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1. A small mistake in the beginning is a big one in the end, according to the Philosopher in the first book
of On the Heavens and the Earth. And as Ibn-Sînâ says in the beginning of his Metaphysics, being and
essence are what is first conceived by the intellect.

2. Thus, to avoid making mistakes out of ignorance of them, and to become familiar with the difficulties
they entail, we must point out what is signified by the words “being” and “essence,” and how they are
found in diverse things, and how they are related to the logical intentions, genus, species, and difference.

3. Since we ought to acquire knowledge of what is simple from what is composed, and come to what is
prior from what is posterior, so that, beginning with what is easier, we may progress more suitably in
learning; we ought proceed from the meaning of the word “being” to that of the word “essence.”

4. We should notice, therefore, that the word “being,” taken without qualifiers, has two uses, as the
Philosopher says in the fifth book of the Metaphysics. (1) In one way, it is used apropos of what is
divided into the ten genera; (2) in another way, it is used to signify the truth of propositions.  The
difference between the two is that in the second way everything about which we can form an affirmative
proposition can be called a being, even though it posits nothing in reality. It is in this way that privations
and negations are called beings; for we say that affirmation is opposed to negation, and that blindness
is in the eye.  In the first way, however, only what posits something in reality can be called a being.  In
the first way, therefore, blindness and the like are not beings.

5. So, the word “essence” is not taken from the word “being” used in the second way; for some things
which do not have an essence are called beings in this way as is clear in the case of privations.  Rather,
the word “essence” is taken from the word “being” used in the first way.  It is for this reason that the
Commentator says in the same place that the word “being” used in the first way is what signifies the
essence of a real thing.

6. And because the word “being” used in this way is used apropos of what is divided into the ten genera,
as we have said, the word “essence” must signify something common to all natures, by means of which
(nature) diverse beings are placed into diverse genera and species; as, for example, humanity is the
essence of man, and so with other things.

7. And because that by which a real thing is constituted in its proper genus or species is what is signified
by the definition expressing what the real thing is, philosophers sometimes use the word “quiddity” for
the word “essence.”  This is what the Philosopher often calls what something was to be, i.e., that by
which it belongs to something to be what it is.

8. It is also called form, in the sense in which the word “form” signifies the full determination of each
real thing, as Ibn-Sînâ says in the second book of his Metaphysics.

9. Further, it is given another name, nature, taking the word “nature” in the first of the four ways given
by Boethius in his book On the Two Natures.  In this way, whatever can in any way be grasped by the
intellect is called a nature. For a real thing is not intelligible except through its definition and essence.

10. The Philosopher, too, says in the fifth book of the Metaphysics that every substance is a nature.  But
the word “nature” taken in this way appears to signify the essence of a real thing according as it has an
ordering to the thing’s proper operation; and no real thing lacks a proper operation.

11. The name “quiddity,” however, is taken from the fact that what is signified by the definition is the
essence.  But it is called essence from the fact that through it and in it a real being has existence.

12. Because the word “being” is used absolutely and with priority of substances, and only posteriorly and
with qualification of accidents, essence is in substances truly and properly, in accidents only in some way
with qualification.

13. Further, some substances are simple and some are composed, and essence is in each.  But essence is
in simple substances in a truer and more noble way, according to which they also have a more noble
existence; for they ─ at least that simple substance which is first, and which is God ─ are the cause of
those which are composed.  But because the essences of the simple substances are more hidden from us,
we ought to begin with the essences of composed substances, so that we may progress more suitably in
learning from what is easier.

14. In composed substances there are form and matter, for example, in man soul and body.

15. But we cannot say that either one of them alone may be said to be the essence.  That matter alone is
not the essence of a real thing is clear, since through its essence a real thing is knowable and assigned
to a species or to a genus.  But matter alone is neither a principle of knowledge, nor is it that by which
something is assigned to a genus or to a species; rather a thing is so assigned by reason of its being
something actual.

16. Neither can the form alone of a composed substance be said to be its essence, although some try to
assert this.  For it is evident from what has been said that essence is what is signified by the definition
of a real thing.  And the definition of natural substances contains not only form, but matter as well;
otherwise natural definitions and mathematical ones would not differ.

17. Neither can it be said that matter is placed in the definition of a natural substance as something added
to its essence or as something outside its essence, because this mode of definition is proper to accidents,
which do not have a perfect essence.  This is why accidents must include in their definition a subject
which is outside their genus.  It is clear therefore that essence includes matter and form.

18. Further, neither can it be said that essence signifies some relation between matter and form or
something added to them, because this would of necessity be an accident or something extraneous to the
real thing, and the real thing would not be known through it.  And these are traits of essence.  For through
the form, which is the actuality of matter, matter becomes something actual and something individual.
Whence what supervenes does not confer on matter actual existence simply, but such an actual existence;
as accidents in fact do.  Whiteness, for example, makes something actually white.  Whence the
acquisition of such a form is not called generation simply, but generation in a certain respect.  It remains,
therefore, that the word “essence” in composed substances signifies that which is composed of matter
and form.

19. Boethius is in agreement with this in his commentary on the Predicaments, where he says that ousia
signifies the composite.  For ousia in Greek is the same as essentia in Latin, as he himself says in his
book On the Two Natures.  Ibn-Sînâ, too, says that the quiddity of composed substances is the
composition itself of form and matter.  And the Commentator, likewise, in his considerations on the
seventh book of the Metaphysics says:  “The nature which species have in generable things is something
in between, i.e., composed of matter and form.”

20. Reason, too, is in accord with this, because the existence of a composed substance is not the existence
of the form alone nor of the matter alone, but of the composite itself; and essence is that according to
which a real thing is said to be.  Whence it is necessary that the essence, whereby a real thing is
denominated a being, be neither the form alone nor the matter alone, but both, although the form alone
in its own way is the cause of such existence.

21. We see the same in other things which are constituted of a plurality of principles, namely, that the
real thing is not denominated from one of these principles alone, but from what includes both, as is
evident in the case of tastes.  Sweetness, for example, is caused by the action of what is hot dispersing
what is moist; and although heat in this way is the cause of sweetness, a body is not denominated sweet
from heat, but from the taste which includes what is hot and what is moist.

22. But matter is the principle of individuation. From this it might perhaps appear to follow that an
essence which includes in itself matter along with form is only particular and not universal. And from
this it would follow that universals would not have a definition, if essence is that which is signified by
a definition.

23. We should notice, therefore, that the principle of individuation is not matter taken in just any way
whatever, but only designated matter.  And I call that matter designated which is considered under
determined dimensions.  Such matter is not placed in the definition of man as man, but it would be placed
in the definition of Socrates, if Socrates had a definition. Rather, it is non-designated matter which. is
placed in the definition of man; for this bone and this flesh are not placed in the definition of man, but
bone and flesh absolutely.  These latter are man’s non-designated matter.

24. It is clear, therefore, that the essence of man and the essence of Socrates do not differ, except as the
non-designated from the designated.  Whence the Commentator says in his considerations on the seventh
book of the Metaphysics that “Socrates is nothing other than animality and rationality, which are his
quiddity.”

25. The essence of the genus and that of the species also differ in this way, i.e., as the non-designated
from the designated, although the mode of the designation differs in each case.  Whereas the designation
of the individual with respect to the species is through matter determined by dimensions, the designation
of the species with respect to the genus is through the constitutive difference which is taken from the
form of the thing. 

26. This designation which is in the species with respect to the genus is not through something in the
essence of the species which is in no way in the essence of the genus; rather, whatever is in the species
is also in the genus, but as undetermined.  For, if animal were not the whole that man is, but a part of
man, it would not be predicated of man, since no integral part may be predicated of its whole.

27. We can see how this comes about if we examine how body taken as part of animal differs from body
taken as genus; for body cannot be a genus in the same way in which body is an integral part.

28. The word “body” can be taken in many ways.  Body according as it is in the genus substance is so
called from the fact that it has a nature such that three dimensions can be designated in it; but the three
designated dimensions themselves are a body according as body is in the genus quantity.  Now, it
happens in things that what has one perfection may also attain to further perfection.  This is clear, for
example, in man who has a sensitive nature, and further an intellectual nature.  Similarly, another
perfection, such as life or some other such perfection, can be added to the perfection of having a form
such that three dimensions can be designated in it.  The word “body,” therefore can signify some real
thing which has a form from which follows the possibility of designating in it three dimensions, and
signify this in an excluding way, i.e., in such a way such that no further perfection may follow from that
form; in a way such that if anything be added, it is outside the signification of body. Taken in this way,
body will be an integral and material part of animal because soul will be outside what is signified by the
word “body”; the soul will be something over and above the body, in a way such that animal is
constituted out of these two as out of parts, i.e., out of soul and body.

29. The word “body” can also be taken in another way, namely, to signify a thing which has a form such
that three dimensions can be designated in it, no matter what sort of form it is, whether some further
perfection can come from it or not.  And taken in this way, body will be a genus of animal, because there
is nothing in animal which is not implicitly contained in body.  Soul is not a form other than the form
through which three dimensions could be designated in that thing; thus, when we said that body is that
which has a form such that because of it three dimensions can be designated in the body, form meant any
form, whether animality or stoneness, or any other form.  And so the form of animal is implicitly
contained in the form of body, when body is its genus.

30. And such likewise is the relation of animal to man.  For, if animal were to name only that thing which
has a perfection such that it can sense and be moved by a principle within itself, and name this thing as
excluding other perfection, then any further perfection would be related to animal as a part, and not as
implicitly contained in the notion of animal; and so, animal would not be a genus.  Animal is a genus
according as it signifies a thing from whose form the senses and movement can come forth, no matter
what sort of form it is, whether a sensible soul only or a soul which is both sensible and rational.

31. The genus, thus, signifies indeterminately everything that is in the species; it does not signify the
matter alone.  Similarly, the difference, too, signifies everything in the species, and not the form alone;
the definition, too, signifies the whole, and so does the species, but in diverse ways.

32. The genus signifies the whole as a name determining what is material in the real thing without the
determination of the proper form.  Whence the genus is taken from the matter, although it is not the
matter.  And from this it is clear that a body is called a body from the fact that it has a perfection such
that three dimensions can be designated in the body, and that this perfection is related materially to
further perfection.

