necessary that all the divine names should import relation to
creatures, but it sufficesthat they beimposed from some perfections flowing from God to creatures.
Among these the first is existence, from which comes this name, HE WHO IS.

Whether affirmative propositions can be formed about God?

Objection 1: It seemsthat affirmative propositions cannot be formed about God. For Dionysius
says (Coel. Hier. ii) that "negations about God are true; but affirmations are vague.”

Objection 2: Further, Boethius says (De Trin. ii) that "a simple form cannot be a subject.” But
God is the most absolutely simple form, as shown (Q[3] ): therefore He cannot be a subject. But
everything about which an affirmative proposition is made is taken as a subject. Therefore an
affirmative proposition cannot be formed about God.

Objection 3: Further, every intellect is false which understands a thing otherwise than asit is.
But God has existence without any composition as shown above (Q[3], A[7]). Therefore since
every affirmative intellect understands something as compound, it follows that a true affirmative
proposition about God cannot be made.

On the contrary, What is of faith cannot be false. But some affirmative propositions are of
faith; as that God is Three and One; and that He is omnipotent. Therefore true affirmative
propositions can be formed about God.

| answer that, True affirmative propositions can be formed about God. To prove this we must
know that in every true affirmative proposition the predicate and the subject signify in some way
the same thing in reality, and different things in idea. And this appears to be the case both in
propositions which have an accidental predicate, and in those which have an essential predicate.
For it ismanifest that "man" and "white" are the samein subject, and different in idea; for the idea
of man is one thing, and that of whiteness is another. The same applies when | say, "man is an
animal"; since the same thing which is man is truly animal; for in the same "suppositum" there is
sensible nature by reason of which heis called animal, and the rational nature by reason of which
he is called man; hence here again predicate and subject are the same as to "suppositum,” but
different asto idea. But in propositions where one same thing is predicated of itself, the samerule
in some way applies, inasmuch as the intellect draws to the "suppositum” what it places in the
subject; and what it places in the predicate it draws to the nature of the form existing in the
"suppositum™; according to the saying that "predicates are to be taken formally, and subjects
materially." To this diversity in idea corresponds the plurality of predicate and subject, while the
intellect signifies the identity of the thing by the composition itself.
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God, however, as considered in Himself, is altogether one and simple, yet our intellect knows
Him by different conceptions because it cannot see Him asHeisin Himself. Neverthel ess, although
it understands Him under different conceptions, it knows that one and the same simple object
corresponds to its conceptions. Therefore the plurality of predicate and subject represents the
plurality of idea; and the intellect represents the unity by composition.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius says that the affirmations about God are vague or, according
to another trandation, "incongruous,” inasmuch as no name can be applied to God according to its
mode of signification.

Reply to Objection 2: Our intellect cannot comprehend simple subsisting forms, asthey really
are in themselves; but it apprehends them as compound things in which there is something taken
as subject and something that isinherent. Therefore it apprehends the simple form as asubject, and
attributes something else to it.

Reply to Objection 3: This proposition, "The intellect understanding anything otherwise than
itis, isfalse" can be taken in two senses, accordingly as this adverb "otherwise" determines the
word "understanding” on the part of the thing understood, or on the part of the one who understands.
Taken asreferring to the thing understood, the proposition istrue, and the meaning is: Any intellect
which understandsthat the thing isotherwisethanitis, isfalse. But thisdoes not hold in the present
case; because our intellect, when forming a proposition about God, does not affirm that He is
composite, but that Heis simple. But taken asreferring to the one who understands, the proposition
isfalse. For the mode of the intellect in understanding is different from the mode of the thing in its
essence. Sinceitisclear that our intellect understands material things below itself in an immaterial
manner; not that it understands them to be immaterial things; but its manner of understanding is
immaterial. Likewise, when it understands simple things aboveitself, it understands them according
to itsown mode, which isin acomposite manner; yet not so as to understand them to be composite
things. And thus our intellect is not false in forming composition in its ideas concerning God.

OF GOD'SKNOWLEDGE (SIXTEEN ARTICLES)

Having considered what belongsto the divine substance, we have now to treat of God's operation.
And since one kind of operation isimmanent, and another kind of operation proceedsto the exterior
effect, we treat first of knowledge and of will (for understanding abides in the intelligent agent,
and will isin the one who wills); and afterwards of the power of God, the principle of the divine
operation as proceeding to the exterior effect. Now because to understand is a kind of life, after
treating of the divine knowledge, we consider truth and falsehood. Further, as everything known
isin the knower, and the types of things as existing in the knowledge of God are called ideas, to
the consideration of knowledge will be added the treatment of ideas.

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen points for inquiry:

(1) Whether there is knowledge in God?

(2) Whether God understands Himself?

(3) Whether He comprehends Himself?

(4) Whether His understanding is His substance?

(5) Whether He understands other things besides Himself?
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(6) Whether He has a proper knowledge of them?

(7) Whether the knowledge of God is discursive?

(8) Whether the knowledge of God is the cause of things?
(9) Whether God has knowledge of non-existing things?
(10) Whether He has knowledge of evil?

(11) Whether He has knowledge of individual things?
(12) Whether He knows the infinite?

(13) Whether He knows future contingent things?

(14) Whether He knows enunciable things?

(15) Whether the knowledge of God is variable?

(16) Whether God has speculative or practical knowledge of things?

Whether thereisknowledge [*Scientia]?

Objection 1: It seemsthat in God there is not knowledge. For knowledge is a habit; and habit
does not belong to God, since it is the mean between potentiality and act. Therefore knowledge is
not in God.

Objection 2: Further, since science is about conclusions, it is akind of knowledge caused by
something else which isthe knowledge of principles. But nothing is caused in God; therefore science
isnot in God.

Objection 3: Further, all knowledgeisuniversal, or particular. But in God thereisno universal
or particular (Q[3], A[5]). Thereforein God there is not knowledge.

On the contrary, The Apostle says, "O the depth of the riches of the wisdom and of the
knowledge of God" (Rom. 11:33).

| answer that, In God there exists the most perfect knowledge. To prove this, we must note
that intelligent beings are distinguished from non-intelligent beings in that the latter possess only
their own form; whereas the intelligent being is naturally adapted to have aso the form of some
other thing; for the idea of the thing known is in the knower. Hence it is manifest that the nature
of anon-intelligent being is more contracted and limited; whereas the nature of intelligent beings
has a greater amplitude and extension; therefore the Philosopher says (De Animaiii) that "the soul
isinasenseall things." Now the contraction of the form comes from the matter. Hence, aswe have
said above (Q[7], A[1]) forms according as they are the more immaterial, approach more nearly to
a kind of infinity. Therefore it is clear that the immateriality of a thing is the reason why it is
cognitive; and according to the mode of immateriality is the mode of knowledge. Hence it is said
in De Animaii that plants do not know, because they are wholly material. But sense is cognitive
because it can receive images free from matter, and the intellect is still further cognitive, because
it is more separated from matter and unmixed, as said in De Animaiiii. Since therefore God isin
the highest degree of immateriality as stated above (Q[7], A[1]), it follows that He occupies the
highest place in knowledge.

Reply to Objection 1. Because perfections flowing from God to creatures exist in a higher
statein God Himself (Q[4], A[2]), whenever aname taken from any created perfection isattributed
to God, it must be separated in its signification from anything that belongs to that imperfect mode
proper to creatures. Hence knowledge is not a quality of God, nor a habit; but substance and pure
act.
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Reply to Objection 2: Whatever is divided and multiplied in creatures exists in God simply
and unitedly (Q[13], A[4]). Now man has different kinds of knowledge, according to the different
objects of His knowledge. He has "intelligence" as regards the knowledge of principles; he has
"science" asregards knowledge of conclusions; he has "wisdom," according as he knowsthe highest
cause; he has "counsel" or "prudence," according as he knows what is to be done. But God knows
all these by one simple act of knowledge, as will be shown (A[7]). Hence the simple knowledge
of God can be named by all these names; in such away, however, that there must be removed from
each of them, so far as they enter into divine predication, everything that savors of imperfection;
and everything that expresses perfection is to be retained in them. Hence it is said, "With Him is
wisdom and strength, He hath counsel and understanding” (Job 12:13).

Reply to Objection 3: Knowledge is according to the mode of the one who knows; for the
thing known is in the knower according to the mode of the knower. Now since the mode of the
divine essence is higher than that of creatures, divine knowledge does not exist in God after the
mode of created knowledge, so asto be universal or particular, or habitual, or potential, or existing
according to any such mode.

Whether God under stands Himself?

Objection 1: It seems that God does not understand Himself. For it is said by the Philosopher
(De Causis), "Every knower who knows his own essence, returns completely to his own essence.”
But God does not go out from His own essence, nor is He moved at al; thus He cannot return to
His own essence. Therefore He does not know His own essence.

Objection 2: Further, to understand isakind of passion and movement, asthe Philosopher says
(De Animaiii); and knowledge also is a kind of assimilation to the object known; and the thing
known isthe perfection of the knower. But nothing ismoved, or suffers, or ismade perfect by itself,
"nor," asHilary says(DeTrin. ii), "isathingitsown likeness." Therefore God does not understand
Himself.

Objection 3: Further, we are like to God chiefly in our intellect, because we are the image of
God in our mind, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vi). But our intellect understands itself, only asit
understands other things, asis said in De Animaiii. Therefore God understands Himself only so
far perchance as He understands other things.

On the contrary, It iswritten: "The things that are of God no man knoweth, but the Spirit of
God" (1 Cor. 2:11).

| answer that, God understands Himself through Himself. In proof whereof it must be known
that although in operations which pass to an external effect, the object of the operation, which is
taken astheterm, exists outside the operator; neverthelessin operationsthat remain in the operator,
the object signified as the term of operation, residesin the operator; and accordingly asit isin the
operator, the operation is actual. Hence the Philosopher says (De Animaliii) that "the sensible in
actissensein act, and theintelligiblein act isintellect in act." For the reason why we actually feel
or know athing is because our intellect or sense is actually informed by the sensible or intelligible
species. And because of thisonly, it follows that sense or intellect is distinct from the sensible or
intelligible object, since both are in potentiality.
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Since therefore God has nothing in Him of potentiality, but is pure act, His intellect and its
object are altogether the same; so that He neither is without the intelligible species, asis the case
with our intellect when it understands potentially; nor does the intelligible species differ from the
substance of the divine intellect, asit differsin our intellect when it understands actually; but the
intelligible species itself is the divine intellect itself, and thus God understands Himself through
Himself.

Reply to Objection 1: Return to its own essence means only that a thing subsists in itself.
Inasmuch as the form perfects the matter by giving it existence, itisin acertain way diffusedinit;
and it returns to itself inasmuch as it has existence in itself. Therefore those cognitive faculties
which are not subsisting, but are the acts of organs, do not know themselves, asin the case of each
of the senses; whereas those cognitive faculties which are subsisting, know themselves; henceit is
said in De Causis that, "whoever knows his essence returns to it." Now it supremely belongs to
God to be self-subsisting. Hence according to this mode of speaking, He supremely returnsto His
own essence, and knows Himself.

Reply to Objection 2: Movement and passion are taken equivocally, according asto understand
is described as a kind of movement or passion, as stated in De Animaiiii. For to understand is not
a movement that is an act of something imperfect passing from one to another, but it is an act,
existing in the agent itself, of something perfect. Likewise that the intellect is perfected by the
intelligible object, i.e. is assimilated to it, this belongs to an intellect which is sometimes in
potentiality; because the fact of itsbeing in astate of potentiality makesit differ fromtheintelligible
object and assimilates it thereto through the intelligible species, which is the likeness of the thing
understood, and makes it to be perfected thereby, as potentiality is perfected by act. On the other
hand, the divineintellect, which isno way in potentiality, is not perfected by theintelligible object,
nor isit assimilated thereto, but isits own perfection, and its own intelligible object.

Reply to Objection 3: Existence in nature does not belong to primary matter, which is a
potentiality, unlessit is reduced to act by aform. Now our passive intellect has the same relation
to intelligible objects as primary matter has to natural things; for it is in potentiality as regards
intelligible objects, just as primary matter is to natural things. Hence our passive intellect can be
exercised concerning intelligible objects only so far asit is perfected by the intelligible species of
something; and in that way it understands itself by an intelligible species, as it understands other
things: for it is manifest that by knowing the intelligible object it understands also its own act of
understanding, and by this act knows the intellectual faculty. But God is a pure act in the order of
existence, as aso in the order of intelligible objects; therefore He understands Himself through
Himself.

Whether God comprehends Himself?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not comprehend Himself. For Augustine says (Octog. Tri.
Quaest. xv), that "whatever comprehends itself isfinite as regards itself.” But God isin all ways
infinite. Therefore He does not comprehend Himself.

Objection 2: If it issaid that God isinfinite to us, and finite to Himself, it can be urged to the
contrary, that everything in God is truer than it isin us. If therefore God is finite to Himself, but
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infiniteto us, then God is moretruly finite than infinite; which is against what waslaid down above
(Q[7], A[1]). Therefore God does not comprehend Himself.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. xv), that "Everything that understands
itself, comprehendsitself.” But God understands Himself. Therefore He comprehends Himself.

| answer that, God perfectly comprehends Himself, as can be thus proved. A thing is said to
be comprehended when the end of the knowledge of it is attained, and this is accomplished when
it is known as perfectly as it is knowable; as, for instance, a demonstrable proposition is
comprehended when known by demonstration, not, however, when it is known by some probable
reason. Now it is manifest that God knows Himself as perfectly as He is perfectly knowable. For
everything is knowable according to the mode of its own actuality; since a thing is not known
according asit isin potentiality, but in so far asit isin actuality, as said in Metaph. ix. Now the
power of God in knowing isas great as His actuality in existing; because it isfrom the fact that He
isin act and free from all matter and potentiality, that God is cognitive, as shown above (AA[1],2).
Whence it is manifest that He knows Himself as much as He is knowable; and for that reason He
perfectly comprehends Himself.

Reply to Objection 1: The strict meaning of "comprehension” signifies that one thing holds
and includes another; and in this sense everything comprehended is finite, as also is everything
included in another. But God is not said to be comprehended by Himself in this sense, as if His
intellect were afaculty apart from Himself, and asif it held and included Himself; for these modes
of speaking are to be taken by way of negation. But as God is said to be in Himself, forasmuch as
He is not contained by anything outside of Himself; so Heis said to be comprehended by Himself,
forasmuch as nothing in Himself is hidden from Himself. For Augustine says (De Vid. Deum. ep.
cxii), "Thewholeis comprehended when seen, if it is seen in such away that nothing of it ishidden
from the seer.”

Reply to Objection 2: When it is said, "God is finite to Himself," this is to be understood
according to a certain similitude of proportion, because He has the same relation in not exceeding
His intellect, as anything finite has in not exceeding finite intellect. But God is not to be called
finite to Himself in this sense, asif He understood Himself to be something finite.

Whether the act of God'sintellect is His substance?

Objection 1: It seemsthat the act of God's intellect is not His substance. For to understand is
an operation. But an operation signifies something proceeding from the operator. Therefore the act
of God'sintellect is not His substance.

Objection 2: Further, to understand one's act of understanding, isto understand something that
is neither great nor chiefly understood, and but secondary and accessory. If therefore God be his
own act of understanding, His act of understanding will be as when we understand our act of
understanding: and thus God's act of understanding will not be something great.

Objection 3: Further, every act of understanding means understanding something. When
therefore God understands Himself, if He Himself is not distinct from this act of understanding,
He understands that He understands Himself; and so on to infinity. Therefore the act of God's
intellect is not His substance.
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On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii), "In God to be is the same as to be wise." But
to be wise is the same thing as to understand. Therefore in God to be is the same thing as to
understand. But God's existence is His substance, as shown above (Q[3], A[4]). Therefore the act
of God'sintellect is His substance.

| answer that, It must be said that the act of God's intellect is His substance. For if His act of
understanding were other than His substance, then something el se, asthe Philosopher says (Metaph.
xii), would be the act and perfection of the divine substance, to which the divine substance would
berelated, as potentiality isto act, which isatogether impossible; because the act of understanding
is the perfection and act of the one understanding. Let us now consider how thisis. As was laid
down above (A[2]), to understand is not an act passing to anything extrinsic; for it remainsin the
operator as his own act and perfection; as existence is the perfection of the one existing: just as
existence follows on the form, so in like manner to understand follows on the intelligible species.
Now in God there is no form which is something other than His existence, as shown above (Q[3]).
Hence as His essence itself is also His intelligible species, it necessarily follows that His act of
understanding must be His essence and His existence.

Thusit follows from all the foregoing that in God, intellect, and the object understood, and the
intelligible species, and His act of understanding are entirely one and the same. Hence when God
issaid to be understanding, no kind of multiplicity is attached to His substance.

Reply to Objection 1. To understand is not an operation proceeding out of the operator, but
remaining in him.

Reply to Objection 2: When that act of understanding which is not subsistent is understood,
something not great is understood; as when we understand our act of understanding; and so this
cannot be likened to the act of the divine understanding which is subsistent.

Thus appears the Reply to the Third Objection. For the act of divine understanding subsistsin
itself, and belongs to its very self and is not another's; hence it need not proceed to infinity.

Whether God knows things other than Himself?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not know things besides Himself. For all other things but
God are outside of God. But Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi) that "God does not behold
anything out of Himself." Therefore He does not know things other than Himself.

Objection 2: Further, the object understood is the perfection of the one who understands. If
therefore God understands other things besides Himself, something else will be the perfection of
God, and will be nobler than He; which isimpossible.

Objection 3: Further, the act of understanding is specified by theintelligible object, asisevery
other act from its own object. Hence the intellectual act is so much the nobler, the nobler the object
understood. But God is His own intellectual act. If therefore God understands anything other than
Himself, then God Himself is specified by something el se than Himself; which cannot be. Therefore
He does not understand things other than Himself.

On the contrary, It iswritten: "All things are naked and open to His eyes' (Heb. 4:13).

| answer that, God necessarily knows things other than Himself. For it is manifest that He
perfectly understands Himself; otherwise His existence would not be perfect, since His existence
is His act of understanding. Now if anything is perfectly known, it follows of necessity that its
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power is perfectly known. But the power of anything can be perfectly known only by knowing to
what its power extends. Since therefore the divine power extends to other things by the very fact
that it isthefirst effective cause of al things, asisclear from the aforesaid (Q[2], A[3]), God must
necessarily know things other than Himself. And this appears still more plainly if we add that the
every existence of the first effective cause---viz. God---is His own act of understanding. Hence
whatever effects pre-exist in God, asin thefirst cause, must bein His act of understanding, and all
things must be in Him according to an intelligible mode: for everything which isin another, isin
it according to the mode of that inwhich it is.

Now in order to know how God knows things other than Himself, we must consider that athing
isknown in two ways: in itself, and in another. A thing is known in itself when it is known by the
proper species adequate to the knowable object; as when the eye sees a man through the image of
aman. A thing is seen in another through the image of that which containsit; aswhen apart is seen
in the whole by the image of the whole; or when a man is seen in a mirror by the image in the
mirror, or by any other mode by which one thing is seen in another.

So we say that God sees Himself in Himself, because He sees Himself through His essence;
and He sees other things not in themselves, but in Himself; inasmuch as His essence contains the
similitude of things other than Himself.

Reply to Objection 1. The passage of Augustine in which it is said that God "sees nothing
outside Himself" is not to be taken in such away, as if God saw nothing outside Himself, but in
the sense that what is outside Himself He does not see except in Himself, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 2: The object understood is a perfection of the one understanding not by
its substance, but by itsimage, according to which it isin the intellect, asits form and perfection,
asissaid in De Animaiii. For "astoneis not in the soul, but its image.” Now those things which
are other than God are understood by God, inasmuch as the essence of God contains their images
as above explained; henceit does not follow that thereis any perfection in the divineintellect other
than the divine essence.

Reply to Objection 3: The intellectual act is not specified by what is understood in another,
but by the principal object understood in which other things are understood. For the intellectual act
is specified by its object, inasmuch as the intelligible form is the principle of the intellectual
operation: since every operation is specified by the form which is its principle of operation; as
heating by heat. Hence the intellectual operation is specified by that intelligible form which makes
theintellect in act. And thisistheimage of the principal thing understood, which in God is nothing
but His own essence in which all images of things are comprehended. Hence it does not follow that
the divine intellectual act, or rather God Himself, is specified by anything else than the divine
essence itself.

Whether God knows things other than Himself by proper knowledge?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not know things other than Himself by proper knowledge.
For, aswas shown (A[5]), God knows things other than Himself, according asthey are in Himself.
But other things are in Him as in their common and universal cause, and are known by God asin
their first and universal cause. This is to know them by general, and not by proper knowledge.
Therefore God knows things besides Himself by general, and not by proper knowledge.
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Objection 2: Further, the created essence is as distant from the divine essence, as the divine
essence is distant from the created essence. But the divine essence cannot be known by the created
essence, as said above (Q[12]/A[2]). Therefore neither can the created essence be known by the
divine essence. Thus as God knows only by His essence, it follows that He does not know what
the creature isin its essence, so asto know "what it is," which isto have proper knowledge of it.

Objection 3: Further, proper knowledge of athing can come only through its proper ratio. But
as God knows all things by His essence, it seems that He does not know each thing by its proper
ratio; for one thing cannot be the proper ratio of many and diverse things. Therefore God has not
aproper knowledge of things, but ageneral knowledge; for to know things otherwise than by their
proper ratio isto have only acommon and general knowledge of them.

On the contrary, To have a proper knowledge of thingsisto know them not only in general,
but asthey are distinct from each other. Now God knows things in that manner. Hence it iswritten
that He reaches "even to the division of the soul and the spirit, of the joints also and the marrow,
and is adiscerner of thoughts and intents of the heart; neither isthere any creature invisible in His
sight" (Heb. 4:12,13).

| answer that, Some have erred on this point, saying that God knows things other than Himsel f
only in general, that is, only as beings. For asfire, if it knew the nature of heat, and all things else
in so far as they are hot; so God, through knowing Himself as the principle of being, knows the
nature of being, and all other thingsin so far asthey are beings.

But this cannot be. For to know athing in general and not in particular, isto have an imperfect
knowledge. Hence our intellect, when it isreduced from potentiality to act, acquiresfirst auniversal
and confused knowledge of things, before it knows them in particular; as proceeding from the
imperfect to the perfect, asis clear from Phys. i. If therefore the knowledge of God regarding things
other than Himself is only universal and not special, it would follow that His understanding would
not be absolutely perfect; therefore neither would His being be perfect; and thisis against what was
said above (Q[4], A[1]). We must therefore hold that God knows things other than Himself with a
proper knowledge; not only in so far asbeing iscommon to them, but in so far asoneisdistinguished
from the other. In proof thereof we may observe that some wishing to show that God knows many
things by one, bring forward some examples, as, for instance, that if the centre knew itself, it would
know all lines that proceed from the centre; or if light knew itself, it would know all colors.

Now these examples although they are similar in part, namely, as regards universal causality,
nevertheless they fail in this respect, that multitude and diversity are caused by the one universal
principle, not asregards that which isthe principle of distinction, but only as regards that in which
they communicate. For the diversity of colorsis not caused by the light only, but by the different
disposition of the diaphanous medium which receivesit; and likewise, the diversity of thelinesis
caused by their different position. Hence it is that this kind of diversity and multitude cannot be
known in its principle by proper knowledge, but only in a general way. In God, however, it is
otherwise. For it was shown above (Q[4], A[2]) that whatever perfection exists in any creature,
wholly pre-exists and is contained in God in an excelling manner. Now not only what is common
to creatures--viz. being---belongsto their perfection, but al so what makes them distinguished from
each other; asliving and understanding, and the like, whereby living beings are distinguished from
the non-living, and the intelligent from the non-intelligent. Likewise every form whereby each
thing is constituted in its own species, is a perfection; and thus all things pre-exist in God, not only
as regards what is common to all, but also as regards what distinguishes one thing from another.
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And therefore as God contains all perfections in Himself, the essence of God is compared to all
other essences of things, not as the common to the proper, as unity isto numbers, or as the centre
(of acircle) to the (radiating) lines; but as perfect acts to imperfect; asif | were to compare man to
animal; or six, a perfect number, to the imperfect numbers contained under it. Now it is manifest
that by aperfect act imperfect acts can be known not only in general, but also by proper knowledge;
thus, for example, whoever knows a man, knows an animal by proper knowledge; and whoever
knows the number six, knows the number three also by proper knowledge.

Astherefore the essence of God containsin itself all the perfection contained in the essence of
any other being, and far more, God can know in Himself all of them with proper knowledge. For
the nature proper to each thing consists in some degree of participation in the divine perfection.
Now God could not be said to know Himself perfectly unless He knew all the ways in which His
own perfection can be shared by others. Neither could He know the very nature of being perfectly,
unless He knew all modes of being. Hence it is manifest that God knows all things with proper
knowledge, in their distinction from each other.

Reply to Objection 1: So to know athing as it is in the knower, may be understood in two
ways. In one way this adverb "so" imports the mode of knowledge on the part of the thing known;
and in that sense it is false. For the knower does not always know the object known according to
the existence it has in the knower; since the eye does not know a stone according to the existence
it hasinthe eye; but by theimage of the stonewhichisin the eye, the eye knowsthe stone according
to itsexistence outside the eye. And if any knower has a knowledge of the object known according
to the (mode of) existence it has in the knower, the knower nevertheless knows it according to its
(mode of) existence outside the knower; thustheintellect knows a stone according to theintelligible
existence it has in the intellect, inasmuch as it knows that it understands; while nevertheless it
knows what a stone is in its own nature. If however the adverb 'so’ be understood to import the
mode (of knowledge) on the part of the knower, in that sense it is true that only the knower has
knowledge of the object known asit isin the knower; for the more perfectly the thing knownisin
the knower, the more perfect is the mode of knowledge.

We must say therefore that God not only knows that all things are in Himself; but by the fact
that they are in Him, He knows them in their own nature and al the more perfectly, the more
perfectly each oneisin Him.

Reply to Objection 2: The created essence is compared to the essence of God as the imperfect
to the perfect act. Therefore the created essence cannot sufficiently lead us to the knowledge of the
divine essence, but rather the converse.

Reply to Objection 3: The same thing cannot be taken in an equal manner as the ratio of
different things. But the divine essence excels all creatures. Hence it can be taken as the proper
ration of each thing according to the diverse ways in which diverse creatures participate in, and
imitate it.

Whether the knowledge of God isdiscursive?

Objection 1: It seems that the knowledge of God is discursive. For the knowledge of God is
not habitual knowledge, but actual knowledge. Now the Philosopher says (Topic. ii): "The habit
of knowledge may regard many things at once; but actual understanding regards only one thing at
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atime." Therefore as God knows many things, Himself and others, as shown above (AA 2,5), it
seems that He does not understand all at once, but discourses from one to another.

Objection 2: Further, discursive knowledge is to know the effect through its cause. But God
knows things through Himself; as an effect (is known) through its cause. Therefore His knowledge
isdiscursive.

Objection 3: Further, God knows each creature more perfectly than we know it. But we know
the effects in their created causes; and thus we go discursively from causes to things caused.
Therefore it seems that the same applies to God.

Onthecontrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv), "God does not see all thingsin their particularity
or separately, as if He saw alternately here and there; but He sees al things together at once.”

| answer that, In the divine knowledge thereis no discursion; the proof of which isasfollows.
In our knowledge there is a twofold discursion: one is according to succession only, as when we
have actually understood anything, we turn oursel vesto understand something el se; while the other
mode of discursionisaccording to causality, aswhen through principleswearrive at the knowledge
of conclusions. The first kind of discursion cannot belong to God. For many things, which we
understand in succession if each is considered in itself, we understand simultaneoudly if we see
themin someonething; if, for instance, we understand the partsin the whole, or see different things
inamirror. Now God seesall thingsin one (thing), which isHimself. Therefore God seesall things
together, and not successively. Likewise the second mode of discursion cannot be applied to God.
First, because this second mode of discursion presupposes the first mode; for whosoever proceeds
from principlesto conclusions does not consider both at once; secondly, because to discourse thus
is to proceed from the known to the unknown. Hence it is manifest that when the first is known,
the second is still unknown; and thus the second is known not in the first, but from the first. Now
the term discursive reasoning is attained when the second is seen in thefirst, by resolving the effects
into their causes; and then the discursion ceases. Hence as God sees His effectsin Himself astheir
cause, His knowledge is not discursive.

Reply to Objection 1: Altogether thereisonly one act of understanding in itself, nevertheless
many things may be understood in one (medium), as shown above.

Reply to Objection 2: God does not know by their cause, known, asit were previoudly, effects
unknown; but He knows the effects in the cause; and hence His knowledge is not discursive, as
was shown above.

Reply to Objection 3: God sees the effects of created causes in the causes themselves, much
better than we can; but still not in such amanner that the knowledge of the effectsis caused in Him
by the knowledge of the created causes, as is the case with us; and hence His knowledge is not
discursive.

Whether the knowledge of God isthe cause of things?

Objection 1: It seems that the knowledge of God is not the cause of things. For Origen says,
on Rom. 8:30, "Whom He called, them He also justified," etc.: "A thing will happen not because
God knowsit asfuture; but becauseitisfuture, it ison that account known by God, beforeit exists.”

Objection 2: Further, given the cause, the effect follows. But the knowledge of God is eternal.
Thereforeif the knowledge of God isthe cause of things created, it seemsthat creatures are eternal .

105



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

Objection 3: Further, "The thing known is prior to knowledge, and is its measure,”" as the
Philosopher says (Metaph. x). But what is posterior and measured cannot be a cause. Therefore the
knowledge of God is not the cause of things.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv), "Not because they are, does God know all
creatures spiritual and temporal, but because He knows them, therefore they are.”

| answer that, The knowledge of God is the cause of things. For the knowledge of God is to
all creatures what the knowledge of the artificer is to things made by his art. Now the knowledge
of the artificer is the cause of the things made by his art from the fact that the artificer works by
hisintellect. Hence the form of the intellect must be the principle of action; as heat isthe principle
of heating. Nevertheless, we must observe that a natural form, being aform that remainsin that to
which it gives existence, denotes a principle of action according only asit has an inclination to an
effect; and likewise, theintelligible form does not denote a principle of action in so far asit resides
in the one who understands unless there is added to it the inclination to an effect, which inclination
is through the will. For since the intelligible form has a relation to opposite things (inasmuch as
the same knowledge relates to opposites), it would not produce a determinate effect unlessit were
determined to one thing by the appetite, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. ix). Now it is manifest
that God causes things by Hisintellect, since His being is His act of understanding; and hence His
knowledge must be the cause of things, in so far as Hiswill isjoined to it. Hence the knowledge
of God as the cause of thingsis usualy called the "knowledge of approbation.”