33. The difference, on the contrary, is a name taken from a determinate form, and taken in a determinate
way, i.e. as not including a determinate matter in its meaning.  This is clear, for example, when we say
animated, i.e., that which has a soul; for what it is, whether a body or something other, is not expressed.
Whence Ibn-Sînâ says that the genus is not understood in the difference as a part of its essence, but only
as something outside its essence, as the subject also is understood in its properties. And this is why the
genus is not predicated essentially of the difference, as the Philosopher says in the third book of the
Metaphysics and in the fourth book of the Topics, but only in the way in which a subject is predicated
of its property.

34. The definition, lastly, and the species include both, namely the determinate matter which the name
of the genus designates, and the determinate form which the name of the difference designates.

35. From this it is clear why the genus, the difference, and the species are related proportionately to the
matter, to the form, and to the composite in the real world, although they are not identical with them.

36. The genus is not the matter, but taken from the matter as signifying the whole; nor is the difference
the form, but taken from the form as signifying the whole.

37. Whence we say that man is a rational animal, and not that man is made up of animal and rational as
we say that man is made up of soul and body.  Man is said to be composed of soul and body as some third
thing constituted of two other things, and which is neither of them.  For man is neither soul nor body.
But if man may be said in some way to be composed of animal and rational, it will not be as a third thing
out of two other things, but as a third concept out of two other concepts.  For the concept “animal” is
without the determination of the form of the species, and it expresses the nature of a thing from that
which is material in relation to the ultimate perfection.  But the concept of the difference “rational”
consists in the determination of the form of the species.  And from these two concepts the concept of the
species or of the definition is constituted. And thus just as the constituents of a real thing are not
predicated of that real thing, so too the concepts which are constituents of another concept are not
predicated of that concept; for we do not say that the definition is the genus or the difference.

38. Although the genus signifies the whole essence of the species, it is not necessary that the diverse
species in a same genus have one essence.

39. For the oneness of the genus proceeds from its very indetermination or indifference; not however in
such a way that what is signified by the genus is some numerically one nature found in diverse species,
and to which another thing supervenes, namely the difference, determining the genus as form determines
matter which is numerically one.  It is rather because the genus signifies some form, not determinately
this form or that form, which the difference expresses determinately, but which is not other than the form
which was indeterminately signified by the genus.

40. This is why the Commentator says in his considerations on the eleventh book of the Metaphysics that
prime matter is said to be one by reason of the removal of all forms, whereas the genus is said to be one
by reason of the commonness of the designated form.

41. Whence, it is clear that when one adds the difference and removes that indetermination which was
the cause of the oneness of the genus, there remain species which are diverse in essence.

42. The nature of the species, as we have said, is indeterminate in relation to the individual, as the nature
of the genus is indeterminate in relation to the species.

43. Because of this, just as that which is a genus, as predicated of the species, implies in its signification,
though indistinctly, everything that is determinately in the species; so too that which is a species,
according as it is predicated of the individual, must signify, though indistinctly, everything which is
essentially in the individual.

44. And it is in this way that the essence of the species is signified by the word “man”; whence man is
predicated of Socrates.  But if the nature of the species is signified as excluding designated matter, which
is the principle of individuation, it will be as a part; and in this way it is signified by the word
“humanity,” for humanity signifies that by which man is man; and it is not the case that man is man by
reason of designated matter.  And so designated matter is in no way included among the things by which
man is man.  Since, therefore, humanity includes in its concept only those things by which man is man,
it is clear that designated matter is excluded from or is cut out of its signification.  And because a part
is not predicated of its whole, humanity is not predicated of man, nor is it predicated of Socrates.

45. Whence Ibn-Sînâ says that the quiddity of a composite is not the composite itself whose quiddity it
is, even though the quiddity too is composed.  Humanity, for example, though composed, is not man; it
must be received into something which is designated matter.

46. As we have said, the designation of the species with respect to the genus is through forms, whereas
the designation of the individual with respect to the species is through matter.  This is why the word
which signifies that from which the nature of the genus is taken, and signifies it as excluding the
determinate form which perfects the species, must signify a material part of the whole, as, for example,
body is a material part of man.  But the word which signifies that from which the nature of the species
is taken, and signifies it as excluding designated matter, signifies a formal part.

47. And thus humanity is signified as a certain form, and it is said to be the form of the whole, not indeed
as something added to the essential parts, namely to form and matter, as the form of a house is added to
its integral parts; rather, it is a form which is a whole, that is, a form which includes both form and
matter, but which excludes those things by reason of which matter can be designated.

48. It is clear, therefore, that the word “man” and the word “humanity” signify the essence of man, but
diversely, as we have said; the word “man” signifies it as a whole, inasmuch as it does not exclude
designation by matter, but contains it implicitly and indistinctly, as we have said before that the genus
contains the difference.  And this is why the word “man” is predicated of individuals.  But the word
“humanity” signifies it as a part, because it contains in its signification only what belongs to man as man,
and it excludes all designation by matter. Whence it is not predicated of individual men.

49. And this is why the word “essence” is sometimes found predicated of a real thing, for we say that
Socrates is a certain essence; and sometimes it is denied, as when we say that the essence of Socrates is
not Socrates.

50. Having seen what is signified by the word “essence” in composed substances, we must see how a
composed essence is related to the notion of the genus, of the species, and of the difference.

51. Because that to which the notion of the genus, or of the species, or of the difference, belongs is
predicated of this designated singular, it is impossible that the notion of a universal ─ e.g., of the genus
or of the species ─ belong to an essence according as it is signified a part, as by the word “humanity” or
“animality.”  And this is why Ibn-Sînâ says that rationality is not a difference, but the principle of a
difference.  And for the same reason humanity is not a species, and animality not a genus.

52. Similarly, it cannot be said that the notion of the genus, or of the species, belongs to an essence as
to some real thing existing outside singular things, as the Platonists held, because in this way the genus
and the species would not be predicated of this individual; for it cannot be said that Socrates is what is
separated from him.  Nor, further, would this separated something be of any use in knowing this singular.

53. Whence it remains that the notion of the genus, or of the species, belongs to an essence according as
it is signified as a whole, as by the word “man” or “animal” according as it contains implicitly and
indistinctly everything that is in the individual.

54. Now, a nature or essence signified as a whole can be considered in two ways.  In one way it can be
considered according to its proper content, and this is an absolute consideration of it.  And in this way
nothing is true of it except what belongs to it as such; whence if anything else is attributed to it, the
attribution is false. For example, to man as man belong rational and animal, and whatever else falls in
his definition.  But white or black, or anything of this sort, which is not of the content of humanity, does
not belong to man as man. Whence, if one should ask whether the nature so considered can be said to be
one or many, neither should be allowed, because each is outside the content of humanity and either can
be added to it.  For if plurality were of its content, it could never be one, as it is in Socrates. Similarly,
if oneness were of its content, then the nature of Socrates and Plato would be one and the same, and it
could not be plurified into many individuals.

55. In the other way an essence is considered according to the existence it has in this or that.  When the
essence is so considered, something is predicated of it accidentally, by reason of that in which it is; for
example, it is said that man is white because Socrates is white, although to be white does not belong to
man as man.

56. This nature has a twofold existence, one in singular things, the other in the soul; and accidents follow
upon the nature according to either existence.  In singular things it has a multiple existence in accord with
the diversity of these singular things; yet the existence of none of these things belongs to the nature
considered in itself, i.e., absolutely.  For it is false to say that the nature of man, as such, has existence
in this singular thing; because if existence in this singular thing belonged to man as man, man would
never exist outside this singular thing.  Similarly, if it belonged to man as man not to exist in this singular
thing, man would never exist in it.  But it is true to say that it does not belong to man as man to exist in
this or that singular thing, or in the soul.  It is clear, therefore, that the nature of man, absolutely
considered, abstracts from any of these existences, but in a way such that it excludes no one of them.

57. And it is the nature so considered which is predicated of all individuals. Yet it cannot be said that the
notion of a universal belongs to the nature so considered, because oneness and commonness are of the
notion of a universal. Neither of these belongs to human nature considered absolutely, for if commonness
were of the content of man, commonness would be found in whatever thing humanity is found.  And this
is false, because in Socrates there is no commonness, but whatever is in him is individuated.

58. Similarly, it cannot be said that the notion of the genus or of the species attaches to human nature
according as it has existence in individuals, because human nature is not found in individuals with a
oneness such that it would be some one thing belonging to all, which the notion of a universal requires.

59. It remains, therefore, that the notion of the species attaches to human nature according to the
existence it has in the intellect.

60. For human nature exists in the intellect in abstraction from all that individuates; and this is why it has
a content which is the same in relation to all individual men outside the soul; it is equally the likeness
of all of them, and leads to a knowledge of all insofar as they are men.  And it is from the fact that the
nature has such a relation to all individuals that the intellect discovers and attributes the notion of the
species to it.  Whence the Commentator says in his considerations on the first book of On the Soul that
“it is the intellect which causes universality in things.”  Ibn-Sînâ, too, says this in his Metaphysics.

61. And although the intellectually grasped nature has the character of a universal according as it is
compared to things outside the soul, because it is one likeness of all of them; still according as it exists
in this intellect or in that one, it is something particular ─ a particular species grasped by a particular
intellect.  From this one can see the weakness of what the Commentator says in his considerations of the
third book of On the Soul; from the universality of the intellectually grasped form he wanted to conclude
that there is one intellect in all men.  This falls short of the truth because the intellectually grasped form
has its universality not according to the existence which it has in an intellect, but according as it is related
to real things as a likeness of them.

62. What is true here is like what would be true of a corporeal statue representing many men: the image
or form of the statue would have its own and individual existence according as it exists in this matter,
and it would have the character of commonness according as it is the common representation of many.

63. Further, because it belongs to human nature absolutely considered to be predicated of Socrates, and
because the notion of the species does not belong to it absolutely considered but is among the accidents
which follow upon it according to the existence it has in the intellect, one can see why the word “species”
is not predicated of Socrates, i.e., why it is not said that “Socrates is a species.”  This would of necessity
be said if the notion of the species belonged to man according to the existence which man has in
Socrates; or, if the notion of the species belonged to man absolutely considered, i.e., to man as man, for
whatever belongs to man as man is predicated of Socrates.

64. Still, to be predicated belongs to the genus in virtue of what it is, since this is placed in its definition.
For predication is something which is achieved by the combining and dividing activity of the intellect,
and which has for its foundation in the real thing the union of those things, one of which is said of
another.  Whence the notion of predicability can be included in the notion of that intention which is the
genus, which (intention) is similarly achieved by the activity of the intellect.  Nonetheless, that to which
the intellect, combining one thing with another, attributes the intention of predicability is not the
intention of the genus itself; rather it is that to which the intellect attributes the intention of the genus,
for example, that which is signified by the word “animal.”