Reply to Objection 1: Origen spokein referenceto that aspect of knowledge to which theidea
of causality does not belong unlessthe will isjoined to it, asis said above.

But when he says the reason why God foreknows some things is because they are future, this
must be understood according to the cause of consequence, and not according to the cause of
essence. For if things are in the future, it follows that God knows them; but not that the futurity of
things is the cause why God knows them.

Reply to Objection 2: The knowledge of God is the cause of things according asthings arein
Hisknowledge. Now that things should be eternal was not in the knowledge of God; hence although
the knowledge of God is eternal, it does not follow that creatures are eternal.

Reply to Objection 3: Natural things are midway between the knowledge of God and our
knowledge: for we receive knowledge from natural things, of which God is the cause by His
knowledge. Hence, as the natural objects of knowledge are prior to our knowledge, and are its
measure, so, the knowledge of God is prior to natural things, and is the measure of them; as, for
instance, ahouse is midway between the knowledge of the builder who madeit, and the knowledge
of the one who gathers his knowledge of the house from the house already built.

Whether God has knowledge of thingsthat are not?

Objection 1: It seems that God has not knowledge of things that are not. For the knowledge
of God is of true things. But "truth” and "being" are convertible terms. Therefore the knowledge
of God is not of things that are not.

Objection 2: Further, knowledge requires likeness between the knower and the thing known.
But those things that are not cannot have any likeness to God, Who is very being. Therefore what
is not, cannot be known by God.
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Objection 3: Further, the knowledge of God is the cause of what is known by Him. But it is
not the cause of thingsthat are not, because athing that is not, has no cause. Therefore God has no
knowledge of things that are not.

On the contrary, The Apostle says. "Who . . . calleth those things that are not as those that
are" (Rom. 4:17).

| answer that, God knows al things whatsoever that in any way are. Now it is possible that
things that are not absolutely, should be in a certain sense. For things absolutely are which are
actual; whereasthings which are not actual, are in the power either of God Himself or of a creature,
whether in active power, or passive; whether in power of thought or of imagination, or of any other
manner of meaning whatsoever. Whatever therefore can be made, or thought, or said by the creature,
as aso whatever He Himself can do, all are known to God, although they are not actual. And in so
far it can be said that He has knowledge even of things that are not.

Now acertain differenceisto be noted in the consideration of those things that are not actual.
For though some of them may not be in act now, still they were, or they will be; and God is said
to know all these with the knowledge of vision: for since God's act of understanding, which isHis
being, is measured by eternity; and since eternity is without succession, comprehending all time,
the present glance of God extends over all time, and to all things which exist in any time, as to
objects present to Him. But there are other things in God's power, or the creature's, which
nevertheless are not, nor will be, nor were; and as regards these He is said to have knowledge, not
of vision, but of simple intelligence. This is so called because the things we see around us have
distinct being outside the seer.

Reply to Objection 1: Thosethingsthat are not actual aretruein sofar asthey arein potentiality;
for it istrue that they are in potentiality; and as such they are known by God.

Reply to Objection 2: Since God is very being everything is, in so far asit participatesin the
likeness of God; as everything is hot in so far as it participates in heat. So, things in potentiality
are known by God, although they are not in act.

Reply to Objection 3: The knowledge of God, joined to Hiswill isthe cause of things. Hence
it is not necessary that what ever God knows, is, or was, or will be; but only is this necessary as
regards what He wills to be, or permitsto be. Further, it isin the knowledge of God not that they
be, but that they be possible.

Whether God knows evil things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not know evil things. For the Philosopher (De Animaiii)
saysthat theintellect which isnot in potentiality does not know privation. But "evil isthe privation
of good," as Augustine says (Confess. iii, 7). Therefore, astheintellect of God isnever in potentiality,
but is always in act, asis clear from the foregoing (A[2] ), it seems that God does not know evil
things.

Objection 2: Further, all knowledge is either the cause of the thing known, or is caused by it.
But the knowledge of God is not the cause of evil, nor isit caused by evil. Therefore God does not
know evil things.

Objection 3: Further, everything known is known either by itslikeness, or by its opposite. But
whatever God knows, He knows through His essence, asis clear from the foregoing (A[5]). Now
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the divine essence neither isthe likeness of evil, nor isevil contrary to it; for to the divine essence
thereisno contrary, as Augustine says (De Civ. Del xii). Therefore God does not know evil things.

Objection 4: Further, what is known through another and not through itself, is imperfectly
known. But evil isnot known by God; for the thing known must bein the knower. Thereforeif evil
is known through another, namely, through good, it would be known by Him imperfectly; which
cannot be, for the knowledge of God is not imperfect. Therefore God does not know evil things.

On thecontrary, It iswritten (Prov. 15:11), "Hell and destruction are before God [Vulg: 'the
Lord1]."

| answer that, Whoever knows a thing perfectly, must know all that can be accidenta to it.
Now there are some good things to which corruption by evil may be accidental. Hence God would
not know good things perfectly, unless He also knew evil things. Now athing is knowable in the
degree in which it is; hence since this is the essence of evil that it is the privation of good, by the
fact that God knows good things, He knows evil things also; as by light is known darkness. Hence
Dionysiussays(Div. Nom. vii): "God through Himself receivesthe vision of darkness, not otherwise
seeing darkness except through light."

Reply to Objection 1: The saying of the Philosopher must be understood as meaning that the
intellect which is not in potentiality, does not know privation by privation existing in it; and this
agrees with what he said previously, that apoint and every indivisible thing are known by privation
of division. Thisis because simple and indivisible forms are in our intellect not actually, but only
potentially; for were they actually in our intellect, they would not be known by privation. It isthus
that simple things are known by separate substances. God therefore knows evil, not by privation
existing in Himself, but by the opposite good.

Reply to Objection 2: The knowledge of God is not the cause of evil; but is the cause of the
good whereby evil is known.

Reply to Objection 3: Although evil is not opposed to the divine essence, which is not
corruptible by evil; it isopposed to the effects of God, which He knows by His essence; and knowing
them, He knows the opposite evils.

Reply to Objection 4: To know athing by something else only, belongsto imperfect knowledge,
if that thing is of itself knowable; but evil is not of itself knowable, forasmuch as the very nature
of evil means the privation of good; therefore evil can neither be defined nor known except by
good.

Whether God knows singular things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not know singular things. For the divine intellect is more
immaterial than the human intellect. Now the human intellect by reason of its immateriality does
not know singular things; but as the Philosopher says (De Anima ii), "reason has to do with
universals, sense with singular things." Therefore God does not know singular things.

Objection 2: Further, in us those faculties alone know the singular, which receive the species
not abstracted from material conditions. But in God things arein the highest degree abstracted from
all materiality. Therefore God does not know singular things.

Objection 3: Further, all knowledge comes about through the medium of some likeness. But
the likeness of singular things in so far as they are singular, does not seem to be in God; for the
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principle of singularity is matter, which, since it isin potentiality only, is atogether unlike God,
Who is pure act. Therefore God cannot know singular things.

On thecontrary, It iswritten (Prov. 16:2), "All the ways of a man are open to His eyes."

| answer that, God knows singular things. For all perfections found in creatures pre-exist in
God in a higher way, asis clear from the foregoing (Q[4], A[2]). Now to know singular thingsis
part of our perfection. Hence God must know singular things. Even the Philosopher considers it
incongruous that anything known by us should be unknown to God; and thus against Empedocles
heargues (De Animai and Metaph. iii) that God would be most ignorant if He did not know discord.
Now the perfections which are divided among inferior beings, exist simply and unitedly in God,;
hence, although by one faculty we know the universal and immaterial, and by another we know
singular and material things, nevertheless God knows both by His simple intellect.

Now some, wishing to show how this can be, said that God knows singular things by universal
causes. For nothing exists in any singular thing, that does not arise from some universal cause.
They give the example of an astrologer who knows all the universal movements of the heavens,
and can thence foretell all eclipses that are to come. This, however, is not enough; for singular
thingsfrom universal causes attain to certain forms and powerswhich, however they may bejoined
together, arenot individualized except by individual matter. Hence he who knows Socrates because
he iswhite, or because he is the son of Sophroniscus, or because of something of that kind, would
not know him in so far as he is this particular man. Hence according to the aforesaid mode, God
would not know

singular thingsin their singularity.

On the other hand, others have said that God knows singular things by the application of universal
causesto particular effects. But thiswill not hold; forasmuch as no one can apply athing to another
unless he first knows that thing; hence the said application cannot be the reason of knowing the
particular, for it presupposes the knowledge of singular things.

Therefore it must be said otherwise, that, since God is the cause of things by His knowledge,
as stated above (A[8]), His knowledge extends as far as His causality extends. Hence as the active
power of God extends not only to forms, which are the source of universality, but also to matter,
as we shall prove further on (Q[44], A[2]), the knowledge of God must extend to singular things,
which areindividualized by matter. For since He knows things other than Himself by His essence,
asbeing thelikeness of things, or astheir active principle, His essence must be the sufficing principle
of knowing all things made by Him, not only in the universal, but also in the singular. The same
would apply to the knowledge of the artificer, if it were productive of the whole thing, and not only
of the form.

Reply to Objection 1: Our intellect abstracts the intelligible species from the individualizing
principles, hence the intelligible species in our intellect cannot be the likeness of the individual
principles; and on that account our intellect does not know the singular. But the intelligible species
in the divine intellect, which is the essence of God, isimmaterial not by abstraction, but of itself,
being the principle of all the principleswhich enter into the composition of things, whether principles
of the species or principles of the individual; hence by it God knows not only universal, but also
singular things.

Reply to Objection 2: Although as regards the species in the divine intellect its being has no
material conditions like the images received in the imagination and sense, yet its power extendsto
both immaterial and material things.
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Reply to Objection 3: Although matter asregardsits potentiality recedesfrom likenessto God,
yet, evenin sofar asit hasbeing in thiswise, it retains a certain likeness to the divine being.

Whether God can know infinite things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God cannot know infinite things. For theinfinite, assuch, isunknown;
since the infinite is that which, "to those who measure it, leaves always something more to be
measured,” as the Philosopher says (Phys. iii). Moreover, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii) that
"whatever iscomprehended by knowledge, isbounded by the comprehension of the knower.” Now
infinite things have no boundary. Therefore they cannot be comprehended by the knowledge of
God.

Objection 2: Further, if we say that thingsinfinitein themselvesarefinitein God's knowledge,
against thisit may be urged that the essence of the infiniteisthat it is untraversable, and the finite
that it istraversable, as said in Phys. iii. But theinfiniteis not traversable either by the finite or by
the infinite, as is proved in Phys. vi. Therefore the infinite cannot be bounded by the finite, nor
even by the infinite; and so the infinite cannot be finite in God's knowledge, which isinfinite.

Objection 3: Further, the knowledge of God isthe measure of what isknown. But it is contrary
to the essence of theinfinitethat it be measured. Therefore infinite things cannot be known by God.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii), "Although we cannot number the infinite,
nevertheless it can be comprehended by Him whose knowledge has no bounds."

| answer that, Since God knows not only things actual but also things possible to Himself or
to created things, as shown above (A[9]), and as these must be infinite, it must be held that He
knowsinfinite things. Although the knowledge of vision which hasrelation only to thingsthat are,
or will be, or were, isnot of infinite things, as some say, for we do not say that theworld iseternal,
nor that generation and movement will go on for ever, so that individuals be infinitely multiplied;
yet, if we consider more attentively, we must hold that God knows infinite things even by the
knowledge of vision. For God knows even the thoughts and affections of hearts, which will be
multiplied to infinity as rational creatures go on for ever.

The reason of thisisto be found in the fact that the knowledge of every knower is measured
by the mode of the form which is the principle of knowledge. For the sensible image in sense is
the likeness of only one individual thing, and can give the knowledge of only one individual. But
the intelligible species of our intellect is the likeness of the thing as regards its specific nature,
which is participable by infinite particulars; hence our intellect by the intelligible species of man
in a certain way knows infinite men; not however as distinguished from each other, but as
communicating in the nature of the species; and the reason is because the intelligible species of our
intellect is the likeness of man not as to the individual principles, but as to the principles of the
species. On the other hand, the divine essence, whereby the divineintellect understands, isasufficing
likeness of al things that are, or can be, not only as regards the universal principles, but also as
regards the principles proper to each one, as shown above. Hence it follows that the knowledge of
God extends to infinite things, even as distinct from each other.

Reply to Objection 1: The idea of the infinite pertains to quantity, as the Philosopher says
(Phys. i). But theideaof quantity impliesthe order of parts. Therefore to know theinfinite according
to the mode of the infinite isto know part after part; and in this way the infinite cannot be known;
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for whatever quantity of parts be taken, there will always remain something else outside. But God
does not know the infinite or infinite things, as if He enumerated part after part; since He knows
all things smultaneously, and not successively, as said above (A[7]). Hence there is nothing to
prevent Him from knowing infinite things.

Reply to Objection 2: Transition imports a certain succession of parts; and henceit isthat the
infinite cannot be traversed by thefinite, nor by theinfinite. But equality sufficesfor comprehension,
because that is said to be comprehended which has nothing outside the comprehender. Henceit is
not against the idea of the infinite to be comprehended by the infinite. And so, what is infinite in
itself can be called finite to the knowledge of God as comprehended; but not asif it weretraversable.

Reply to Objection 3: The knowledge of God is the measure of things, not quantitatively, for
the infinite is not subject to this kind of measure; but it is the measure of the essence and truth of
things. For everything hastruth of nature according to the degreein which it imitates the knowledge
of God, as the thing made by art agrees with the art. Granted, however, an actually infinite number
of things, for instance, an infinitude of men, or an infinitude in continuous quantity, asan infinitude
of air, as some of the ancients held; yet it ismanifest that these would have a determinate and finite
being, because their being would be limited to some determinate nature. Hence they would be
measurabl e as regards the knowledge of God.

Whether the knowledge of God is of future contingent things?

Objection 1: It seems that the knowledge of God is not of future contingent things. For from
a necessary cause proceeds a necessary effect. But the knowledge of God is the cause of things
known, as said above (A[8]). Since therefore that knowledge is necessary, what He knows must
also be necessary. Therefore the knowledge of God is not of contingent things.

Objection 2: Further, every conditional proposition of which the antecedent is absolutely
necessary must have an absolutely necessary consequent. For the antecedent is to the consequent
as principles are to the conclusion: and from necessary principles only a necessary conclusion can
follow, asis proved in Poster. i. But thisis atrue conditional proposition, "If God knew that this
thing will be, it will be," for the knowledge of God is only of true things. Now the antecedent
conditional of thisis absolutely necessary, becauseit is eternal, and because it is signified as past.
Therefore the consequent is al so absolutely necessary. Therefore whatever God knows, is necessary;
and so the knowledge of God is not of contingent things.

Objection 3: Further, everything known by God must necessarily be, because even what we
ourselves know, must necessarily be; and, of course, the knowledge of God is much more certain
than ours. But no future contingent things must necessarily be. Therefore no contingent future thing
is known by God.

Onthecontrary, It iswritten (Ps. 32:15), "He Who hath made the hearts of every one of them;
Who understandeth all their works," i.e. of men. Now the works of men are contingent, being
subject to free will. Therefore God knows future contingent things.

| answer that, Since aswas shown above (A[9]), God knows all things; not only things actual
but also things possible to Him and creature; and since some of these are future contingent to us,
it follows that God knows future contingent things.
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In evidence of this, we must consider that a contingent thing can be considered in two ways;
first, in itself, in so far asit is now in act: and in this sense it is not considered as future, but as
present; neither is it considered as contingent (as having reference) to one of two terms, but as
determined to one; and on account of thisit can be infallibly the object of certain knowledge, for
instanceto the sense of sight, aswhen | seethat Socratesissitting down. In another way a contingent
thing can be considered as it isin its cause; and in this way it is considered as future, and as a
contingent thing not yet determined to one; forasmuch as a contingent cause has relation to opposite
things: and in this sense a contingent thing is not subject to any certain knowledge. Hence, whoever
knows a contingent effect in its cause only, has merely a conjectural knowledge of it. Now God
knows all contingent things not only as they are in their causes, but also as each one of them is
actualy in itself. And although contingent things become actual successively, nevertheless God
knows contingent things not successively, as they are in their own being, as we do but
simultaneously. The reason is because His knowledge is measured by eternity, asisalso Hisbeing;
and eternity being simultaneously whole comprises all time, as said above (Q[10], A[2] ). Hence
all things that are in time are present to God from eternity, not only because He has the types of
things present within Him, as some say; but because His glance is carried from eternity over all
things as they are in their presentiality. Hence it is manifest that contingent things are infallibly
known by God, inasmuch as they are subject to the divine sight in their presentiality; yet they are
future contingent things in relation to their own causes.

Reply to Objection 1: Although the supreme cause is necessary, the effect may be contingent
by reason of the proximate contingent cause; just as the germination of a plant is contingent by
reason of the proximate contingent cause, although the movement of the sun whichisthefirst cause,
isnecessary. So likewise things known by God are contingent on account of their proximate causes,
while the knowledge of God, which isthe first cause, is hecessary.

Reply to Objection 2: Some say that this antecedent, " God knew this contingent to be future,”
is not necessary, but contingent; because, although it is past, still it imports relation to the future.
This however does not remove necessity from it; for whatever has had relation to the future, must
have had it, although the future sometimes does not follow. On the other hand some say that this
antecedent is contingent, because it is a compound of necessary and contingent; as this saying is
contingent, "Socrates is awhite man." But this aso isto no purpose; for when we say, "God knew
this contingent to be future,”" contingent is used here only as the matter of the word, and not as the
chief part of the proposition. Hence its contingency or necessity has no reference to the necessity
or contingency of the proposition, or to its being true or false. For it may bejust astrue that | said
aman is an ass, as that | said Socrates runs, or God is. and the same applies to necessary and
contingent. Hence it must be said that this antecedent is absolutely necessary. Nor doesit follow,
assome say, that the consequent is absol utely necessary, because the antecedent isthe remote cause
of the consequent, which is contingent by reason of the proximate cause. But thisisto no purpose.
For the conditional would befalse were its antecedent the remote necessary cause, and the consequent
a contingent effect; as, for example, if | said, "if the sun moves, the grass will grow."

Therefore we must reply otherwise; that when the antecedent contains anything belonging to
an act of the soul, the consequent must be taken not asitisinitself, but asit isin the soul: for the
existence of athinginitself isdifferent from the existence of athing inthe soul. For example, when
| say, "What the soul understands isimmaterial,” thisisto be understood that it isimmaterial asit
isin theintellect, not asit isin itself. Likewise if | say, "If God knew anything, it will be," the
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consequent must be understood asit is subject to the divineknowledge, i.e. asitisinits presentiaity.
And thus it is necessary, as also is the antecedent: "For everything that is, while it is, must be
necessarily be," as the Philosopher saysin Peri Herm. i.

Reply to Objection 3: Things reduced to act in time, as known by us successively in time, but
by God (areknown) in eternity, which isabovetime. Whenceto usthey cannot be certain, forasmuch
as we know future contingent things as such; but (they are certain) to God aone, whose
understanding isin eternity above time. Just as he who goes al ong the road, does not see those who
come after him; whereas he who sees the whole road from a height, sees at once all travelling by
the way. Hence what is known by us must be necessary, even as it isin itself; for what is future
contingent in itself, cannot be known by us. Whereas what is known by God must be necessary
according to the mode in which they are subject to the divine knowledge, as already stated, but not
absolutely as considered in their own causes. Hence also this proposition, "Everything known by
God must necessarily be," is usually distinguished; for this may refer to the thing, or to the saying.
If it refers to the thing, it is divided and false; for the sense is, "Everything which God knows is
necessary." If understood of the saying, it iscomposite and true; for the senseis, " This proposition,
'that which is known by God is' is necessary."

Now some urge an objection and say that this distinction holds good with regard to forms that
are separable from the subject; thusif | said, "It is possible for awhite thing to be black," it isfalse
as applied to the saying, and true as applied to the thing: for a thing which is white, can become
black; whereas this saying, " a white thing is black" can never be true. But in forms that are
inseparable from the subject, this distinction does not hold, for instance, if | said, "A black crow
can bewhite"; for in both sensesit isfalse. Now to be known by God isinseparable from the thing;
for what is known by God cannot be known. This objection, however, would hold if these words
"that which isknown" implied any disposition inherent to the subject; but since they import an act
of the knower, something can be attributed to the thing known, initself (evenif it waysbe known),
which is not attributed to it in so far as it stands under actual knowledge; thus material existence
is attributed to a stone in itself, which is not attributed to it inasmuch as it is known.

Whether God knows enunciable things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat God does not know enunciable things. For to know enunciable things
belongsto our intellect asit composes and divides. But in the divine intellect, thereisno composition.
Therefore God does not know enunciable things.

Objection 2: Further, every kind of knowledge is made through some likeness. But in God
there is no likeness of enunciable things, since He is atogether simple. Therefore God does not
know enunciable things.

On the contrary, It is written: "The Lord knoweth the thoughts of men" (Ps. 93:11). But
enunciabl e things are contained in the thoughts of men. Therefore God knows enunciable things.

| answer that, Since it is in the power of our intellect to form enunciations, and since God
knows whatever is in His own power or in that of creatures, as said above (A[9]), it follows of
necessity that God knows all enunciations that can be formed.

Now just as He knows material things immaterially, and composite things simply, so likewise
He knows enunciable things not after the manner of enunciable things, asif in His intellect there
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were composition or division of enunciations; for He knows each thing by simple intelligence, by
understanding the essence of each thing; asif we by the very fact that we understand what man is,
wereto understand all that can be predicated of man. This, however, does not happen in our intellect,
which discourses from one thing to another, forasmuch as the intelligible species represents one
thing in such away as not to represent another. Hence when we understand what man is, we do not
forthwith understand other things which belong to him, but we understand them one by one,
according to a certain succession. On this account the things we understand as separated, we must
reduce to one by way of composition or division, by forming an enunciation. Now the species of
thedivineintellect, which is God's essence, sufficesto represent al things. Hence by understanding
His essence, God knows the essences of all things, and also whatever can be accidental to them.

Reply to Objection 1. This objection would avail if God knew enunciable things after the
manner of enunciable things.

Reply to Objection 2: Enunciatory composition signifies some existence of athing; and thus
God by His existence, which is His essence, isthe similitude of all those thingswhich are signified
by enunciation.

Whether the knowledge of God isvariable?

Objection 1: It seemsthat the knowledge of God isvariable. For knowledge isrelated to what
is knowable. But whatever imports relation to the creature is applied to God from time, and varies
according to the variation of creatures. Therefore the knowledge of God is variable according to
the variation of creatures.

Objection 2: Further, whatever God can make, He can know. But God can make more than
He does. Therefore He can know more than He knows. Thus His knowledge can vary according
to increase and diminution.

Objection 3: Further, God knew that Christ would be born. But He does not know now that
Christ will be born; because Christ is not to be born in the future. Therefore God does not know
everything He once knew; and thus the knowledge of God is variable.

On thecontrary, It issaid, that in God "there is ho change nor shadow of alteration” (James
1:17).

| answer that, Since the knowledge of God is His substance, as is clear from the foregoing
(A[4]), just as His substance is altogether immutable, as shown above (Q[9], A[1]), so Hisknowledge
likewise must be altogether invariable.

Reply to Objection 1: "Lord", "Creator" and the like, import relationsto creaturesin so far as
they arein themselves. But the knowledge of God importsrelation to creaturesin so far asthey are
in God; because everything is actually understood according as it is in the one who understands.
Now created things are in God in an invariable manner; while they exist variably in themselves.
We may also say that "Lord", "Creator" and the like, import the relations consequent upon the acts
which are understood as terminating in the creatures themselves, as they are in themselves; and
thus these relations are attributed to God variously, according to the variation of creatures. But
"knowledge" and "love," and thelike, import relations consequent upon the acts which are understood
to bein God; and therefore these are predicated of God in an invariable manner.
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Reply to Objection 2: God knows also what He can make, and does not make. Hence from
the fact that He can make more than He makes, it does not follow that He can know more than He
knows, unless this be referred to the knowledge of vision, according to which He is said to know
those things which arein act in some period of time. But from the fact that He knows some things
might be which are not, or that some things might not be which are, it does not follow that His
knowledge is variable, but rather that He knows the variability of things. If, however, anything
existed which God did not previously know, and afterwards knew, then His knowledge would be
variable. But this could not be; for whatever is, or can be in any period of time, is known by God
in His eternity. Therefore from the fact that a thing exists in some period of time, it follows that it
is known by God from eternity. Therefore it cannot be granted that God can know more than He
knows; because such a proposition implies that first of all He did not know, and then afterwards
knew.

Reply to Objection 3: The ancient Nominalists said that it was the same thing to say "Christ
isborn" and "will be born" and "was born"; because the samething issignified by these three---viz.
the nativity of Christ. Thereforeit follows, they said, that whatever God knew, He knows; because
now He knows that Christ is born, which means the same thing as that Christ will be born. This
opinion, however, is false; both because the diversity in the parts of a sentence causes a diversity
of enunciations; and becauseit would follow that aproposition which istrue once would be always
true; which is contrary to what the Philosopher lays down (Categor. iii) when he says that this
sentence, "Socrates sits," is true when he is sitting, and false when he rises up. Therefore, it must
be conceded that this proposition is not true, "Whatever God knew He knows," if referred to
enunciable propositions. But because of this, it does not follow that the knowledge of God is
variable. For asit iswithout variation in the divine knowledge that God knows one and the same
thing sometime to be, and sometime not to be, so it is without variation in the divine knowledge
that God knows an enunciable proposition is sometime true, and sometime false. The knowledge
of God, however, would be variable if He knew enunciable things by way of enunciation, by
composition and division, as occursin our intellect. Hence our knowledge varies either as regards
truth and falsity, for example, if when either as regards truth and falsity, for example, if when a
thing suffers change we retained the same opinion about it; or as regards diverse opinions, asif we
first thought that anyone was sitting, and afterwards thought that he was not sitting; neither of which
can bein God.

Whether God has a speculative knowledge of things?

Objection 1: It seems that God has not a specul ative knowledge of things. For the knowledge
of God is the cause of things, as shown above (A[8]). But speculative knowledge is not the cause
of the things known. Therefore the knowledge of God is not speculative.

Objection 2: Further, speculative knowledge comes by abstraction from things; which does
not belong to the divine knowledge. Therefore the knowledge of God is not speculative.

On the contrary, Whatever is the more excellent must be attributed to God. But speculative
knowledge is more excellent than practical knowledge, as the Philosopher saysin the beginning of
Metaphysics. Therefore God has a specul ative knowledge of things.
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| answer that, Some knowledge is speculative only; someis practical only; and someis partly
speculative and partly practical. In proof whereof it must be observed that knowledge can be called
speculative in three ways: first, on the part of the things known, which are not operable by the
knower; such is the knowledge of man about natural or divine thing. Secondly, as regards the
manner of knowing---as, for instance, if a builder consider a house by defining and dividing, and
considering what belongs to it in general: for thisis to consider operable things in a speculative
manner, and not as practically operable; for operable means the application of form to matter, and
not the resol ution of the compositeinto its universal formal principles. Thirdly, as regards the end;
"for the practical intellect differsinitsend from the speculative,” asthe Philosopher says (De Anima
iii). For the practical intellect is ordered to the end of the operation; whereas the end of the
speculative intellect is the consideration of truth. Hence if a builder should consider how a house
can be made, not ordering this to the end of operation, but only to know (how to do it), thiswould
be only a speculative considerations as regards the end, although it concerns an operable thing.
Therefore knowledge which is speculative by reason of thething itself known, ismerely speculative.
But that which is speculative either in its mode or as to its end is partly speculative and partly
practical: and when it is ordained to an operative end it is ssimply practical.

In accordance with this, therefore, it must be said that God has of Himself a speculative
knowledge only; for He Himself is not operable. But of all other things He has both speculative
and practical knowledge. He has speculative knowledge as regards the mode; for whatever we
know speculatively in things by defining and dividing, God knows all this much more perfectly.

Now of things which He can make, but does not make at any time, He has not a practical
knowledge, according as knowledge is called practica from the end. But He has a practical
knowledge of what He makes in some period of time. And, as regards evil things, although they
are not operable by Him, yet they fall under His practical knowledge, like good things, inasmuch
as He permits, or impedes, or directs them; as also sicknesses fall under the practical knowledge
of the physician, inasmuch as he cures them by his art.

Reply to Objection 1. The knowledge of God is the cause, not indeed of Himself, but of other
things. He is actually the cause of some, that is, of things that come to be in some period of time;
and Heisvirtually the cause of others, that is, of thingswhich He can make, and which nevertheless
are never made.

Reply to Objection 2: Thefact that knowledge isderived from things known does not essentially
belong to speculative knowledge, but only accidentally in so far asit is human.

In answer to what is objected on the contrary, we must say that perfect knowledge of operable
things is obtainable only if they are known in so far as they are operable. Therefore, since the
knowledge of God isin every way perfect, He must know what is operable by Him, formally as
such, and not only in so far as they are speculative. Neverthel ess this does not impair the nobility
of His speculative knowledge, forasmuch as He sees all things other than Himself in Himself, and
He knows Himself speculatively; and so in the speculative knowledge of Himself, he possesses
both speculative and practical knowledge of all other things.

OF IDEAS (THREE ARTICLEYS)
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After considering the knowledge of God, it remains to consider ideas. And about thisthere are
three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are ideas?