65. It is clear, therefore, how an essence or nature is related to the notion of the species.  The notion of
the species is not among the things which belong to the nature absolutely considered, nor is it among the
accidents which follow upon the nature according to the existence it has outside the soul, as whiteness
or blackness.  Rather the notion of the species is among the accidents which follow upon the nature
according to the existence it has in the intellect; and it is in this way, too, that the notion of the genus and
of the difference belong to it.

66. It remains, now, for us to see in what way essence is in separated substances, namely, in the soul, in
the intelligences, and in the First Cause.

67. Although everyone admits the simplicity of the First Cause, some try to introduce a composition of
matter and form in the intelligences and in souls.  The originator of this position appears to have been
Ibn-Gabirol, author of the book Fountain of Life.

68. But this is not in agreement with what philosophers commonly say, because they call them substances
separated from matter, and prove them to be without all matter.  The strongest demonstration of this is
from the power of understanding which is in them.  For we see that forms are not actually intelligible
except according as they are separated from matter and from its conditions; nor are they made actually
intelligible except by the power of a substance understanding them, according as they are received into,
and are affected by, that substance.

69. Whence it is necessary that there be in any intelligent substance a total freedom from matter, such
that the substance does not have matter as a part of itself, such too that the substance is not a form
impressed on matter, as is the case with material forms.

70. Nor can it be said that it is only corporeal matter that impedes intelligibility, and not any matter
whatsoever.  For if this were so by reason of corporeal matter alone, then it would have to be that matter
impedes intelligibility by reason of the corporeal form, since matter is called corporeal only according
as it is found under the corporeal form.  But this cannot be ─ namely, that matter impedes intelligibility
by reason of the corporeal form ─ because the corporeal form itself, just as other forms, is actually
intelligible according as it is abstracted from matter.  Whence there is in no way a composition of matter
and form in the soul or in an intelligence if matter in them is taken in the sense in which matter is taken
in corporeal substances.

71. But there is in them a composition of form and existence.  Whence it is said, in the commentary on
the ninth proposition of the Book on Causes, that “an intelligence is something having form and
existence,” and form is taken there for the simple quiddity or nature itself.

72. It is easy to see how this may be so.  Whatever things are so related to one another that one is a cause
of the other’s existence, the one which is the cause can have existence without the other, but not
conversely.  Now the relation of matter and form is such that form gives existence to matter. It is
impossible, therefore, that matter exist without some form.  But it is not impossible that some form exist
without matter, for form, to the extent that it is form, does not depend on matter.  But if some forms are
found which cannot exist except in matter, this happens to them because of their distance from the first
principle, which is first and pure act.  Whence those forms which are nearest to the first principle are
forms subsisting of themselves, that is without matter.  For not every sort of form needs matter, as has
been said; and the intelligences are forms of this sort. And therefore it is not necessary that the essences
or quiddities of these substances be other than form itself.

73. Thus the essence of a composed substance and that of a simple substance differ in this: the essence
of a composed substance is not form alone, but includes form and matter; the essence of a simple
substance is form alone.

74. And from this follow two other differences.  One difference is that the essence of a composed
substance can be signified as a whole or as a part.  This happens on account of the designation of matter,
as has been said.  And therefore the essence of a composed thing is not predicated of the composed thing
itself in just any way, for it cannot be said that man is his quiddity.  But the essence of a simple thing,
which (essence) is its form, cannot be signified except as a whole, since nothing is there besides the form
as receiving the form.  Thus, no matter what way the essence of a simple substance is taken, it is
predicated of the simple substance.  Whence Ibn-Sînâ says that the quiddity of a simple thing is the
simple thing itself, because there is nothing other receiving the quiddity.

75; The second difference is that the essences of composed things, because they are received into
designated matter, are multiplied according to its division. And this is why it happens that certain things
are the same in species and diverse in number.  But since the essence of a simple thing is not received
into matter, such a multiplication is impossible here.  And this is why, of necessity, many individuals of
a same species are not found among these substances; rather, as Ibn-Sînâ expressly says, there are among
them as many species as there are individuals.

76. Although substances of this sort are forms alone without matter, they are not utterly simple so as to
be pure act.  They have an admixture of potency, which becomes clear in the following consideration.

77. Whatever is not of the understood content of an essence or quality is something which comes from
without and makes a composition with the essence, because no essence can be understood without the
things which are parts of it.  Now, every essence or quiddity can be understood without anything being
understood about its existence.  For I can understand what a man is, or what a phoenix is, and yet not
know whether they have existence in the real world.  It is clear, therefore, that existence is other than
essence or quiddity, unless perhaps there exists a thing whose quiddity is its existence.

78. And there can be but one such thing, the First Thing, because it is impossible to plurify a thing
except: (1) by the addition of some difference, as the nature of the genus is multiplied in its species, or
(2) by the reception of a form into diverse matters, as the nature of the species is multiplied in diverse
individuals, or (3) by this: that one is absolute and the other is received into something; for example, if
there were a separated heat, it would by virtue of its very separation be other than heat which is not
separated.  Now, if we posit a thing which is existence alone, such that this existence is subsistent, this
existence will not receive the addition of a difference because it would no longer be existence alone, but
existence plus some form.  And much less will it receive the addition of matter because it would no
longer be a subsistent existence, but a material existence.  Whence it remains that such a thing, which
is its own existence, cannot be but one.

79. Whence it is necessary, that in every thing other than this one its existence be other than its quiddity,
or its nature, or its form.  Whence it is necessary that existence in the intelligences be something besides
the form, and this is why it was said that an intelligence is form and existence.

80. Now, whatever belongs to a thing is either caused by the principles of its nature, as the ability to
laugh in man, or comes to it from some extrinsic principle, as light in the air from the influence of the
sun.  But it cannot be that the existence of a thing is caused by the form or quiddity of that thing ─ I say
caused as by an efficient cause ─ because then something would be its own cause, and would bring itself
into existence, which is impossible.  It is therefore necessary that every such thing, the existence of which
is other than its nature, have its existence from some other thing.  And because every thing which exists
by virtue of another is led back, as to its first cause, to that which exists by virtue of itself, it is necessary
that there be some thing which is the cause of the existence of all things because it is existence alone.
Otherwise, there would be an infinite regress among causes, since every thing which is not existence
alone has a cause of its existence, as has been said.  It is clear, therefore, that an intelligence is form and
existence, and that it has existence from the First Being, which is existence alone.  And this is the First
Cause, which is God.

81. Now everything which receives something from another is in potency with respect to what it receives,
and what is received into it is its act.  It is necessary therefore that the quiddity itself or the form, which
is the intelligence, be in potency with respect to the existence which it receives from God; and this
existence is received as an act. It is in this way that potency and act are found in the intelligences, but
not form and matter, unless equivocally.

82. Whence, to suffer, and to receive, and to be a subject, and all things of this sort, which are observed
to belong to things by reason of matter, also belong equivocally to intellectual and to corporeal
substances, as the Commentator says in his considerations on the third book of On The Soul.

83. And because the quiddity of an intelligence is, as has been said, the intelligence itself, its quiddity
or essence is identically that which it itself is; and its existence received from God is that whereby it
subsists in reality.  And this is why substances of this sort are said by some to be composed of “that by
which it is” and “that which is,” or as Boethius says, of “that which is” and “existence.”

84. And because there is potency in the intelligences as well as act, it will not be difficult to find a
multitude of intelligences, which would be impossible if there were no potency in them.  Whence the
Commentator says, in his considerations on the third book of On The Soul, that if the nature of the
possible intellect were not known, we would not be able to find multitude among the separated
substances.  The separated substances, therefore, are distinct from one another according to their grade
of potency and act, in such a way that a superior intelligence which is nearer to the First Being has more
act and less potency, and so with the others.

85. This grading has its termination in the human soul, which holds the lowest grade among intellectual
substances.  Whence its possible intellect is related to intelligible forms in the way in which prime
matter, which holds the lowest grade in sensible existence, is related to sensible forms, as the
Commentator remarks in his considerations on the third book of On The Soul.  And this is why the
Philosopher compares it to a blank tablet on which nothing has been written.

86. And because it has more potency than other intelligible substances, the human soul is so close to
material things that a material thing is drawn to it to share its existence, but in such a way that from soul
and body results one existence in one composed thing; and yet this existence is not dependent on the
body inasmuch as it is the soul’s existence.

87. And posterior to this form which is the soul are found other forms which have more potency, and
which are still closer to matter, so close that they do not exist without matter.  Among these forms, too,
is found an order and a grading, down to the first forms of the elements, which are the closest to matter.
These last are so close to matter that they operate only according to the active and passive qualities, and
the other sorts of things, which are required as the means by which matter is disposed for the receiving
of form.

88. From the preceding it is clear how essence is found in diverse substances.  For we find that they have
essence in three different ways.

89. There is a thing, God, whose essence is his existence itself.  And this is why we find some
philosophers who say that Cod does not have a quiddity or essence, because his essence is not other than
his existence.  And from this it follows that he is not in a genus, because everything which is in a genus
must have a quiddity which is other than its existence.  And this is so since the quiddity or nature of a
genus or species, in the case of those things which have a genus or species, is not multiplied according
to the intelligible content of the nature; rather, it is the existence in these diverse things which is diverse.

90. Nor is it necessary, if we say that God is existence alone, for us to fall into the error of those who say
that God is universal existence whereby each and every thing formally exists.  For the existence which
God is, is such that no addition can be made to it.  Whence by virtue of its purity it is an existence
distinct from every existence.  This is why, in the commentary on the ninth proposition of the Book on
Causes, it is said that the individuation of the First Cause, which is existence alone, is through its pure
goodness.  But as regards that universal existence, just as it does not include in its intelligible content any
addition, so too neither does it include in its intelligible content any exclusion of addition, because if this
were the case, nothing in which something is added over and above its existence could be understood to
be.

91. Similarly, although God is existence alone, it is not necessary that the other perfections or excellences
be wanting in him.  Rather he has all the perfections which are in every genus.  This is why he is called
simply perfect, as the Philosopher and the Commentator say in book five of the Metaphysics.  But he has
these perfections in a more excellent way than all things because in him they are one, whereas in other
things they have diversity.  And this is so because all these perfections belong to him according to his
simple existence.  If some one could perform the operations of all the qualities through some one quality,
he would have every quality in that one quality; so too God has all these perfections in his existence
itself.