(2) Whether they are many, or one only?

(3) Whether there are ideas of all things known by God?

Whether there areideas?

Objection 1. It seems that there are no ideas. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii), that God
does not know things by ideas. But ideas are for nothing else except that things may be known
through them. Therefore there are no ideas.

Objection 2: Further, God knows all thingsin Himself, as has been already said (Q[14], A[5]).
But He does not know Himself through an idea; neither therefore other things.

Objection 3: Further, an idea is considered to be the principle of knowledge and action. But
the divine essence is a sufficient principle of knowing and effecting all things. It is not therefore
necessary to suppose ideas.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xIvi),"Such is the power inherent in
ideas, that no one can be wise unless they are understood.”

| answer that, It is necessary to suppose ideas in the divine mind. For the Greek word { |dea}
isin Latin "forma." Hence by ideas are understood the forms of things, existing apart from the
things themselves. Now the form of anything existing apart from the thing itself can be for one of
two ends: either to be the type of that of which it is called the form, or to be the principle of the
knowledge of that thing, inasmuch asthe forms of thingsknowable are said to be in him who knows
them. In either case we must suppose ideas, asis clear for the following reason:

In al things not generated by chance, the form must be the end of any generation whatsoever.
But an agent does not act on account of the form, except in so far as the likeness of the formisin
the agent, as may happen in two ways. For in some agentsthe form of the thing to be made pre-exists
according to its natural being, asin those that act by their nature; as a man generates aman, or fire
generates fire. Whereas in other agents (the form of the thing to be made pre-exists) according to
intelligible being, asin those that act by the intellect; and thus the likeness of a house pre-existsin
the mind of the builder. And this may be called the idea of the house, since the builder intends to
build his house like to the form conceived in his mind. Asthen the world was not made by chance,
but by God acting by Hisintellect, aswill appear later (Q[46], A[1]), there must exist in the divine
mind aform to the likeness of which the world was made. And in thisthe notion of anideaconsists.

Reply to Objection 1. God does not understand things according to an idea existing outside
Himself. Thus Aristotle (Metaph. ix) rejects the opinion of Plato, who held that ideas existed of
themselves, and not in the intellect.

Reply to Objection 2: Although God knows Himself and all else by His own essence, yet His
essence is the operative principle of all things, except of Himself. It has therefore the nature of an
idea with respect to other things; though not with respect to Himself.

Reply to Objection 3: God is the similitude of al things according to His essence; therefore
anideain God isidentical with His essence.
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Whether ideas are many?

Objection 1: It seems that ideas are not many. For an ideain God is His essence. But God's
essence isone only. Therefore thereis only one idea.

Objection 2: Further, as the idea is the principle of knowing and operating, so are art and
wisdom. But in God there are not several arts or wisdoms. Therefore in Him there is no plurality
of ideas.

Objection 3: Further, if it be said that ideas are multiplied according to their relationsto different
creatures, it may be argued on the contrary that the plurality of ideasis eternal. If, then, ideas are
many, but creatures temporal, then the temporal must be the cause of the eternal.

Objection 4: Further, these relations are either real in creatures only, or in God aso. If in
creatures only, since creatures are not from eternity, the plurality of ideas cannot be from eternity,
if ideas are multiplied only according to these relations. But if they are real in God, it follows that
thereisarea plurality in God other than the plurality of Persons. and this is against the teaching
of Damascene (De Fide Orth. i, 10), who says, in God all things are one, except "ingenerability,
generation, and procession.” |deas therefore are not many.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi), "ldeas are certain principal
forms, or permanent and immutable types of things, they themselves not being formed. Thus they
are eternal, and existing always in the same manner, as being contained in the divine intelligence.
Whilst, however, they themselves neither comeinto being nor decay, yet we say that in accordance
with them everything is formed that can rise or decay, and all that actually does so."

| answer that, It must necessarily be held that ideas are many. In proof of which it is to be
considered that in every effect the ultimate end is the proper intention of the principal agent, asthe
order of an army (is the proper intention) of the general. Now the highest good existing in things
isthe good of the order of the universe, asthe Philosopher clearly teachesin Metaph. xii. Therefore
the order of the universeisproperly intended by God, and is hot the accidental result of a succession
of agents, as has been supposed by those who have taught that God created only the first creature,
and that this creature created the second creature, and so on, until this great multitude of beings
was produced. According to this opinion God would have the idea of the first created thing alone;
whereas, if the order itself of the universe was created by Him immediately, and intended by Him,
He must have the idea of the order of the universe. Now there cannot be an idea of any whole,
unless particular ideas are had of those parts of which the whole is made; just as a builder cannot
conceive the idea of a house unless he has the idea of each of its parts. So, then, it must needs be
that in the divine mind there are the proper ideas of all things. Hence Augustine says (Octog. Tri.
Quaest. qu. xlvi), "that each thing was created by God according to the idea proper to it,” from
which it follows that in the divine mind ideas are many. Now it can easily be seen how thisis not
repugnant to the simplicity of God, if we consider that the idea of a work is in the mind of the
operator asthat which isunderstood, and not as the image whereby he understands, whichisaform
that makes the intellect in act. For the form of the house in the mind of the builder, is something
understood by him, to the likeness of which he formsthe house in matter. Now, it is not repugnant
to the simplicity of the divine mind that it understand many things; though it would be repugnant
to its ssimplicity were His understanding to be formed by a plurality of images. Hence many ideas
exist in the divine mind, as things understood by it; as can be proved thus. Inasmuch as He knows
His own essence perfectly, He knows it according to every mode in which it can be known. Now
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it can be known not only asitisin itself, but as it can be participated in by creatures according to
some degree of likeness. But every creature has its own proper species, according to which it
participates in some degree in likeness to the divine essence. So far, therefore, as God knows His
essence as capable of such imitation by any creature, He knows it as the particular type and idea
of that creature; and in like manner as regards other creatures. So it is clear that God understands
many particular types of things and these are many ideas.

Reply to Objection 1: The divine essenceis not called an ideain so far asit is that essence,
but only in so far asit isthe likeness or type of this or that thing. Hence ideas are said to be many,
inasmuch as many types are understood through the self-same essence.

Reply to Objection 2: By wisdom and art we signify that by which God understands; but an
idea, that which God understands. For God by one understands many things, and that not only
according to what they are in themselves, but also according as they are understood, and thisisto
understand the several types of things. In the same way, an architect is said to understand a house,
when he understands the form of the house in matter. But if he understands the form of a house, as
devised by himself, from the fact that he understandsthat he understandsit, he thereby understands
the type or idea of the house. Now not only does God understand many things by His essence, but
He also understands that He understands many things by His essence. And this means that He
understands the several types of things; or that many ideas are in His intellect as understood by
Him.

Reply to Objection 3. Such relations, whereby ideas are multiplied, are caused not by the
things themselves, but by the divine intellect comparing its own essence with these things.

Reply to Objection 4: Relations multiplying ideas do not exist in created things, but in God.
Y et they are not real relations, such as those whereby the Persons are distinguished, but relations
understood by God.

Whether thereareideas of all thingsthat God knows?

Objection 1: It seemsthat there are not ideas in God of all things that He knows. For the idea
of evil isnot in God; since it would follow that evil wasin Him. But evil things are known by God.
Therefore there are not ideas of all things that God knows.

Objection 2: Further, God knows things that neither are, nor will be, nor have been, as has
been said above (A[9]). But of such things there are no ideas, since, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
v): "Acts of the divine will are the determining and effective types of things." Therefore there are
not in God ideas of al things known by Him.

Objection 3: Further, God knows primary matter, of which there can be no idea, since it has
no form. Hence the same conclusion.

Objection 4: Further, it is certain that God knows not only species, but also genera, singulars,
and accidents. But there are not ideas of these, according to Plato's teaching, who first taught ideas,
as Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi). Therefore there are not ideas in God of all things
known by Him.

Onthecontrary, Ideasaretypesexisting inthedivinemind, asis clear from Augustine (Octog.
Tri. Quaest. qu. xIvi). But God has the proper types of all things that He knows; and therefore He
has ideas of all things known by Him.
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| answer that, Asideas, according to Plato, are principles of the knowledge of things and of
their generation, an idea has this twofold office, asit existsin the mind of God. So far asthe idea
is the principle of the making of things, it may be called an "exemplar,” and belongs to practical
knowledge. But so far as it is a principle of knowledge, it is properly called a "type," and may
belong to speculative knowledge also. As an exemplar, therefore, it has respect to everything made
by God in any period of time; whereas asaprinciple of knowledgeit hasrespect to all thingsknown
by God, even though they never cometo be in time; and to al things that He knows according to
their proper type, in so far as they are known by Him in a specul ative manner.

Reply to Objection 1: Evil isknown by God not through its own type, but through the type of
good. Evil, therefore, has no idea in God, neither in so far as an idea is an "exemplar" nor as a
"type."

Reply to Objection 2: God hasno practical knowledge, except virtually, of thingswhich neither
are, nor will be, nor have been. Hence, with respect to these thereisno ideain God in so far asidea
signifies an "exemplar" but only in so far asit denotesa "type."

Reply to Objection 3: Plato is said by some to have considered matter as not created; and
therefore he postulated not an idea of matter but a concause with matter. Since, however, we hold
matter to be created by God, though not apart from form, matter has its ideain God; but not apart
from the idea of the composite; for matter in itself can neither exist, nor be known.

Reply to Objection 4: Genus can have no idea apart from the idea of species, in so far asidea
denotes an "exemplar"; for genus cannot exist except in some species. The same is the case with
those accidents that inseparably accompany their subject; for these come into being along with
their subject. But accidents which supervene to the subject, have their special idea. For an architect
produces through the form of the house all the accidents that originally accompany it; whereas
those that are superadded to the house when completed, such as painting, or any other such thing,
are produced through some other form. Now individual things, according to Plato, have no other
idea than that of species; both because particular things are individualized by matter, which, as
some say, he held to be uncreated and the concause with the idea; and because the intention of
nature regards the species, and producesindividuals only that in them the species may be preserved.
However, divine providence extends not merely to species; but to individualsaswill be shown later

(Q[22], A[3]).

OF TRUTH (EIGHT ARTICLEYS)

Since knowledgeis of things that are true, after the consideration of the knowledge of God, we
must inquire concerning truth. About this there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether truth resides in the thing, or only in the intellect?

(2) Whether it resides only in the intellect composing and dividing?

(3) On the comparison of the true to being.

(4) On the comparison of the true to the good.

(5) Whether God is truth?

(6) Whether all things are true by one truth, or by many?

(7) On the eternity of truth.

120



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

(8) On the unchangeabl eness of truth.
Whether truth residesonly in theintellect?

Objection 1: It seems that truth does not reside only in the intellect, but rather in things. For
Augustine (Solilog. ii, 5) condemns this definition of truth, "That is true which is seen”; since it
would follow that stones hidden in the bosom of the earth would not be true stones, as they are not
seen. He also condemns the following, "That is true which is as it appears to the knower, who is
willing and able to know," for hence it would follow that nothing would be true, unless someone
could know it. Therefore he defines truth thus: "That is true which is." It seems, then, that truth
resides in things, and not in the intellect.

Objection 2: Further, whatever is true, is true by reason of truth. If, then, truth is only in the
intellect, nothing will be true except in so far asit is understood. But thisisthe error of the ancient
philosophers, who said that whatever seems to be true is so. Consequently mutual contradictories
seem to be true as seen by different persons at the same time.

Objection 3: Further, "that, on account of which athing is so, isitself more so," asis evident
from the Philosopher (Poster. i). But it is from the fact that athing is or is not, that our thought or
word is true or false, as the Philosopher teaches (Praedicam. iii). Therefore truth resides rather in
things than in the intellect.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Metaph. vi), " The true and the false reside not in
things, but in the intellect.”

| answer that, Asthe good denotes that towards which the appetite tends, so the true denotes
that towards which the intellect tends. Now there is this difference between the appetite and the
intellect, or any knowledge whatsoever, that knowledge is according as the thing known isin the
knower, whilst appetite is according as the desirer tends towards the thing desired. Thus the term
of the appetite, namely good, is in the object desirable, and the term of the intellect, namely true,
is in the intellect itself. Now as good exists in a thing so far as that thing is related to the
appetite---and hence the aspect of goodness passes on from the desirable thing to the appetite, in
so far as the appetite is called good if its object is good; so, since the true isin the intellect in so
far as it is conformed to the object understood, the aspect of the true must needs pass from the
intellect to the object understood, so that aso the thing understood is said to be truein so far as it
has some relation to the intellect. Now a thing understood may be in relation to an intellect either
essentially or accidentally. It is related essentially to an intellect on which it depends asregards its
essence; but accidentally to an intellect by which it is knowable; even as we may say that a house
isrelated essentially to the intellect of the architect, but accidentally to the intellect upon which it
does not depend.

Now we do not judge of athing by what isin it accidentally, but by what isin it essentialy.
Hence, everything is said to be true absolutely, in so far asit isrelated to the intellect from which
it depends; and thusit isthat artificial things are said to be true a being related to our intellect. For
ahouseis said to be true that expresses the likeness of the form in the architect's mind; and words
aresaid to betrue so far asthey arethe signsof truth in the intellect. In the same way natural things
are said to be true in so far as they express the likeness of the species that are in the divine mind.
For astoneiscalled true, which possesses the nature proper to astone, according to the preconception
in the divine intellect. Thus, then, truth resides primarily in the intellect, and secondarily in things
according as they are related to the intellect as their principle. Consequently there are various
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definitions of truth. Augustine says (De VeraRelig. xxxvi), "Truth isthat whereby is made manifest
that which is;" and Hilary says (De Trin. v) that "Truth makes being clear and evident" and this
pertainsto truth according asit isin theintellect. Asto thetruth of thingsin so far asthey arerelated
totheintellect, we have Augustine'sdefinition (De VeraRelig. xxxvi), "Truth isasupreme likeness
without any unlikenessto aprinciple": also Anselm's definition (De Verit. xii), "Truth is rightness,
perceptible by the mind alone"; for that is right which is in accordance with the principle; also
Avicennas definition (Metaph. viii, 6), "The truth of each thing is a property of the essence which
is immutably attached to it." The definition that "Truth is the equation of thought and thing" is
applicable to it under either aspect.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking about the truth of things, and excludes from the
notion of thistruth, relation to our intellect; for what isaccidental isexcluded from every definition.

Reply to Objection 2: The ancient philosophers held that the species of natural things did not
proceed from any intellect, but were produced by chance. But asthey saw that truth impliesrelation
to intellect, they were compelled to base the truth of things on their relation to our intellect. From
this, conclusionsresult that areinadmissible, and which the Philosopher refutes (M etaph. iv). Such,
however, do not follow, if we say that the truth of things consists in their relation to the divine
intellect.

Reply to Objection 3: Although the truth of our intellect is caused by the thing, yet it is not
necessary that truth should be there primarily, any more than that health should be primarily in
medicine, rather than in the animal: for the virtue of medicine, and not its health, is the cause of
health, for here the agent is not univocal. In the same way, the being of the thing, not its truth, is
the cause of truth in the intellect. Hence the Philosopher saysthat athought or aword istrue "from
the fact that athing is, not because athing istrue."

Whether truth residesonly in theintellect composing and dividing?

Objection 1: It seems that truth does not reside only in the intellect composing and dividing.
For the Philosopher says (De Animaiiii) that as the senses are always true as regards their proper
sensible objects, so istheintellect as regards "what athing is." Now composition and division are
neither in the senses nor in the intellect knowing "what athing is." Therefore truth does not reside
only in the intellect composing and dividing.

Objection 2: Further, Isaac saysin hisbook On Definitionsthat truth isthe equation of thought
and thing. Now just as the intellect with regard to complex things can be equated to things, so also
with regard to simple things; and thisis true also of sense apprehending athing asit is. Therefore
truth does not reside only in the intellect composing and dividing.

Onthecontrary, the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi) that with regard to simple thingsand "what
athingis,”" truth is"found neither in the intellect nor in things."

| answer that, As stated before, truth resides, in its primary aspect, in the intellect. Now since
everything is true according as it has the form proper to its nature, the intellect, in so far asit is
knowing, must be true, so far as it has the likeness of the thing known, this being its form, as
knowing. For this reason truth is defined by the conformity of intellect and thing; and hence to
know this conformity isto know truth. But in no way can sense know this. For although sight has
the likeness of avisiblething, yet it does not know the comparison which exists between the thing
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seen and that which itself apprehends concerning it. But the intellect can know its own conformity
with the intelligible thing; yet it does not apprehend it by knowing of a thing "what a thing is."
When, however, it judgesthat athing correspondsto the form which it apprehends about that thing,
then first it knows and expresses truth. This it does by composing and dividing: for in every
proposition it either applies to, or removes from the thing signified by the subject, some form
signified by the predicate: and this clearly shows that the sense is true of any thing, asis also the
intellect, when it knows "what a thing is*; but it does not thereby know or affirm truth. Thisisin
like manner the case with complex or non-complex words. Truth therefore may be in the senses,
or intheintellect knowing "what athing is," asin anything that istrue; yet not as the thing known
in the knower, which is implied by the word "truth”; for the perfection of the intellect is truth as
known. Therefore, properly speaking, truth resides in the intellect composing and dividing; and
not in the senses; nor in the intellect knowing "what athingis."
And thus the Objections given are solved.

Whether thetrue and being are convertible terms?

Objection 1: It seems that the true and being are not convertible terms. For the true resides
properly in the intellect, as stated (A[1]); but being is properly in things. Therefore they are not
convertible.

Objection 2: Further, that which extends to being and not-being is not convertible with being.
But the true extends to being and not-being; for it is true that what is, is; and that what is not, is
not. Therefore the true and being are not convertible.

Objection 3: Further, thingswhich stand to each other in order of priority and posteriority seem
not to be convertible. But the true appears to be prior to being; for being is not understood except
under the aspect of the true. Therefore it seems they are not convertible.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Metaph. ii) that there is the same disposition of things
in being and in truth.

| answer that, As good has the nature of what is desirable, so truth is related to knowledge.
Now everything, in as far asit has being, so far isit knowable. Wherefore it issaid in De Anima
iii that "the soul isin some manner all things," through the senses and the intellect. And therefore,
as good is convertible with being, so isthe true. But as good adds to being the notion of desirable,
so the true adds relation to the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. Thetrueresidesinthingsand in theintellect, as said before (A[1]). But
thetruethat isin thingsis convertible with being asto substance; whilethetruethat isin theintellect
is convertible with being, as the manifestation with the manifested; for this belongs to the nature
of truth, as has been said aready (A[1]). It may, however, be said that being also is in the things
and in theintellect, asisthe true; although truth is primarily in things; and thisis so because truth
and being differ in idea.

Reply to Objection 2: Not-being has nothing initself whereby it can be known; yet it isknown
in so far astheintellect rendersit knowable. Hence the true is based on being, inasmuch as not-being
isakind of logical being, apprehended, that is, by reason.

Reply to Objection 3: Whenit issaid that being cannot be apprehended except under the notion
of the true, this can be understood in two ways. In the one way so as to mean that being is not
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apprehended, unlessthe idea of the true follows apprehension of being; and thisistrue. In the other
way, SO as to mean that being cannot be apprehended unless the idea of the true be apprehended
also; and thisisfalse. But the true cannot be apprehended unless the idea of being be apprehended
also; sincebeing isincluded in theideaof thetrue. The caseisthe sameif we comparetheintelligible
object with being. For being cannot be understood, unless being is intelligible. Yet being can be
understood whileitsintelligibility is not understood. Similarly, being when understood istrue, yet
the true is not understood by understanding being.

Whether good islogically prior tothetrue?

Objection 1: It seems that good is logically prior to the true. For what is more universal is
logically prior, asis evident from Phys. i. But the good is more universal than the true, since the
trueisakind of good, namely, of the intellect. Therefore the good islogically prior to the true.

Objection 2: Further, good isin things, but the true in the intellect composing and dividing as
said above (A[2]). But that which isin thingsis prior to that which isin the intellect. Therefore
good islogically prior to the true.

Objection 3: Further, truth isaspecies of virtue, asisclear from Ethic. iv. But virtueisincluded
under good; since, asAugustinesays (DeLib. Arbit. ii, 19), itisagood quality of themind. Therefore
the good is prior to the true.

Onthecontrary, What isin morethingsisprior logically. But thetrueisin somethingswherein
good is hot, as, for instance, in mathematics. Therefore the trueis prior to good.

| answer that, Although the good and the true are convertible with being, as to suppositum,
yet they differ logically. And in this manner the true, speaking absolutely, is prior to good, as
appears from two reasons. First, because the true is more closely related to being than is good. For
the true regards being itself simply and immediately; while the nature of good follows being in so
far asbeing isin someway perfect; for thusit isdesirable. Secondly, it is evident from the fact that
knowledge naturally precedes appetite. Hence, since the true regards knowledge, but the good
regards the appetite, the true must be prior in idea to the good.

Reply to Objection 1: Thewill and theintellect mutually include one another: for the intellect
understands the will, and the will wills the intellect to understand. So then, among things directed
to the object of the will, are comprised also those that belong to the intellect; and conversely.
Whencein the order of things desirable, good stands as the universal, and the true as the particular;
whereasin the order of intelligible things the converse of the case. From the fact, then, that the true
isakind of good, it follows that the good is prior in the order of things desirable; but not that it is
prior absolutely.

Reply to Objection 2: A thing isprior logically in so far asit is prior to the intellect. Now the
intellect apprehends primarily being itself; secondly, it apprehends that it understands being; and
thirdly, it apprehends that it desires being. Hence the idea of being isfirst, that of truth second, and
the idea of good third, though good isin things.

Reply to Objection 3: The virtue which is called "truth" is not truth in general, but a certain
kind of truth according to which man shows himself in deed and word as hereally is. But truth as
applied to "life" isused in a particular sense, inasmuch as aman fulfillsin hislife that to which he
isordained by the divineintellect, asit has been said that truth existsin other things (A[1]). Whereas
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the truth of "justice” is found in man as he fulfills his duty to his neighbor, as ordained by law.
Hence we cannot argue from these particular truths to truth in general.

Whether God istruth?

Objection 1: It seems that God is not truth. For truth consists in the intellect composing and
dividing. But in God there is not composition and division. Therefore in Him thereis not truth.

Objection 2: Further, truth, according to Augustine (De Vera Relig. xxxvi) is a"likeness to
the principle." But in God thereis no likeness to a principle. Therefore in God there is not truth.

Objection 3: Further, whatever issaid of God, is said of Him as of the first cause of all things;
thus the being of God isthe cause of all being; and His goodness the cause of al good. If therefore
thereistruth in God, all truth will be from Him. But it istrue that someone sins. Therefore thiswill
be from God; which is evidently false.

On the contrary, Our Lord says, "l am the Way, the Truth, and the Life" (In. 14:6).

| answer that, Assaid above (A[1]), truth isfound in the intellect according as it apprehends
athing asit is; and in things according as they have being conformable to an intellect. Thisisto
the greatest degree found in God. For His being is not only conformed to His intellect, but it isthe
very act of Hisintellect; and His act of understanding isthe measure and cause of every other being
and of every other intellect, and He Himself isHis own existence and act of understanding. Whence
it follows not only that truth isin Him, but that He is truth itself, and the sovereign and first truth.

Reply to Objection 1: Although inthe divineintellect thereisneither composition nor division,
yet in Hissimple act of intelligence He judges of all things and knows all things complex; and thus
there istruth in Hisintellect.

Reply to Objection 2: Thetruth of our intellect isaccording to its conformity with its principle,
that isto say, to the things from which it receives knowledge. The truth also of thingsis according
to their conformity with their principle, namely, the divine intellect. Now this cannot be said,
properly speaking, of divinetruth; unless perhapsin so far astruth is appropriated to the Son, Who
has a principle. But if we speak of divine truth in its essence, we cannot understand this unless the
affirmative must be resolved into the negative, aswhen one says: "the Father is of Himself, because
He is not from another." Similarly, the divine truth can be called a "likeness to the principle,”
inasmuch as His existence is not dissimilar to His intellect.

Reply to Objection 3: Not-being and privation have no truth of themselves, but only in the
apprehension of theintellect. Now all apprehension of theintellect isfrom God. Hence all the truth
that existsin the statement---"that a person commitsfornication istrue"---isentirely from God. But
to argue, "Therefore that this person fornicatesis from God", isafallacy of Accident.

Whether thereisonly onetruth, according to which all things aretrue?

Objection 1: It seems that there is only one truth, according to which all things are true. For
according to Augustine (De Trin. xv, 1), "nothing is greater than the mind of man, except God."
Now truth isgreater than the mind of man; otherwise the mind would be the judge of truth: whereas
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in fact it judges al things according to truth, and not according to its own measure. Therefore God
aloneistruth. Therefore there is no other truth but God.

Objection 2: Further, Anselm says (De Verit. xiv), that, "asis the relation of time to temporal
things, soisthat of truth to truethings." But thereisonly onetimefor all temporal things. Therefore
there is only one truth, by which al things are true.

Onthecontrary, itiswritten (Ps. 11:2), "Truths are decayed from among the children of men."

| answer that, In one sense truth, whereby all things are true, is one, and in another senseit is
not. In proof of which we must consider that when anything is predicated of many thingsunivocally,
it is found in each of them according to its proper nature; as animal is found in each species of
animal. But when anything is predicated of many things analogicaly, it is found in only one of
them according to its proper nature, and from this one the rest are denominated. So healthinessis
predicated of animal, of urine, and of medicine, not that health is only in the animal; but from the
health of the animal, medicine is called healthy, in so far asit is the cause of health, and urineis
called hedlthy, in so far as it indicates health. And athough health is neither in medicine nor in
urine, yet in either there is something whereby the one causes, and the other indicates health. Now
we have said (A[1]) that truth resides primarily in theintellect; and secondarily in things, according
asthey are related to the divine intellect. If therefore we speak of truth, asit existsin the intellect,
according to its proper nature, then are there many truths in many created intellects; and even in
one and the same intellect, according to the number of things known. Whence aglosson Ps. 11:2,
"Truths are decayed from among the children of men,” says:. "As from one man's face many
likenesses are reflected in amirror, so many truths are reflected from the one divine truth.” But if
we speak of truth asit isin things, then all things are true by one primary truth; to which each one
is assimilated according to its own entity. And thus, although the essences or forms of things are
many, yet the truth of the divine intellect is one, in conformity to which all things are said to be
true.

Reply to Objection 1: The soul does not judge of things according to any kind of truth, but
according to the primary truth, inasmuch as it is reflected in the soul, asin amirror, by reason of
thefirst principles of the understanding. It follows, therefore, that the primary truth is greater than
the soul. And yet, even created truth, which resides in our intellect, is greater than the soul, not
simply, but in a certain degree, in so far as it is its perfection; even as science may be said to be
greater than the soul. Yet it is true that nothing subsisting is greater than the rational soul, except
God.

Reply to Objection 2: The saying of Anselm is correct in so far as things are said to be true
by their relation to the divine intellect.

Whether created truth iseternal?

Objection 1: It seems that created truth is eternal. For Augustine says (De Lib. Arbit. ii, 8)
"Nothing is more eternal than the nature of a circle, and that two added to three make five." But
the truth of these is a created truth. Therefore created truth is eternal.

Objection 2: Further, that which isaways, iseternal. But universals are dways and everywhere;
therefore they are eternal. So therefore is truth, which is the most universal.
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Objection 3: Further, it was always true that what is true in the present wasto bein the future.
But as the truth of a proposition regarding the present is a created truth, so isthat of a proposition
regarding the future. Therefore some created truth is eternal.

Objection 4: Further, al that iswithout beginning and end is eternal . But the truth of enunciables
iswithout beginning and end; for if their truth had a beginning, since it was not before, it was true
that truth was not, and true, of course, by reason of truth; so that truth was before it began to be.
Similarly, if it be asserted that truth has an end, it follows that it is after it has ceased to be, for it
will still be true that truth is not. Therefore truth is eternal.

On the contrary, God aoneis eternal, as laid down before (Q[10], A[3]).

| answer that, The truth of enunciations is no other than the truth of the intellect. For an
enunciation residesin theintellect, and in speech. Now according asitisin theintellect it hastruth
of itself: but according asit isin speech, it iscalled enunciable truth, according asit signifies some
truth of theintellect, not on account of any truth residing in the enunciation, as though in a subject.
Thus urineis called healthy, not from any health within it but from the health of an animal which
it indicates. In like manner it has been aready said that things are called true from the truth of the
intellect. Hence, if nointellect were eternal, no truth would be eternal. Now because only thedivine
intellect is eternal, in it alone truth has eternity. Nor doesit follow from this that anything else but
God is eternal; since the truth of the divine intellect is God Himself, as shown already (A[9]).

Reply to Objection 1: The nature of acircle, and the fact that two and three make five, have
eternity in the mind of God.

Reply to Objection 2: That something is always and everywhere, can be understood in two
ways. In oneway, ashaving initself the power of extensionto all timeandto all places, asit belongs
to God to be everywhere and always. In the other way as not having in itself determination to any
place or time, as primary matter is said to be one, not because it has one form, but by the absence
of al distinguishing form. In this manner all universals are said to be everywhere and always, in
so far as universals are independent of place and time. It does not, however, follow from this that
they are eternal, except in an intellect, if one existsthat is eternal.

Reply to Objection 3: That which now is, was future, before it (actually) was; because it was
in its cause that it would be. Hence, if the cause were removed, that thing's coming to be was not
future. But thefirst causeisalone eternal. Hence it does not follow that it was always true that what
now iswould be, except in so far as its future being was in the sempiternal cause; and God alone
issuch a cause.

Reply to Objection 4: Because our intellect is not eternal, neither is the truth of enunciable
propositions which are formed by us, eternal, but it had abeginning in time. Now before such truth
existed, it was not true to say that such atruth did exist, except by reason of the divine intellect,
wherein alonetruth iseternal. But it istrue now to say that that truth did not then exist: and thisis
true only by reason of the truth that is now in our intellect; and not by reason of any truth in the
things. For thisis truth concerning not-being; and not-being has not truth of itself, but only so far
asour intellect apprehendsit. Henceit istrueto say that truth did not exist, in so far aswe apprehend
its not-being as preceding its being.