92. Essence is found in a second way in created intellectual substances.  Existence in them is other than
their essence, although essence is without matter.  Whence their existence is not absolute, but received,
and therefore limited and confined to the capacity of the recipient nature.  But their nature or quiddity
is absolute, not received in any matter. And this is why it is said in the Book on Causes that the
intelligences are unlimited from below and limited from above, for they are limited as regards their
existence, which they receive from above; but they are not limited from below because their forms are
not limited to the capacity of a matter receiving them.

93. And this is why, as has been said, there is not found among such substances a multitude of individuals
in one species, with the exception of the human soul on account of the body to which it is united.  And
although its individuation depends on the body as upon the occasion for its beginning because it does not
acquire its individuated existence except in the body of which it is the actuality, it is not necessary that
its individuation be lost when the body is taken away because that existence, since it is absolute, always
remains individuated once the soul acquires it by being made the form of this individual body.  And this
is why Ibn-Sînâ says that the individuation and multiplication of souls depends on the body as regards
its beginning, but not as regards its termination.

94. And because quiddity in these substances is not the same as existence, they are orderable within a
predicament.  And this is why they have a genus, a species, and a difference, although their proper
differences are hidden from us.  For even in the case of sensible things, the essential differences
themselves are not known; whence they are signified through accidental differences which rise out of the
essential ones, as a cause is signified through its effect; this is what is done when biped, for example, is
given as the difference of man. But the proper accidents of immaterial substances are unknown to us;
whence their differences cannot be signified by us either through themselves or through accidental
differences.

95. But we must notice that the genus and the difference of these substances are not taken in the same
way in which the genus and the difference of sensible substances are taken.  In the case of sensible
substances the genus is taken from that which is material in the thing, whereas the difference is taken
from that which is formal in it.  Whence Ibn-Sînâ says at the beginning of his book On the Soul that form
in things composed of matter and form is the simple difference of that which is constituted by it; but not
in such a way that the form is the difference, but because the form is the principle of the difference, as
the same writer says in his Metaphysics.  And this sort of difference is called a simple difference because
it is taken from what is part of the quiddity of the thing, namely, from the form. But since immaterial
substances are simple quiddities, their difference cannot be taken from what is part of the quiddity, but
from the whole quiddity.  This is why Ibn-Sînâ says, at the beginning of On the Soul, that only those
species have a simple difference whose essences are composed of matter and form.

96. Similarly, their genus too is taken from the whole essence, but in a different way, for separated
substances agree with each other in immateriality, and differ from each other in grade of perfection,
according as they withdraw from potentiality and approach pure actuality.  The genus is taken from that
in them which follows upon their being immaterial; for example, intellectuality or something of this sort.
But the difference, which is unknown to us, is taken from that in them which follows upon their grade
of perfection.

97. And it is not necessary that these differences be accidental because they are determined by greater
and lesser perfection which does not diversify a species.  For grades of perfection in the reception of a
same form do not diversify a species, as whiter and less white in participating whiteness which is of the
same nature.  But a diverse grade in the forms or natures themselves which are participated does diversify
a species.  For example, nature proceeds by grades from plants to animals by way of certain things which
are midway between animals and plants, according to the Philosopher in book seven of On Animals.  Nor,
similarly, is it necessary that intellectual substances be divided always by two true differences, because
this cannot come about in the case of all things, as the Philosopher says in book eleven of On Animals.

98. Essence is found in a third way in substances composed of matter and form.  Here it is both the case
that existence is received and limited because they have existence from another; and that their nature or
quiddity is received in designated matter.  And so, they are limited both from above and from below.
And because of the division of designated matter, the multiplication of individuals in one species is here
possible.  As regards the question how the essence of these substances is related to the logical intentions,
we have explained that above.

99. What remains now is to see how essence is in accidents; how it is in all substances has been
discussed.

100. And because essence, as has been said, is that which is signified by the definition, it is necessary
that accidents have essence in the way in which they have definition.  They have an incomplete definition
because they cannot be defined unless a subject is placed in their definition.  And this is so because they
do not have existence in themselves free of a subject.

101. But just as a substantial existence results from matter and form when they are composed, so from
an accident and a subject results an accidental existence when the accident comes to the subject.  And
this is also why neither substantial form nor matter have a complete essence because it is necessary to
place in the definition of substantial form that of which it is the form; and so its definition is formulated
by the addition of something which is outside its genus, just like the definition of an accidental form.
Whence, also, the body is placed in the definition of the soul by the natural philosopher, who considers
the soul only insofar as it is the form of a physical body.

102. But there is this difference between substantial and accidental forms.  Just as substantial form does
not have existence in itself, separately from that to which it comes, neither does that to which it comes,
namely, matter.  And thus from the conjunction of the two results that existence in which a thing subsists
in itself, and from them is produced something essentially one; and because of this an essence is the
result of their conjunction.  Whence, although the form considered in itself does not have the complete
nature of an essence, it is nonetheless part of a complete essence.  But that to which an accident comes
is a being complete in itself and subsisting in its own existence. And this existence naturally precedes
the accident which supervenes.  And this is why the supervening accident does not, by its conjunction
with that to which it comes, cause that existence in which a thing subsists, and through which the thing
is a being in itself. It causes, rather, a certain second existence, without which the subsisting thing can
be understood to be, just as what is first can be understood without what is second.  Whence something
essentially one is not produced from an accident and a subject, but something accidentally one. And this
is why an essence does not result from their conjunction, as from the conjunction of form and matter.
And this is why an accident neither has the nature of a complete essence, nor is it part of a complete
essence.  But just as it is a being in a qualified way, so too does it have essence in a qualified way.

103. Now, whatever is said to be most fully and most truly in any genus is the cause of the things which
are posterior in that genus; for example, fire, which is unsurpassed in heat, is the cause of heat in hot
things, as it is said in the second book of the Metaphysics.  This is why substance, which has first place
in the genus of being, having essence most truly and most fully, must be the cause of accidents, which
participate in the nature of being secondarily and in a qualified way.

104. But this happens in diverse ways. For, since the parts of substance are matter and form, certain
accidents follow principally on form, certain others follow principally on matter.  There are forms whose
existence does not depend on matter, for example, intellectual souls; but matter does not have existence
except through form.  Whence some of the accidents which follow on form are such that they share
nothing with matter; for example, to understand, which does not take place through a bodily organ, as
the Philosopher proves in the third book of On the Soul.  But some other of the accidents following on
form are such that they do share something with matter; for example, to sense.  But no accident follows
on matter which shares nothing with form.

105. Among those accidents which follow on matter we find a certain diversity.  For some accidents
follow on matter according to the ordering which it has to a special form; for example, male and female
among animals, the diversity of which derives from matter, as is said in the tenth book of the
Metaphysics.  Whence these accidents do not remain on the removal of the form of animal, except
equivocally.  Other accidents follow on matter according to the ordering which lt has to a general form.
Thus, on the removal of the special form they still remain in the matter; for example, the blackness of
an Ethiopian’s skin is from the mixture of the elements and not from his soul; and this is why it remains
in him after death.  And because each and every thing is individuated by matter and placed in a genus
or species by its form, accidents which follow on matter are accidents of the individual, and it is
according to these that individuals of a same species differ from one another.

106. But accidents following on form are the proper attributes of the genus or of the species.  Whence
they are found in every thing which participates in the nature of the genus or of the species.  For example,
man’s ability to laugh follows on the form because laughter takes place by reason of the fact that a man’s
soul has grasped something.

107. It should also be noticed that sometimes the essential principles cause accidents in a state of perfect
actuality, as heat in the case of fire which is always actually hot.  But sometimes they cause accidents
which are only aptitudes, their completion being received from an exterior agent; for example,
transparency in the air, which is completed by some exterior light-emitting body.  And in such things the
aptitude is an inseparable accident, but the completion, which comes from some principle which is
outside the essence of the thing, or which does not enter the constitution of the thing, is separable; for
example, being moved and things of this sort.

108. It should be noticed, further, that the genus, the species, and the difference of accidents are taken
in a way which differs from the way in which those of substances are taken.

109. In substances something essentially one results from the substantial form and matter, a certain nature
results from their conjunction, a nature which is properly placed in the predicament of substance.  This
is why concrete names of substances which signify the composite are properly said to be in a genus, as
species or genera; for example, man or animal.  But the form, or the matter, is not in a predicament in
this way, though each is in a predicament by reduction, as principles are said to be in a genus.  Something
essentially one does not, on the contrary, result from an accident and its subject.  Whence the result of
their conjunction is not a certain nature, to which the intention of genus or species may be attributed.
Whence names of accidents expressed concretely are not placed in a predicament as species or genera;
for example, white or musical, except by reduction.  They are placed in a predicament only according
as they are signified in the abstract; for example, whiteness and music.

110. And because accidents are not composed of matter and form, their genus cannot be taken from
matter and their difference from form, as in the case of composed substances.  Rather, their first genus
must be taken from their way of existing itself, according to which the word “being” is diversely
predicated of the ten genera according to a priority and posteriority; for example, an accident is called
quantity from the fact that it is the measure of substance, and quality according as it is the disposition
of substance, and so with the other accidents, according to the Philosopher in the fourth book of the
Metaphysics.  But their differences are taken from the diversity of the principles by which they are
caused.  And because proper attributes are caused by the proper principles of the subject, the subject is
placed in their definition to function as the difference if they are defined in the abstract, which is the way
in which they are properly in a genus; as when it is said that snubnosedness is the turned-up-ness of the
nose.  But the converse would be the case if their definition were taken according as they are said
concretely.  For in this way the subject is placed in their definition as a genus because they are then being
defined after the manner of composed substance, in which the genus is taken from matter; as when we
say that a snub nose is a turned up nose.

111. We have a similar case if one accident is the principle of another, as action and passion and quantity
are principles of relation. And this is why the Philosopher divides relation according to these in book five
of the Metaphysics.

112. But because the proper principles of accidents are not always manifest, we sometimes take the
difference of accidents from their effects; as when concentrating and diffusing are called the differences
of color.  These effects are caused by the abundance and the scarcity of light, which cause the diverse
species of color.

113. And so it is clear how essence is in substances and in accidents, and how it is in composed
substances in simple ones, and how the universal intentions of logic are found in all of these, with the
exception of the First Principle, which is infinitely simple, and to which, because of its simplicity,
belongs the notion neither of the genus nor of the species, nor consequently definition.  With this, let the
discussion, its tasks achieve brought to a close.
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1.  Since some things can be, although they are not, and some things now are; those which can
be and are not are said to be in potency, but those which already exist are said to be in act.  But
existence is twofold: one is essential existence or the substantial existence of a thing, for example
man exists, and this is existence simpliciter.  The other is accidental existence, for example man
is white, and this is existence secundum quid.


 2.  Moreover, for each existence there is something in potency.  Something is in potency to be
man, as sperm or the ovum, and something is in potency to be white, as man.  Both that which
is in potency to substantial existence and that which is in potency to accidental existence can be
called matter: for example sperm is the matter of man and man is the matter of whiteness.   


 3.  But these differ, because that which is in potency to substantial existence is called the matter
from which, but that which is in potency to accidental existence is called the matter in which.
Again, properly speaking, that which is in potency to substantial existence is called prime matter,
but that which is in potency to accidental existence is called the subject.  Thus we say that
accidents are in a subject; but we do not say that the substantial form is in a subject. 


 4.  In this way matter differs from subject because the subject is that which does not have
existence by reason of something which comes to it, rather it has complete existence of itself (per
se); just as man does not have existence through whiteness.  But matter has existence by reason
of what comes to it because, of itself, it has incomplete existence.  Hence, simply speaking, the
form gives existence to matter; the accident, however, does not give existence to the subject,
rather the subject gives existence to the accident; although sometimes the one is used for the
other, namely matter for subject and conversely. 


 5.  But, just as everything which is in potency can be called matter, so also everything from which
something has existence whether that existence be substantial or accidental, can be called form;
for example man, since he is white in potency, becomes actually white through whiteness, and
sperm, since it is man in potency, becomes actually man through the soul.  Also, because form
causes existence in act, we say that the form is the act.  However, that which causes substantial
existence in act is called substantial form and that which causes accidental existence in act is
called accidental form. 


 6.  Because generation is a motion to form, there is a twofold generation corresponding to this
twofold form.  Generation simpliciter corresponds to the substantial form and generation
secundum quid corresponds to the accidental form.  When a substantial form is introduced we say
that something comes into being simpliciter, for example we say that man comes into being or
man is generated [something].  But when an accidental form is introduced, we do not say that
something comes into being simpliciter, but that it comes into being as this; for example when
man comes into being as white, we do not say simpliciter that man comes into being or is
generated, but that he comes into being or is generated as white [somehow]. 


 7.  There is a twofold corruption opposed to this twofold generation: simpliciter and secundum
quid.  Generation and corruption simpliciter are only in the genus of substance, but generation
and corruption secundum quid are in all the other genera.  Also, because generation is a change
from non-existence to existence, contrarily, corruption should be from existence to non-existence.
However, generation does not take place from just any non-being, but from the non-being which
is being in potency; for example a statue comes to be from bronze which is a statue in potency and
not in act. 


 8.  In order that there be generation three things are required: being in potency which is matter,
non-existence in act which is privation, and that through which something comes to be in act
which is form.  For example when a statue made from bronze the bronze which is in potency to
the form of the statue is the matter; the shapeless or undisposed something is the privation; and
the shape because of which is called a statue is the form.  But it is not a substantial form because
the bronze, before it receives the shape, has existence in act and its existence does not depend
upon that shape; rather it is an accidental form, because all artificial forms are accidental.  Art
operates only on that which is already constituted in existence by nature. 


 9.  Therefore there are three principles of nature: matter, form and privation.  One of these, form,
is that by reason of which generation takes place; the other two are found on the part of that from
which there is generation.  Hence matter and privation are the same in subject but they differ in
definition, because bronze and what is shapeless are the same before the advent of the form; but
for one reason it is called bronze and for another reason it is called shapeless.  Wherefore,
privation is not said to be a per se principle, but rather a per accidens principle; because it is
coincident with matter.  For example we say that it is per accidens that the doctor builds, because
he does not do this in so far as he is a doctor but in so far as he is a builder, which is coincident
with being a doctor in the same subject. 


 10.  But there are two kinds of accidents: the necessary, which is not separated from the thing,
for example risible in man; and the non-necessary, which can be separated, for example white from
man.  Thus, although privation is a per accidens principle, still it does not follow that it is not
necessary for generation, because matter is never entirely without privation.  For in so far as it is
under one form it has the privation of another and conversely, just as there is the privation of fire
in air and the privation of air in fire. 


 11.  Also, we should note that, although generation is from non-existence, we do not say that
negation is the principle but that privation is the principle, because negation does not determine
a subject.  Non-seeing can be said even of non-beings, for example we say that the dragon does
not see and we say the same of beings which are not apt to have sight, as stones.  But privation
is said only of a determined subject in which the habitus is apt to come to be; for example
blindness is said only of those things which are apt to see.  Also, because generation does not
come to be from non-being simpliciter, but from the non-being which is in some subject, and not
in just any subject, but in a determined subject, because fire does not come to be from just any
non-fire, but from such non-fire as is apt to receive the form of fire; therefore we say that
privation is the principle, and not negation. 


 12.  Privation differs from the other principles, because the others are principles both in existence
and in becoming For in order that a statue come to be, it is necessary that there be bronze and,
further, that there be the shape of the statue.  Again, when the statue already exists, it is necessary
that these two exist.  But privation is a principle in becoming and not in existing, because until
the statue comes to be it is necessary that it not be a statue.  For, if it were, it would not come to
be, because whatever comes to be is not, except in successive things, for example in time and
motion.  But from the fact that the statue already exists, the privation of statue is not there,
because affirmation and negation are not found together, and neither are privation and habitus.
Likewise, privation is a per accidens principle, as was explained above, but the other two are per
se principles. 


 13.  Therefore, from what was said, it is plain that matter differs from form and from privation
by definition.  Matter is that in which the form and privation are understood, just as in bronze the
form and that which is shapeless is understood.  Still, "matter" sometimes designates privation and
sometimes does not designate privation.  For example, when bronze becomes the matter of the
statue, it does not imply a privation because when I speak of bronze in this way I do not mean
what is undisposed or shapeless.  Flour, on the other hand, since it is the matter with respect to
bread, implies in itself the privation of the form of bread, because when I say "flour" the lack of
disposition or the inordination opposed to the form of bread is signified.  Also, because in
generation the matter or the subject remains, but the privation does not, nor does the composite
of matter and privation; therefore that matter which does not imply privation is permanent, but
that which implies privation is transient. 


 14.  We should notice, too, that some matter has a composition of form, for example bronze.  For,
although it is the matter with respect to the statue, the bronze itself is composed of matter and
form.  Therefore bronze is not called prime matter, even though it has matter.  However, that
matter which is understood without any form and privation, but rather is subject to form and
privation, is called prime matter by reason of the fact that there is no other matter before it.  This
is also called hyle, [which means chaos or confusion in Greek].  Also, because all knowledge and
every definition comes by way of the form, prime matter cannot be defined or known in itself but
only through the composite; consequently it might be said that that is prime matter which is
related to all forms and privations as bronze is to the statue and the shapeless; and this is called
first simpliciter.  A thing can also be called prime matter with respect to some genus, as water
with respect to aqueous solutions; this, however, is not first simpliciter because it is composed
of matter and form.  Hence it has a prior matter. 


 15.  Note, also, that prime matter, and likewise form, is neither generated nor corrupted, because
every generation goes from something to something.  But that from which generation takes place
is matter, and that in which generation terminates is form.  Therefore, if matter and form were
generated, there would be a matter of matter and a form of form, and so on ad infinitum.  Hence,
properly speaking, there is generation only of the composite. 


 16.  Again, notice that prime matter is said to be numerically one in all things.  But to be
numerically one can be said in two ways: that which has a determined numerically one form, as
Socrates; prime matter is not said to be numerically one in this way, since it does not have in itself
a form.  Also, something is said to be numerically one because it is without the dispositions which
would cause it to differ numerically; prime matter is said to be numerically one in this way,
because it is understood without all the dispositions which would cause it to differ numerically. 


 17.  Notice, likewise, that, although prime matter does not have in its definition any form or
privation,  for example neither shaped nor shapeless is in the definition of bronze,  nevertheless,
matter is never completely without form and privation, because it is sometimes under one form
and sometimes under another.  Moreover, it can never exist by itself; because, since it does not
have any form in its definition, it cannot exist in act, since existence in act is only from the form.
Rather it exists only in potency.  Therefore whatever exists in act cannot be called prime matter. 


 18.  From this it is plain, therefore, that there are three principles of nature: matter, form and
privation.  But these are not sufficient for generation.  What is in potency cannot reduce itself to
act; for example, the bronze which is in potency to being a statue cannot cause itself to be a
statue, rather it needs an agent in order that the form of the statue might pass from potency to
act.  Neither can the form draw itself from potency to act.  I mean the form of the thing generated
which we say is the term of generation, because the form exists only in that which has been made
to be.  However, what is made is in the state of becoming as long as the thing is coming to be.
Therefore it is necessary that besides the matter and form there be some principle which acts.
This is called the efficient, moving or agent cause, or that whence the principle of motion is.  Also,
because, as Aristotle says in the second book of the Metaphysics, everything which acts acts only
by intending something, it is necessary that there be some fourth thing, namely, that which is
intended by the agent; and this is called the end. 


 19.  Again, we should notice that, although every agent, both natural and voluntary, intends an
end, still it does not follow that every agent knows the end or deliberates about the end.  To know
the end is necessary in those whose actions are not determined, but which may act for opposed
ends as, for example, voluntary agents.  Therefore it is necessary that these know the end by
which they determine their actions.  But in natural agents the actions are determined, hence it is
not necessary to choose those things which are for the end.  Avicenna gives the following
example.  A harpist does not have to deliberate about the notes in any particular chord, since these
are already determined for him; otherwise there would be a delay between the notes which would
cause discord.  However, it seems more reasonable to attribute deliberation to a voluntary agent
than to a natural agent.  Thus it is plain, by reasoning a maiori, that, if a voluntary agent, for
whom deliberation is more proper, sometimes does not deliberate, therefore neither does the
natural agent.  Therefore it is possible for the natural agent to intend the end without deliberation;
and to intend this is nothing else than to have a natural inclination to something. 