Whether truth isimmutable?
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Objection 1: It seemsthat truth isimmutable. For Augustine says (De Lib. Arbit. ii, 12), that
"Truth and mind do not rank as equal s, otherwise truth would be mutable, asthe mind is."

Objection 2: Further, what remains after every change is immutable; as primary matter is
unbegotten and incorruptible, sinceit remains after all generation and corruption. But truth remains
after all change; for after every change it is true to say that athing is, or is not. Therefore truth is
immutable.

Objection 3: Further, if the truth of an enunciation changes, it changes mostly with the changing
of thething. But it does not thus change. For truth, according to Anselm (De Verit. viii), "isacertain
rightness’ in so far as a thing answers to that which isin the divine mind concerning it. But this
proposition that " Socrates sits", receives from the divine mind the signification that Socrates does
sit; and it hasthe same signification even though he does not sit. Therefore the truth of the proposition
in no way changes.

Objection 4: Further, where there is the same cause, there is the same effect. But the same
thing is the cause of the truth of the three propositions, "Socrates sits, will sit, sat." Therefore the
truth of each isthe same. But one or other of these must be the true one. Therefore the truth of these
propositions remains immutable; and for the same reason that of any other.

Onthecontrary, Itiswritten (Ps. 11:2)," Truths are decayed from among the children of men."

| answer that, Truth, properly speaking, resides only in theintellect, as said before (A[1]); but
things are called true in virtue of the truth residing in an intellect. Hence the mutability of truth
must be regarded from the point of view of theintellect, thetruth of which consistsinitsconformity
to the thing understood. Now this conformity may vary in two ways, even as any other likeness,
through change in one of the two extremes. Hencein one way truth varies on the part of theintellect,
from the fact that a change of opinion occurs about athing which initself has not changed, and in
another way, when the thing is changed, but not the opinion; and in either way there can be achange
from trueto false. If, then, thereis an intellect wherein there can be no alternation of opinions, and
the knowledge of which nothing can escape, in this is immutable truth. Now such is the divine
intellect, asis clear from what has been said before (Q[14], A[15]). Hence the truth of the divine
intellect is immutable. But the truth of our intellect is mutable; not because it is itself the subject
of change, but in so far as our intellect changes from truth to falsity, for thus forms may be called
mutable. Whereas the truth of the divineintellect is that according to which natural things are said
to be true, and thisis altogether immutable.

Reply to Objection 1: Augustine is speaking of divine truth.

Reply to Objection 2: The true and being are convertible terms. Hence just as being is not
generated nor corrupted of itself, but accidentally, in so far as this being or that is corrupted or
generated, asis said in Phys. i, so does truth change, not so as that no truth remains, but because
that truth does not remain which was before.

Reply to Objection 3: A proposition not only has truth, as other things are said to haveit, in
sofar, that is, asthey correspond to that which isthe design of the divineintellect concerning them;
but it said to have truth in a special way, in so far as it indicates the truth of the intellect, which
consistsin the conformity of theintellect with athing. When this disappears, the truth of an opinion
changes, and consequently the truth of the proposition. So therefore this proposition, "Socrates
sits," istrue, aslong as he is sitting, both with the truth of the thing, in so far as the expression is
significative, and with thetruth of signification, in so far asit signifiesatrue opinion. When Socrates
rises, the first truth remains, but the second is changed.
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Reply to Objection 4: Thesitting of Socrates, which isthe cause of the truth of the proposition,
"Socrates sits," has not the same meaning when Socrates sits, after he sits, and before he sits. Hence
the truth which results, varies, and is variously signified by these propositions concerning present,
past, or future. Thus it does not follow, though one of the three propositionsis true, that the same
truth remains invariable.

CONCERNING FALSITY (FOUR ARTICLEYS)

We next consider falsity. About this four points of inquiry arise:
(1) Whether falsity existsin things?

(2) Whether it existsin the sense?

(3) Whether it existsin the intellect?

(4) Concerning the opposition of the true and the false.

Whether falsity existsin things?

Objection 1: It appears that falsity does not exist in things. For Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 8),
"If thetrueisthat whichis, it will be concluded that the fal se exists nowhere; whatever reason may
appear to the contrary."

Objection 2: Further, false is derived from "fallere" [to deceive]. But things do not deceive;
for, as Augustine says (De VeraRelig. 33), they show nothing but their own species. Thereforethe
falseis not found in things.

Objection 3: Further, the true is said to exist in things by conformity to the divineintellect, as
stated above (Q[16]). But everything, in so far as it exists, imitates God. Therefore everything is
true without admixture of falsity; and thus nothing is false.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 34): "Every body is atrue body and afalse
unity: for it imitates unity without being unity." But everything imitates the divine unity yet falls
short of it. Thereforein all things falsity exists.

| answer that, Since true and false are opposed, and since opposites stand in relation to the
same thing, we must needs seek falsity, where primarily we find truth; that isto say, in theintellect.
Now, in things, neither truth nor falsity exists, except in relation to the intellect. And since every
thing is denominated simply by what belongsto it "per se," but is denominated relatively by what
belongs to it accidentally; a thing indeed may be called false simply when compared with the
intellect on which it depends, and towhichit iscompared "per se" but may be called falserelatively
as directed to another intellect, to which it is compared accidentally. Now natural things depend
on the divine intellect, as artificial things on the human. Wherefore artificia things are said to be
false simply and in themselves, in so far asthey fall short of theform of the art; whence acraftsman
issaid to produce afalse work, if it falls short of the proper operation of his art.

In things that depend on God, falseness cannot be found, in so far as they are compared with
thedivineintellect; since whatever takes place in things proceeds from the ordinance of that intellect,
unless perhaps in the case of voluntary agents only, who have it in their power to withdraw
themselves from what is so ordained; wherein consists the evil of sin. Thus sins themselves are
called untruths and lies in the Scriptures, according to the words of the text, "Why do you love
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vanity, and seek after lying?' (Ps. 4:3): as on the other hand virtuous deeds are called the "truth of
life" asbeing obedient to the order of the divineintellect. Thusitissaid, "Hethat doth truth, cometh
to thelight” (dn. 3:21).

But in relation to our intellect, natural things which are compared thereto accidentally, can be
called false; not simply, but relatively; and that in two ways. In one way according to the thing
signified, and thus athing is said to be false as being signified or represented by word or thought
that isfalse. In thisrespect anything can be said to be false as regards any quality not possessed by
it; as if we should say that a diameter is a false commensurable thing, as the Philosopher says
(Metaph. v, 34). So, too, Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 10): "The true tragedian is a false Hector":
even as, on the contrary, anything can be called true, in regard to that which is becoming to it. In
another way athing can be called false, by way of cause---and thus a thing is said to be fal se that
naturally begets a false opinion. And whereas it is innate in us to judge things by external
appearances, since our knowledge takes its rise from sense, which principally and naturally deals
with external accidents, therefore those external accidents, which resemble things other than
themselves, are said to be fal se with respect to those things; thus gall isfalsely honey; and tin, false
gold. Regarding this, Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 6): "We call those things fal se that appear to our
apprehension likethe true:" and the Philosopher says (Metaph. v, 34): "Things are called fal se that
are naturally apt to appear such as they are not, or what they are not." In thisway aman is called
false as delighting in false opinions or words, and not because he can invent them; for in this way
many wise and learned persons might be called false, as stated in Metaph. v, 34.

Reply to Objection 1: A thing compared with theintellect is said to be true in respect to what
itis; and false in respect to what it is not. Hence, "The true tragedian is a false Hector," as stated
in Solilog. ii, 6. As, therefore, in things that are is found a certain non-being, so in things that are
isfound a degree of falseness.

Reply to Objection 2: Things do not deceive by their own nature, but by accident. For they
give occasion to falsity, by the likeness they bear to things which they actually are not.

Reply to Objection 3: Things are said to be false, not as compared with the divine intellect,
in which case they would be false simply, but as compared with our intellect; and thus they are
false only relatively.

To the argument which is urged on the contrary, likeness or defective representation does not
involve theidea of falsity except in so far asit gives occasion to false opinion. Hence athing is not
always said to be false, because it resembles another thing; but only when the resemblanceis such
as naturally to produce afalse opinion, not in any one case, but in the majority of instances.

Whether thereisfalsity in the senses?

Objection 1: It seemsthat falsity is not in the senses. For Augustine says (De VeraRelig. 33):
"If al the bodily senses report as they are affected, | do not know what more we can require from
them." Thus it seems that we are not deceived by the senses; and therefore that falsity is not in
them.

Objection 2: Further, the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv, 24) that falsity is not proper to the
senses, but to the imagination.
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Objection 3: Further, in non-complex things there is neither true nor false, but in complex
things only. But affirmation and negation do not belong to the senses. Therefore in the sensesthere
isno falsity.

Onthecontrary, Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 6), "It appearsthat the senses entrap usinto error
by their deceptive similitudes.”

| answer that, Falsity isnot to be sought in the senses except as truth isin them. Now truth is
not in them in such away as that the senses know truth, but in so far as they apprehend sensible
things truly, as said above (Q[16], A[2]), and this takes place through the senses apprehending
things as they are, and hence it happens that falsity existsin the senses through their apprehending
or judging things to be otherwise than they really are.

The knowledge of things by the sensesisin proportion to the existence of their likenessin the
senses; and the likeness of athing can exist in the sensesin three ways. In the first way, primarily
and of itsown nature, asin sight there isthe likeness of colors, and of other sensible objects proper
to it. Secondly, of its own nature, though not primarily; asin sight there is the likeness of shape,
size, and of other sensible objects common to more than one sense. Thirdly, neither primarily nor
of itsown nature, but accidentally, asin sight, there is the likeness of a man, not as man, but in so
far asit is accidental to the colored object to be a man.

Sense, then, has no false knowledge about its proper objects, except accidentally and rarely,
and then, because of the unsound organ it does not receive the sensible form rightly; just as other
passive subjects because of their indisposition receive defectively the impressions of the agent.
Hence, for instance, it happens that on account of an unhealthy tongue sweet seems bitter to asick
person. But as to common objects of sense, and accidental objects, even arightly disposed sense
may have a false judgment, because it is referred to them not directly, but accidentally, or as a
consequence of being directed to other things.

Reply to Objection 1: The affection of sense is its sensation itself. Hence, from the fact that
sensereportsasitisaffected, it followsthat we are not deceived in the judgment by which wejudge
that we experience sensation. Since, however, sense is sometimes affected erroneously of that
object, it follows that it sometimes reports erroneously of that object; and thus we are deceived by
sense about the object, but not about the fact of sensation.

Reply to Objection 2: Falsity is said not to be proper to sense, since sense is not deceived as
to its proper object. Hence in another trandation it is said more plainly, "Sense, about its proper
object, is never false." Falsity is attributed to the imagination, as it represents the likeness of
something even in its absence. Hence, when anyone perceives the likeness of athing asif it were
the thing itself, falsity results from such an apprehension; and for this reason the Philosopher says
(Metaph. v, 34) that shadows, pictures, and dreams are said to be false inasmuch as they convey
the likeness of things that are not present in substance.

Reply to Objection 3: Thisargument proves that the falseis not in the sense, asin that which
knows the true and the false.

Whether falsity isin theintellect?

Objection 1: It seems that falsity is not in the intellect. For Augustine says (Qqg. Ixxxiii, 32),
"Everyone who is deceived, understands not that in which he is deceived.” But falsity is said to
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exist in any knowledge in so far as we are deceived therein. Therefore falsity does not exist in the
intellect.

Objection 2: Further, the Philosopher says (De Animaiii, 51) that the intellect is alwaysright.
Therefore there is no falsity in the intellect.

Onthecontrary, Itissaidin De Animaiii, 21,[22] that "where there is composition of objects
understood, there is truth and falsehood.” But such composition isin the intellect. Therefore truth
and falsehood exist in the intellect.

| answer that, Just asathing hasbeing by its proper form, so the knowing faculty has knowledge
by the likeness of the thing known. Hence, as natural things cannot fall short of the being that
belongs to them by their form, but may fall short of accidental or consequent qualities, even as a
man may fail to possess two feet, but not fail to be a man; so the faculty of knowing cannot fail in
knowledge of the thing with the likeness of which it is informed; but may fail with regard to
something consequent upon that form, or accidental thereto. For it has been said (A[2]) that sight
isnot deceived inits proper sensible, but about common sensiblesthat are consequent to that object;
or about accidental objects of sense. Now as the sense is directly informed by the likeness of its
proper object, so isthe intellect by the likeness of the essence of athing. Hence the intellect is not
deceived about the essence of athing, as neither the sense about its proper object. But in affirming
and denying, the intellect may be deceived, by attributing to the thing of which it understands the
essence, something which is not consequent upon it, or is opposed to it. For the intellect isin the
same position asregards judging of such things, as senseisasto judging of common, or accidental,
sensible objects. There is, however, this difference, as before mentioned regarding truth (Q[16],
A[2]), that falsity can exist in the intellect not only because the intellect is conscious of that
knowledge, asit is conscious of truth; whereas in sense falsity does not exist as known, as stated
above (A[2]).

But because falsity of the intellect is concerned essentialy only with the composition of the
intellect, falsity occurs also accidentally in that operation of the intellect whereby it knows the
essence of athing, in so far as composition of the intellect ismixed up init. This can take placein
two ways. In one way, by the intellect applying to one thing the definition proper to another; as
that of acircle to aman. Wherefore the definition of one thing is false of another. In another way,
by composing a definition of parts which are mutually exclusive. For thus the definition is not only
false of the thing, but falsein itself. A definition such as" areasonable four-footed animal” would
be of thiskind, and theintellect falsein making it; for such astatement as " some reasonable animals
are four-footed" is false in itself. For this reason the intellect cannot be false in its knowledge of
simple essences; but it is either true, or it understands nothing at all.

Reply to Objection 1. Because the essence of athing is the proper object of the intellect, we
are properly said to understand a thing when we reduce it to its essence, and judge of it thereby; as
takes place in demonstrations, in which thereis no falsity. In this sense Augustine's words must be
understood, "that he who is deceived, understands not that wherein heis deceived;" and not in the
sense that no oneis ever deceived in any operation of the intellect.

Reply to Objection 2: The intellect is aways right as regards first principles; since it is not
deceived about them for the same reason that it is not deceived about what athing is. For self-known
principles are such as are known as soon as the terms are understood, from the fact that the predicate
is contained in the definition of the subject.
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Whether true and false ar e contraries?

Objection 1: It seemsthat true and false are not contraries. For true and false are opposed, as
that which isto that which is not; for "truth,” as Augustine says (Solilog. ii, 5), "is that which is."
But that which is and that which is not are not opposed as contraries. Therefore true and false are
not contrary things.

Objection 2: Further, one of two contrariesis not in the other. But falsity isin truth, because,
as Augustine says, (Salilog. ii, 10), "A tragedian would not be afalse Hector, if he were not atrue
tragedian.” Therefore true and false are not contraries.

Objection 3: Further, in God there is no contrariety, for "nothing is contrary to the Divine
Substance," as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii, 2). But falsity is opposed to God, for an idol is
calledin Scripturealie, "They havelaid hold on lying" (Jer. 8:5), that isto say, "anidol," asagloss
says. Therefore false and true are not contraries.

Onthecontrary, The Philosopher says (Peri Herm. ii), that afalse opinion is contrary to atrue
one.

| answer that, True and false are opposed as contraries, and not, as some have said, as
affirmation and negation. In proof of which it must be considered that negation neither asserts
anything nor determines any subject, and can therefore be said of being as of not-being, for instance
not-seeing or not-sitting. But privation asserts nothing, whereas it determines its subject, for it is
"negation in a subject," as stated in Metaph. iv, 4: v. 27; for blindness is not said except of one
whose nature it isto see. Contraries, however, both assert something and determine the subject, for
blackness is a species of color. Falsity asserts something, for a thing is false, as the Philosopher
says (Metaph. iv, 27), inasmuch as something is said or seemsto be something that it is not, or not
to be what it really is. For as truth implies an adequate apprehension of athing, so falsity implies
the contrary. Hence it is clear that true and false are contraries.

Reply to Objection 1: What isin thingsis the truth of the thing; but what is apprehended, is
the truth of the intellect, wherein truth primarily resides. Hence the false is that which is not as
apprehended. To apprehend being, and not-being, implies contrariety; for, asthe Philosopher proves
(Peri Herm. ii), the contrary of this statement "God is good,” is, "God is nhot good.”

Reply to Objection 2: Falsity is not founded in the truth which is contrary to it, just as evil is
not founded in the good which is contrary to it, but in that which isits proper subject. This happens
in either, because true and good are universals, and convertible with being. Hence, asevery privation
isfounded in asubject, that is abeing, so every evil isfounded in some good, and every falsity in
some truth.

Reply to Objection 3: Because contraries, and opposites by way of privation, are by nature
about one and the same thing, therefore there is nothing contrary to God, considered in Himself,
either with respect to His goodness or Histruth, for in Hisintellect there can be nothing false. But
in our apprehension of Him contraries exist, for the false opinion concerning Him is contrary to
thetrue. Soidolsare called lies, opposed to the divine truth, inasmuch as the fal se opinion concerning
them is contrary to the true opinion of the divine unity.
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THE LIFE OF GOD (FOUR ARTICLEYS)

Since to understand belongs to living beings, after considering the divine knowledge and
intellect, we must consider the divine life. About this, four points of inquiry arise:

(1) To whom does it belong to live?

(2) What islife?

(3) Whether life is properly attributed to God?

(4) Whether al thingsin God are life?

Whether to live belongsto all natural things?

Objection 1: It seemsthat to live belongsto all natural things. For the Philosopher says (Phys.
viii, 1) that "Movement is like a kind of life possessed by all things existing in nature." But all
natural things participate in movement. Therefore all natural things partake of life.

Objection 2: Further, plants are said to live, inasmuch as they in themselves a principle of
movement of growth and decay. But local movement is naturally more perfect than, and prior to,
movement of growth and decay, asthe Philosopher shows (Phys. viii, 56,57). Sincethen, all natural
bodies have in themselves some principle of local movement, it seems that all natural bodies live.

Objection 3: Further, amongst natural bodies the elements are the less perfect. Yet life is
attributed to them, for we speak of "living waters." Much more, therefore, have other natural bodies
life.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vi, 1) that "The last echo of lifeis heard in the
plants,” whereby it isinferred that their lifeislife in its lowest degree. But inanimate bodies are
inferior to plants. Therefore they have not life.

| answer that, We can gather to what things life belongs, and to what it does not, from such
things as manifestly possesslife. Now life manifestly belongsto animals, for it said in De V egetab.
i [*De Plantisi, 1] that in animals life is manifest. We must, therefore, distinguish living from
lifeless things, by comparing them to that by reason of which animalsare said to live: and thisitis
in which life is manifested first and remains last. We say then that an animal beginsto live when
it beginsto move of itself: and aslong as such movement appearsin it, solong asit is considered
to be alive. When it no longer has any movement of itself, but is only moved by another power,
thenitslifeissaid tofail, and the animal to be dead. Whereby it is clear that those things are properly
called living that move themselves by some kind of movement, whether it be movement properly
so called, as the act of an imperfect being, i.e. of athing in potentiality, is called movement; or
movement in amore general sense, as when said of the act of a perfect thing, as understanding and
feeling are called movement. Accordingly all things are said to be alive that determine themselves
to movement or operation of any kind: whereas those thingsthat cannot by their nature do so, cannot
be called living, unless by a similitude.

Reply to Objection 1: These words of the Philosopher may be understood either of the first
movement, namely, that of the celestial bodies, or of the movement in its general sense. In either
way is movement called the life, as it were, of natural bodies, speaking by a similitude, and not
attributing it to them astheir property. The movement of the heavensisin the universe of corporeal
natures as the movement of the heart, whereby lifeis preserved, isin animals. Similarly also every
natural movement in respect to natural things has a certain similitude to the operations of life.
Hence, if the whole corporeal universe were one animal, so that its movement came from an
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"intrinsic moving force," as somein fact have held, in that case movement would really be thelife
of al natural bodies.

Reply to Objection 2: To bodies, whether heavy or light, movement does not belong, except
in so far as they are displaced from their natural conditions, and are out of their proper place; for
when they are in the place that is proper and natural to them, then they are at rest. Plants and other
living things move with vital movement, in accordance with the disposition of their nature, but not
by approaching thereto, or by receding from it, for in so far as they recede from such movement,
so far do they recede from their natural disposition. Heavy and light bodies are moved by an extrinsic
force, either generating them and giving them form, or removing obstacles from their way. They
do not therefore move themselves, as do living bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Waters are called living that have a continuous current: for standing
waters, that are not connected with a continually flowing source, are called dead, asin cisternsand
ponds. Thisismerely asimilitude, inasmuch as the movement they are seen to possess makes them
look asif they werealive. Yet thisisnot lifeintheminitsrea sense, since this movement of theirs
is not from themselves but from the cause that generates them. The same is the case with the
movement of other heavy and light bodies.

Whether lifeisan operation?

Objection 1: It seemsthat life is an operation. For nothing is divided except into parts of the
same genus. But life is divided by certain operations, asis clear from the Philosopher (De Anima
ii, 13), who distinguishes four kinds of life, namely, nourishment, sensation, local movement and
understanding. Therefore life is an operation.

Objection 2: Further, the active life is said to be different from the contemplative. But the
contemplative is only distinguished from the active by certain operations. Therefore life is an
operation.

Objection 3: Further, to know God is an operation. But thisislife, asis clear from the words
of Jn. 18:3, "Now thisis eternal life, that they may know Thee, the only true God." Therefore life
is an operation.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (De Animaii, 37), "In living things, to liveisto be."

| answer that, Asis clear from what has been said (Q[17], A[3]), our intellect, which takes
cognizance of the essence of athing as its proper object, gains knowledge from sense, of which
the proper objectsare external accidents. Hence from external appearanceswe cometo the knowledge
of the essence of things. And because we name a thing in accordance with our knowledge of it, as
isclear fromwhat has already been said (Q[13], A[1]), so from external properties names are often
imposed to signify essences. Hence such names are sometimes taken strictly to denote the essence
itself, the signification of which istheir principal object; but sometimes, and less strictly, to denote
the properties by reason of which they areimposed. And so we see that the word "body" is used to
denote a genus of substances from the fact of their possessing three dimensions. and is sometimes
taken to denote the dimensions themsel ves; in which sense body is said to be a species of quantity.
The same must be said of life. The name is given from a certain externa appearance, namely,
self-movement, yet not precisely to signify this, but rather a substance to which self-movement and
the application of itself to any kind of operation, belong naturally. To live, accordingly, is nothing
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elsethanto exist in thisor that nature; and life signifiesthis, though in the abstract, just asthe word
"running” denotes "to run" in the abstract.

Hence"living" is not an accidental but an essential predicate. Sometimes, however, lifeisused
less properly for the operations from which its nameis taken, and thus the Philosopher says (Ethic.
iX, 9) that to live is principally to sense or to understand.

Reply to Objection 1: The Philosopher here takes "to live" to mean an operation of life. Or it
would be better to say that sensation and intelligence and the like, are sometimes taken for the
operations, sometimes for the existence itself of the operator. For he says (Ethic. ix, 9) that to live
isto sense or to understand---in other words, to have anature capabl e of sensation or understanding.
Thus, then, he distinguishes life by the four operations mentioned. For in this lower world there
are four kinds of living things. It is the nature of some to be capable of nothing more than taking
nourishment, and, as a consequence, of growing and generating. Others are able, in addition, to
sense, as we see in the case of shellfish and other animals without movement. Others have the
further power of moving from place to place, as perfect animals, such as quadrupeds, and birds,
and so on. Others, as man, have the till higher faculty of understanding.

Reply to Objection 2: By vital operations are meant those whose principles are within the
operator, and in virtue of which the operator produces such operations of itself. It happens that
there exist in men not merely such natural principlesof certain operationsasaretheir natural powers,
but something over and above these, such as habitsinclining them like a second nature to particular
kinds of operations, so that the operations become sources of pleasure. Thus, as by a similitude,
any kind of work in which a man takes delight, so that his bent is towards it, his time spent in it,
and hiswhole life ordered with aview to it, is said to be the life of that man. Hence some are said
to lead to life of self-indulgence, others a life of virtue. In this way the contemplative life is
distinguished from the active, and thus to know God is said to be life eternal.

Wherefore the Reply to the Third Objection is clear.

Whether lifeisproperly attributed to God?

Objection 1: It seems that life is not properly attributed to God. For things are said to live
inasmuch as they move themselves, as previously stated (A[2]). But movement does not belong to
God. Neither therefore does life.

Objection 2: Further, inal living things we must needs suppose some principle of life. Hence
it issaid by the Philosopher (De Animaiii, 4) that "the soul is the cause and principle of the living
body." But God has no principle. Therefore life cannot be attributed to Him.

Objection 3: Further, the principle of lifein theliving thingsthat exist among usisthe vegetative
soul. But this exists only in corporeal things. Therefore life cannot be attributed to incorporeal
things.

Onthecontrary, Itissaid (Ps. 83:3): "My heart and my flesh have rejoiced in theliving God."

| answer that, Life is in the highest degree properly in God. In proof of which it must be
considered that since a thing is said to live in so far as it operates of itself and not as moved by
another, the more perfectly this power isfound in anything, the more perfect isthelife of that thing.
In things that move and are moved, athreefold order isfound. In the first place, the end movesthe
agent: and the principal agent isthat which actsthrough itsform, and sometimesit does so through

136



Summa Theologica Saint Thomas Aquinas

some instrument that acts by virtue not of its own form, but of the principal agent, and does no
more than execute the action. Accordingly there are things that move themselves, not in respect of
any form or end naturally inherent in them, but only in respect of the executing of the movement;
the form by which they act, and the end of the action being alike determined for them by their
nature. Of this kind are plants, which move themselves according to their inherent nature, with
regard only to executing the movements of growth and decay.

Other things have self-movement in a higher degree, that is, not only with regard to executing
the movement, but even asregardsto the form, the principle of movement, which form they acquire
of themselves. Of this kind are animals, in which the principle of movement is not a naturally
implanted form; but one received through sense. Hence the more perfect is their sense, the more
perfect is their power of self-movement. Such as have only the sense of touch, as shellfish, move
only with the motion of expansion and contraction; and thus their movement hardly exceeds that
of plants. Whereas such as have the sensitive power in perfection, so as to recognize not only
connection and touch, but also objects apart from themselves, can move themselves to a distance
by progressive movement. Y et although animals of the latter kind receive through sense the form
that isthe principle of their movement, neverthelessthey cannot of themselves proposeto themselves
the end of their operation, or movement; for this has been implanted in them by nature; and by
natural instinct they are moved to any action through the form apprehended by sense. Hence such
animals as move themselves in respect to an end they themselves propose are superior to these.
Thiscan only be done by reason and intellect; whose provinceit isto know the proportion between
the end and the means to that end, and duly coordinate them. Hence a more perfect degree of life
isthat of intelligible beings; for their power of self-movement is more perfect. Thisis shown by
the fact that in one and the same man the intellectual faculty moves the sensitive powers; and these
by their command move the organs of movement. Thus in the arts we see that the art of using a
ship, i.e. the art of navigation, rules the art of ship-designing; and thisin its turn rules the art that
isonly concerned with preparing the material for the ship.

But although our intellect movesitself to some things, yet others are supplied by nature, as are
first principles, which it cannot doubt; and the last end, which it cannot but will. Hence, although
with respect to some things it moves itself, yet with regard to other things it must be moved by
another. Wherefore that being whose act of understanding isits very nature, and which, in what it
naturally possesses, is not determined by another, must have life in the most perfect degree. Such
isGod; and hencein Him principally islife. From thisthe Philosopher concludes (Metaph. xii, 51),
after showing God to be intelligent, that God has life most perfect and eternal, since His intellect
ismost perfect and always in act.

Reply to Objection 1: Asstated in Metaph. ix, 16, action istwofold. Actions of one kind pass
out to external matter, asto heat or to cut; whilst actions of the other kind remain in the agent, as
to understand, to sense and to will. The difference between them is this, that the former action is
the perfection not of the agent that moves, but of the thing moved; whereas the latter action isthe
perfection of the agent. Hence, because movement is an act of the thing in movement, the latter
action, in so far asit is the act of the operator, is called its movement, by this similitude, that as
movement is an act of the thing moved, so an act of this kind is the act of the agent, although
movement is an act of the imperfect, that is, of what isin potentiality; while thiskind of act isan
act of the perfect, that isto say, of what isin act asstated in De Animaiii, 28. In the sense, therefore,
in which understanding is movement, that which understands itself is said to move itself. Itisin
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this sense that Plato also taught that God moves Himself; not in the sense in which movement is
an act of the imperfect.

Reply to Objection 2: AsGod isHisown very existence and understanding, so isHe Hisown
life; and therefore He so lives that He has not principle of life.

Reply to Objection 3: Lifein thislower world is bestowed on a corruptible nature, that needs
generation to preserve the species, and nourishment to preserve the individual. For thisreason life
isnot found here below apart from avegetative soul: but this does not hold good with incorruptible
natures.

Whether all thingsarelifein God?

Objection 1: It seemsthat not all thingsarelifein God. For it issaid (Acts 17:28), "In Him we
live, and move, and be." But not al things in God are movement. Therefore not all things are life
in Him.

Objection 2: Further, all things are in God as their first model. But things modelled ought to
conform to the model. Since, then, not all things havelifein themselves, it seemsthat not al things
arelifein God.

Objection 3: Further, as Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 29), aliving substance is better than
a substance that does not live. If, therefore, things which in themselves have not life, are life in
God, it seems that things exist more truly in God than themselves. But this appears to be false;
since in themselves they exist actually, but in God potentially.

Objection 4: Further, just as good things and things made in time are known by God, so are
bad things, and things that God can make, but never will be made. If, therefore, al things are life
in God, inasmuch as known by Him, it seems that even bad things and things that will never be
made are lifein God, as known by Him, and this appears inadmissible.

Onthecontrary, (In. 1:3,4), itissaid, "What was made, in Him waslif