 20.  From the above it is plain that there are four causes: material, efficient, formal and final.  But,
although principle and cause are used convertibly, as is said in the fifth book of the Metaphysics,
still, in the Physics, Aristotle gives four causes and three principles; because he takes as causes
both what is extrinsic and what is intrinsic.  Matter and form are said to be intrinsic to the thing
because they are parts constituting the thing; the efficient and final causes are said to be extrinsic
because they are outside the thing.  But he takes as principles only the intrinsic causes; privation,
however, is not listed among the causes because it is a principle per accidens, as was said. 


 21.  When we say that there are four causes we mean the per se causes, to which all the per
accidens causes are reduced, because everything which is per accidens is reduced to that which
is per se. 


 22.  And, although Aristotle calls intrinsic causes principles in the first book of the Physics, still
principle is applied properly to extrinsic causes, as is said in the eleventh book of the
Metaphysics; element is used for those causes which are parts of the thing, namely for the
intrinsic causes; cause is applied to both.  Nevertheless, one is sometimes used for the other:
Every cause can be called a principle and every principle a cause. 


 23.  However, cause seems to add something to principle as commonly used, because that which
is primary, whether the existence of a posterior follows from it or not, can be called a principle,
for example the manufacturer is called the principle of the knife because the existence of the knife
comes from his operation.  But, when something is moved from whiteness to blackness, whiteness
is said to be the principle of that motion; and universally, everything from which motion begins
is called a principle.  However, whiteness is not that from which the existence of blackness
follows.  But cause is said only of that primarily from which the existence of the posterior follows.
Hence we say that a cause that from whose existence another follows.  Therefore that primarily
from which motion begins cannot really be called a cause, even though it may be called a
principle.  Because of this, privation is placed among the principles and not among the causes,
because privation is that from which generation begins.  But it can also he called a per accidens
cause in so far as it is coincident with matter, as was said above. 


 24.  Element, on the other hand, is applied properly only to the causes of which the thing is
composed, which are properly the materials.  Moreover, it is not said of just any material cause,
but of that one of which a thing is primarily composed; for example we do not say that the
members of the body are the elements of man, because the members also are composed of other
things; rather, we say that earth and water are the elements, because these are not composed of
other bodies, but natural bodies are primarily composed of them.   


 25.  Hence Aristotle says, in the fifth book of the Metaphysics, that an element is that of which
a thing is primarily composed, which is in that thing, and which is not divided by a form.  The
explanation of the first part of the definition, "that of which a thing is primarily composed", is
plain from the preceding.  The second part, "which is in that thing", differentiates it from that
matter which is entirely corrupted by generation; for example bread is the matter of blood, but
blood is generated only by the corruption of bread.  Thus bread does not remain in blood; and
therefore bread cannot be called an element of blood.  But the elements must remain in some way,
since they are not entirely corrupted, as is said in the book On Generation.  The third part, "and
which is not divided by a form", differentiates an element from those things which have parts
diverse in form, i.e., in species, as the hand whose parts are flesh and bone which differ according
to species.  An element is not divided into parts diverse according to species, rather it is like water
whose every part is water.  For an element to exist, it need not be undivided by quantity, rather
it is sufficient that it be undivided by form.  Even if it is in no way divided, it is called an element,
just as letters are the elements of words.  This it is plain from what was said that principle, in
some way, applies to more than does cause, and cause to more than does element.  This is what
the Commentator says in the fifth book of the Metaphysics.   


 26.  Now that we have seen that there are four genera of causes, we must understand that it is not
impossible that the same thing have many causes, for example the statue whose causes are both
the bronze and the artist: the artist is the efficient cause while the bronze is the material cause.
Nor is it impossible that the same thing be the cause of contraries; for example the captain is the
cause of the safety of the ship and of its sinking.  He is the cause of the latter by his absence and
of the former by his presence. 


 27.  Also, notice that it is possible that the same thing be a cause and the thing caused, with
respect to the same thing, but in diverse ways; for example, walking is sometimes the cause of
health, as the efficient cause, but health is the cause of the walking, as the end: Walking is
sometimes on account of health.  Also, the body is the matter of the soul, but the soul is the form
of the body. 


 28.  The efficient cause is called a cause with respect to the end, since the end is actual only by
the operation of the agent.  But the end is called the cause of the efficient cause, since the efficient
cause does not operate except by the intention of the end.  Hence the efficient cause is the cause
of that which is the end, for example walking in order to be healthy.  However, the efficient cause
does not cause the end to be the end.  Therefore it is not the cause of the causality of the end, i.e.,
it does not cause the end to be the final cause; for example the doctor causes health to actually
exist, but he does not cause health to be the end 


 29.  Also, the end is not the cause of that which is the efficient cause, but it is the cause of the
efficient cause being an efficient cause; for example health does not cause the doctor to be a
doctor  I am speaking of the health which comes about by the doctor's activity  but it causes
the doctor to be an efficient cause.  Therefore the end is the cause of the causality of the efficient
cause, because it causes the efficient cause to be an efficient cause.  Likewise, the end causes the
matter to be the matter and the form to be the form, since matter receives the form only for the
sake of the end and the form perfects the matter only through the end.  Therefore we say that the
end is the cause of causes, because it is the cause of the causality in all causes. 


 30.  Also, we say that matter is the cause of the form, in so far as the form exists only in matter.
Likewise, the form is the cause of the matter, in so far as matter has existence in act only through
the form because matter and form are spoken of in relation to each other, as is said in the second
book of the Physics.  They are also spoken of in relation to the composite, as the part to the
whole and as the simple to the composed. 


 31.  But, because every cause, as cause, is naturally prior to that which it causes, notice that we
say a thing is prior in two ways, as Aristotle says in book XVI of the History of Animals.
Because of this diversity, we can call something prior and posterior with respect to the same
thing, both the cause and the thing caused.  We say that one thing is prior to another from the
point of view of generation and time, and likewise from the point of view of substance and
completeness.  Since the operation of nature proceeds from the imperfect to the perfect and from
the incomplete to the complete, the imperfect is prior to the perfect namely, from the point of
view of generation and time, but the perfect prior to the imperfect from the point of view of
substance.  For example we can say that the man is before the boy according to substance and
completeness, but the boy is before the man according to generation and time.  But, although in
generable things the imperfect is prior to the perfect and potency to act when we consider that in
one and the same thing the imperfect is prior to the perfect and potency to act, still, simply
speaking, the act and the perfect must be prior, because it is what is in act that reduces potency
to act and it is the perfect that perfects the imperfect. 


 32.  Matter is prior to form from the point of view of generation and time because that to which
something comes is prior to that which comes to it.  But form is prior to matter from the point
of view of substance and completeness, because matter has completed existence only through the
form.  Likewise, the efficient cause is prior to the end from the point of view of generation and
time, since the motion to the end comes from the efficient cause.  But the end is prior to the
efficient cause, in so far as it is the efficient cause, from the point of view of substance and
completeness, since the action of the efficient cause is completed only through the end.  Therefore
these two causes, the material and the efficient, are prior by way of generation, but the form and
the end are prior by way of perfection. 


 33.  It must be noted that there are two kinds of necessity: absolute and conditional.  Absolute
necessity is that which proceeds from the causes prior by way of generation: the material and the
efficient causes.  An example of this is the necessity of death which comes from the matter,
namely the disposition of the composing contraries.  This is called absolute because it does not
have an impediment.  It is also called the necessity of matter.  Conditional necessity, on the other
hand, proceeds from causes posterior in generation, namely, the form and the end.  For example
we say that it is necessary that there be conception if a man is to be generated.  This is called
conditional because it is not necessary simply that this woman conceive, but only conditionally,
namely, if a man is to be generated.  This is called the necessity of the end. 


 34.  Notice, also, that three causes can coincide in one thing, namely, the form, the end and the
efficient cause, as is plain in the generation of fire.  Fire generates fire; therefore fire is the efficient
cause in so far as it generates; also, fire is the formal cause in so far as it causes to exist actually
that which before was in potency; again, it is the end in so far as the operations of the agent are
terminated in it and in so far as it is intended by the agent. 


 35.  But the end is twofold: the end of generation and the end of the thing generated, as is plain
in the generation of a knife.  The form of the knife is the end of generation; but cutting, which is
the operation of the knife, is the end of the thing generated, namely, of the knife.  Moreover the
end of generation sometimes is coincident with the two aforementioned causes, namely, when
generation takes place from what is similar in species, as when man generates man and the olive,
an olive.  But this cannot be understood of the end of the thing generated. 


 36.  Notice, nevertheless, that the end coincides with the form in something which is numerically
the same, because that which is the form of the thing generated and that which is the end of
generation are the same numerically.  But it does not coincide with the efficient cause in a thing
numerically the same, but in a thing specifically the same, because it is impossible that the maker
and the thing made be numerically the same, but they can be specifically the same.  Thus, when
man generates man, the man generating and the one generated are numerically diverse, but they
are specifically the same.  However, matter does not coincide with the others.  This is because
matter, by the fact that it is being in potency, has the nature of something imperfect; but the other
causes, since they are in act, have the nature of something perfect.  However, the perfect and the
imperfect do not coincide in the same thing. 


 37.  Therefore, now that we have seen that there are four causes, the efficient, formal, material
and final, we must note that any of these causes can be spoken of in many ways.  We call one
thing a prior cause and another a posterior cause; for example we say that art and the doctor are
the cause of health, but art is a prior cause and the doctor is a posterior cause; and it is similar in
the formal cause and in the other causes.  Notice, also that we must always bring the question
back to the first cause.  For example, if it be asked: "Why is this man healthy?", we would answer:
"Because the doctor has healed him." Likewise, if it be asked: "Why did the doctor heal him?",
we would say: "Because of the art of healing which the doctor has." 


 38.  Notice, also, that the proximate cause is the same as the posterior cause and that the remote
cause is the same as the prior cause.  Hence these two divisions of causes into prior and posterior,
remote and proximate signify the same thing.  Moreover, it must be observed that that which is
more universal is always called the remote cause, but that which is more particular is called the
proximate cause.  For example we say that the proximate form of man is his definition, namely,
rational animal; but animal is more remote and substance is still more remote.  All superiors are
forms of the inferiors.  Again, the proximate matter of the statue is bronze, but the remote matter
is metal, and the still more remote is body. 


 39.  Further, there is one cause which is a per se cause, another which is per accidens.  A per se
cause is said of one which is the cause of something as such, for example the builder is the cause
of the house and the wood is the matter of the bench.  A per accidens cause is said of one which
happens to a per se cause.  For example we say that the grammarian builds; the grammarian is
called the cause of the building per accidens, not in so far as he is a grammarian, but in so far as
it happens to the builder that he is a grammarian; and it is similar in other causes. 


 40.  Likewise, some causes are simple, others are composed.  A cause is simple when that alone
is said to be the cause which is the per se cause, or that alone which is the per accidens cause; as
if we were to say that the builder is the cause of the house and likewise if we were to say that the
doctor is the cause of the house.  A cause is composed when both are said to be the cause, as if
we were to say that the medical builder is the cause of the house. 


 41.  According to the explanation of Ibn-Sînâ, that can be called a simple cause also which is a
cause without the addition of another; for example bronze is the cause of the statue without the
addition of another matter because the statue is made of bronze; and we say that the doctor causes
health or that fire heats.  But a cause is composed when many things must come together in order
that there be a cause; for example not one man, but many are the cause of the motion of a ship;
and not one stone, but many are the cause of a house. 


 42.  Again, some causes are in act, others are in potency.  A cause in act is one which causes a
thing in act, as the builder while he is building or the bronze when a statue is made of it.  A cause
in potency is one which, although it does not cause a thing in act, can, nevertheless, cause it; as
a builder when he is not building. 


 43.  Note that, in speaking of causes in act it is necessary that the cause and the thing caused exist
at the same time, so that if one exists the other does also.  If there is a builder in act, it is necessary
that he be building and, if there is building in act, it is necessary that there be a builder in act.  But
this is not necessary in causes which are only in potency. 


 44.  Moreover, it should be noted that the universal cause is compared to the universal thing that
is caused and the singular cause is compared to the singular thing that is caused, for example we
say that a builder is the cause of a house and that this builder is the cause of this house. 


 45.  Also, notice that, when we speak of intrinsic principles, namely, matter and form, according
to the agreement and difference of things that are from principles and according to the agreement
and difference of principles, we find that some are numerically the same, as are Socrates and this
man  in the Socrates now pointed out; others are numerically diverse and specifically the same,
as Socrates and Plato who, although they differ numerically, have the same human species; others
differ specifically but are generically the same, as man and ass have the same genus animal; others
are generically diverse and are only analogically the same, as substance and quantity which have
no common genus and are only analogically the same, because they are the same only in so far as
they are beings.  "Being", however, is not a genus because it is not predicated univocally, but only
analogically. 


 46.  In order to understand this last we must notice something is predicated of many things in
three ways: univocally, equivocally and analogically.  Something is predicated univocally
according to the same name and the same nature, i.e., definition, as animal is predicated of man
and of ass, because each is called animal and each is a sensible, animated substance, which is the
definition of animal.  That is predicated equivocally which is predicated of some things according
to the same name but according to a different nature, as dog is said of the thing that barks and of
the star in the heavens, which two agree in the name but not in the definition or in signification,
because that which is signified by the name is the definition, as is said in the fourth book of the
Metaphysics.  That is said to be predicated analogically which is predicated of many whose
natures are diverse but which are attributed to one same thing, as health is said of the animal body,
or urine and of food, but it does not signify entirely the same thing in all three; it is said of urine
as a sign of health, of body as of a subject and of food as of a cause.  But all these natures are
attributed to one end, namely to health. 


 47.  Sometimes those things which agree according to analogy, i.e., in proportion, comparison
or agreement, are attributed to one end, as was plain in the preceding example of health.
Sometimes they are attributed to one agent, as medical is said of one who acts with art, of one
who acts without art, as a midwife, and even of the instruments; but it is said of all by attribution
to one agent which is medicine.  Sometimes it is said by attribution to one subject, as "being" is
said of substance, quantity, quality and the other predicaments, because it is not entirely for the
same reason that substance is being, and quantity and the others.  Rather, all are called being in
so far as they are attributed to substance which is the subject of the others. 


 48.  Therefore being is said primarily of substance and secondarily of the others.  Therefore
"being" is not a genus of substance and quantity because no genus is predicated of its species
according to prior and posterior; rather, "being" is predicated analogically.  This is what we mean
when we say that substance and quantity differ generically but are the same analogically. 


 49.  Therefore the form and matter of those things which are numerically the same are themselves
likewise numerically the same, as are the form and matter of Tullius and Cicero.  The matter and
form of those things which are specifically the same and numerically diverse are not the same
numerically, but specifically, as the matter and form of Socrates and Plato.  Likewise, the matter
and form of those things which are generically the same, as the soul and body of an ass and a
horse differ specifically but are the same generically; likewise, the principles of those things which
agree only analogically or proportionally are the same only analogically or proportionally, because
matter, form and privation or potency and act are the principles of substance and of the other
genera.  However, the matter, form and privation of substance and of quantity differ generically,
but they agree according to proportion only, in so far as the matter of substance is to substance,
in the nature of matter, as the matter of quantity is to quantity; still, just as substance is the cause
of the others, so the principles of substance are the principles of all the others. 





 OTHER STATEMENTS FOR COMPARISON 


 	Herbert L. Samuel, Essays in physics:

 The nature of the problem has been clearly and briefly stated by Professor Henry Semant in his
Introduction to Atomic Physics.  He says: "The results of the experiments on the Compton effect
leave no doubt that, in its interaction with matter, radiant energy behaves as though it were
composed of particles.  A similar behaviour was observed in the photo-electric effect.  It will be
shown later that in the processes of emission and absorption light behaves as though it consists
of corpuscles.  But the phenomena of interference and diffraction can be explained only on the
hypothesis that radiant energy is propagated as a wave motion.  We are thus led to the conclusion
that radiant energy exhibits a dual character, that of a wave and that of a corpuscle."  Semat also
quotes L. de Broglie, who, he says, was led by considerations based upon the special theory of
relativity and upon the quantum theory, to advance the hypothesis that "the dual character, wave
and particle, should not be confined to radiation alone, but should also be exhibited by all the
fundamental entities of physics.  On this hypothesis, electrons, protons, atoms and molecules
should have some type of wave motion associated with them."  He adds that "results of
experiments confirm de Broglie's hypothesis that there is a wave motion associated with every
moving electron."  Schrödinger says: "A vast amount of experimental evidence clinches the
conviction that wave characteristics and particle characteristics are never encountered singly, but
always in union; they form different aspects of the same phenomenon, and indeed of all physical
phenomena."  Richtmeyer and Kennard say that "Even molecules should exhibit wave properties
under suitable conditions, according to the new theory.  This, too, has been verified by
experiment." 


 The conception of a single entity with a dual character, at once wave and particle, is hard to
understand.  It is not made the easier by the suggestion, usually advanced in this connection, that
these are two "aspects" of the same phenomenon.  What is meant by the word aspects? 


John of St. Thomas, Natural philosophy


 Now that there is indeed an entity [primary matter] of such a potential and unformed character
Aristotle deduced from two principles: first, from substantial generation itself, secondly from the
fact that naturally nothing comes from nothing.  And this second point is deduced from the first
because if from nothing something would come to be, so that the whole substance of a thing
would come from nothing, by this very fact there would not be generation but creation, and
corruption would be annihilation.  Hence determinate dispositions would not be required for
determinate generations, but it would be possible for a stone or a horse or any other thing to come
to be in the same way, because if it comes from nothing there is no point to the dispositions which
make it determined more to one thing rather than another.  However, if it comes to be from
something and what comes to be is a substance, from the fact that the generation is substantial,
it necessarily presupposes some subject capable of a new substantial existence and losing the
existence which it had before because it is corrupted.  Neither of these therefore it has of itself and
consequently it is in potency to both of them. 


Alfred North Whitehead, Process and reality 

 [The following passage raises the question of validity of causality, really a metaphysical problem,
but to be noted now and considered later in metaphysics:] Let us now dismiss physiology and turn
to the private experience of the blinking man.  The sequence of percepts, in the mode of
presentational immediacy, are flash of light, feeling of eye-closure, instant of darkness.  The three
are practically simultaneous; though the flash maintains its priority over the other two, and these
two latter percepts are indistinguishable as to priority.  According to the philosophy of organism,
the man also experiences another percept in the mode of causal efficacy.  He feels that the
experiences of the eye in the matter of the flash are causal of the blink.  The man himself will have
no doubt of it.  In fact, it is the feeling of causality which enables the man to distinguish the
priority of the flash; and the inversion of the argument, whereby the temporal sequence "flash to
blink" is made the premise for the "causality" belief, has its origin in pure theory.  The man will
explain his experience by saying, "The flash made me blink," and if his statement be doubted, he
will reply, "I know it, because I felt it." 


 	The philosophy of organism accepts the man's statement, that the flash made him blink.  But
David Hume intervenes with another explanation.  He first points out that in the mode of
presentational immediacy there is no percept of the flash making the man blink.  In this mode there
are merely the two perceptsthe flash and the blinkcombining the two latter of the three percepts
under the one term "blink".  Hume refuses to admit the man's protestation, that the compulsion
to blink is just what he did feel.  The refusal is based on the dogma, that all percepts are in the
mode of presentational immediacya dogma not to be upset by a mere appeal to direct experience.
Besides Hume has another interpretation of the man's experience: what the man really felt was his
habit of blinking after flashes.  The word "association" explains it all, according to Hume.  But
how can a "habit" be felt, when a "cause" cannot be felt?  Is there any presentational immediacy
in the feeling of a "habit"?  Hume by a sleight of hand confuses a "habit of feeling blinks after
flashes" with a "feeling of the habit of feeling blinks after flashes". 
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Let us assume, in accordance with the Catholic faith, that the world had a
beginning in time. The question still arises whether the world could have always
existed, and to explain the truth of this matter, we should first distinguish
where we agree with our opponents from where we disagree with them. If someone
holds that something besides God could have always existed, in the sense that
there could be something always existing and yet not made by God, then we differ
with him: such an abominable error is contrary not only to the faith but also to
the teachings of the philosophers, who confess and prove that everything that in
any way exists cannot exist unless it be caused by him who supremely and most
truly has existence. However, someone may hold that there has always existed
something that, nevertheless, had been wholly caused by God, and thus we ought
to determine whether this position is tenable.

If it be impossible that something caused by God has always existed, it will
be so either because God could not make something that has always existed or
because such a thing could not be made, regardless of God's ability to make
it. [3]
As to the first, all parties agree that, in view of his infinite power,
God could have made something that has always existed. [4]
It remains to be seen, therefore, whether something that has always
existed can be made.

If such a thing cannot be made, the impossibility will arise for one of two
reasons: either because of an absence of a passive potentiality or because of
some contradiction between the ideas involved. [5]
In regard to the first, notice that before an angel is made, we may say,
in a certain manner of speaking, that the angel cannot be made, [6]
since no passive potentiality precedes its being, for an angel is not made
from pre-existing matter. Nevertheless, God was able to make the angel, and he
was able to cause the angel to be made, for God made it, and it was made.
Therefore, if we understand "being made" or "being caused" as implying the
pre-existence of a passive potentiality, then it should to be conceded,
according to faith, that something caused cannot always exist, for it would then
follow that a passive potentiality has always existed, and this is heretical.
But since a passive potentiality need not precede in time whatever God may make,
it does not follow that God could not have made something that has always
existed.

In regard to the second, someone may hold that something that has always
existed cannot be made because such a thing is self-contradictory, just as an
affirmation and a denial cannot be made simultaneously true. Still, some people
say that God can even make self-contradictories things, while others say God
cannot make such things, for such things are actually nothing. Clearly, God
cannot make such things come to be, for the assumption that such a thing exists
immediately refutes itself. Nevertheless, if we allow that God can make such
things come to be, the position is not heretical, though I believe it is false,
just as the proposition that the past did not occur is false, about which
Augustine says (XXVI Contra Faustum cap. 5), "Anyone who says, 'If God is
omnipotent, let him make what has happened not to have happened,' does not
realize that he is saying, 'If God is omnipotent, let him make true things false
insofar as they are true.'" [PL 42, 481.] Nevertheless, certain great men have
piously maintained that God can make past events not to have happened, and this
was not reputed to be heretical.

We thus ought to determine whether there is any contradiction between these
two ideas, namely, to be made by God and to have always existed. And, whatever
may be the truth of this matter, it will not be heretical to say that God can
make something created by him to have always existed, though I believe that if
there were a contradiction involved in asserting this, the assertion would be
false. However, if there is no contradiction involved, then it is neither false
nor impossible that God could have made something that has always existed, and
it will be an error to say otherwise. For, if there is no contradiction, we
ought to admit that God could have made something that has always existed, for
it would be clearly derogatory to the divine omnipotence, which exceeds every
thought and power, to say that we creatures can conceive of something that God
is unable to make. (Nor are sins an instance to the contrary, for, considered in
themselves, they are nothing.) In this, therefore, the entire question consists:
whether to be wholly created by God and not to have a beginning in time are
contradictory terms.

That they are not contradictory can be shown as follows. If they are
contradictory, this is for one or both of these two reasons: either because the
agent cause must precede the effect in time, or because non-being must precede
the effect in time, for we say that what God creates comes to be out of nothing.


First, we should show that it is not necessary that an agent cause, in this
case God, precede in time that which he causes, if he should so will. This can
be shown in several ways. First, no cause instantaneously producing its effect
necessarily precedes the effect in time. God, however, is a cause that produces
effects not through motion but instantaneously. Therefore, it is not necessary
that he precede his effects in time. The first premise is proved inductively
from all instantaneous changes, as, for example, with illumination and other
such things. But the premise may be proved by reason as well.

For, at whatever instant a thing exists, at that instant it can begin to act,
as is clear in the case of all things that come to be by generation: in the very
instant at which there is fire, the fire heats. But in an instantaneous action,
the beginning and the end of the action are simultaneous, indeed identical, as
is clear in the case of all indivisible things. Hence, at whatever moment an
agent instantaneously producing an effect exists, the end of its action can
exist as well. The end of the action, however, is simultaneous with the thing
made. Therefore, there is no contradiction if we suppose that a cause
instantaneously producing an effect does not precede its effect in time. A
contradiction does obtain if the cause involved is one that produces its effects
through motion, for the beginning of the motion precedes in time the end of the
motion. Since people are accustomed to considering the type of cause that
produces effects through motion, they do not easily grasp that an agent cause
may fail to precede its effect in time, and so, having limited experience, they
easily make a false generalization.

Nor can the conclusion be avoided by saying that God is an agent cause that
acts voluntarily, for neither the will nor the voluntary agent need precede its
effect in time, unless the agent cause acts from deliberation, which we take to
be absent in God.

Further, a cause that produces the whole substance of a thing does not, in
producing a whole substance, act in a less perfect way than does a cause that
produces just a form in producing the form. On the contrary, it acts in a much
more perfect way, since it does not act by educing from the potentiality of
matter, as do causes that merely produce forms. However, some causes that
produce just forms are such that, whenever the cause exists, the form produced
by it exists as well, as is clear in the case of illumination by the sun.
Therefore, much more can God, who produces the whole substance of things, make
something caused by him exist whenever he himself exists.

Further, if, granted a cause, its effect does not immediately exist as well,
this can only be because something complementary to that cause is lacking: the
complete cause and the thing caused are simultaneous. God, however, never lacks
any kind of complementary cause in order to produce an effect. Therefore, at any
instant at which God exists, so too can his effects, and thus God need not
precede his effects in time.

Further, the will of the voluntary agent in no way diminishes his power, and
this is especially true with God. But all those who try to answer the arguments
of Aristotle (who held that something caused by God had always existed, since
like always makes like) [7]
say that the conclusion would follow if God were not a voluntary agent.
Therefore, allowing that God is a voluntary agent, it still follows that he can
make something that he has made never fail to exist. Thus, although God cannot
make contradictories true, we have shown that there is no contradiction in
saying that an agent cause does not precede its effect in time.

It remains to be seen, then, whether there is a contradiction in saying that
something made has always existed, on the grounds that it may be necessary that
its non-being precede it in time, for we say that it is made out of nothing. But
that there is no contradiction here is shown by Anselm in his explanation of
what it means to say that a creature is made out of nothing. He says
(Monologion cap. 8), "The third sense in which we can say that something
is made out of nothing is this: we understand that something is made, but that
there is not something from which it is made. In a similar way, we say that
someone who is sad without reason is sad about nothing. We can thus say that all
things, except the Supreme Being, are made by him out of nothing in the sense
that they are not made out of anything, and no absurdity results." On this
understanding of the phrase "out of nothing," therefore, no temporal priority of
non-being to being is posited, as there would be if there were first nothing and
then later something.

Further, let us even suppose that the preposition "out of" imports some
affirmative order of non-being to being, as if the proposition that the creature
is made out of nothing meant that the creature is made after nothing. Then this
expression "after" certainly implies order, but order is of two kinds: order of
time and order of nature. If, therefore, the proper and the particular does not
follow from the common and the universal, it will not necessarily follow that,
because the creature is made after nothing, non-being is temporally prior to the
being of the creature. Rather, it suffices that non-being be prior to being by
nature. Now, whatever naturally pertains to something in itself is prior to what
that thing only receives from another. A creature does not have being, however,
except from another, for, considered in itself, every creature is nothing, and
thus, with respect to the creature, non-being is prior to being by nature. Nor
does it follow from the creature's always having existed that its being and
non-being are ever simultaneous, as if the creature always existed but at some
time nothing existed, for the priority is not one of time. Rather, the argument
merely requires that the nature of the creature is such that, if the creature
were left to itself, it would be nothing. For example, if we should say that the
air has always been illuminated by the sun, it would be right to say that the
air has always been made lucid by the sun. Thus, since anything that comes to be
such-and-such comes to be such-and-such from being not such-and-such, we say
that the air is made lucid from being non-lucid, or opaque, not because the air
was once non-lucid or opaque, but because the air would be opaque if the sun did
not illuminate it. This is clearly the case with the stars and those celestial
bodies that are always illuminated by the sun.

Thus it is clear that there is no contradiction in saying that something made
by God has always existed. Indeed, if there were some contradiction, it would be
amazing that Augustine failed to see it, for exposing such a contradiction would
be a most effective way of proving that the world is not eternal, and although
Augustine offers many arguments against the eternity of the world in XI and XII
De Civitate Dei, he never argues that his opponents' view is
contradictory. On the contrary, Augustine seems to hint that there is no
contradiction involved. Thus, speaking of the Platonists, he says (X De
Civitate Dei cap. 31), "They somehow contemplate a beginning in causation
rather than a beginning in time. Imagine, they say, a foot that has been in dust
since eternity: a footprint has always been beneath it, and nobody would doubt
that the footprint was made by the pressure of the foot. Though neither is prior
in time to the other, yet one is made by the other. Likewise, they say, the
world and the gods in it have always existed, just as he who made them always
existed; yet nevertheless, they were made." [PL 41, 311] Nor does Augustine ever
say that this cannot be understood; rather, he proceeds against the Platonists
in a totally different way. He says (XI De Civitate Dei cap. 4), "Those,
however, who admit that the world was made by God but nevertheless want to hold
that the world has a beginning in creation but not in time, so that, in some
scarcely intelligible way, it has always been made by God, think that they are
defending God against a charge of casual rashness." [PL 41, 319][8]
Their position is difficult to understand, however, only for the reason given
above in the first argument.

How remarkable it would be that even the most noble of philosophers failed to
see a contradiction in the idea that something made by God has always existed.
Speaking against the Platonists, Augustine says (XI De Civitate Dei cap.
5), "Here we are contending with those who agree with us that God is the Creator
of all bodies and all natures except himself," [PL 41, 320] and then, again
about the Platonists, he adds (XI De Civitate Dei cap. 5), "These
philosophers surpassed the rest in nobility and authority." [PL 41, 321]
Augustine said this even after diligently considering their position that the
world has always existed, for they nevertheless thought that it was made by God,
and they saw no contradiction between these two ideas. Therefore, those who so
subtly perceive the contradiction are solitary men, and with these does wisdom
arise. [9]

Still, since certain authorities seem to argue on the side of such men, we
ought to show that they base themselves on a weak foundation. Damascene says (I
De Fide Orthodoxa cap. 8), "What is made out of nothing is by nature not
such that it is coeternal to what has no causal principle and always exists."
[PG 94, 814B] Likewise, Hugh of St. Victor says (De Sacramentis I-1 cap.
1), "The ineffable omnipotent power could not have anything coeternal beyond
itself that would help it in making." [PL 176, 187B]

But the position of these and similar authorities is made clear by Boethius,
who says (V De Consolatione prosa 6), "When some people hear that Plato
thought this world neither had a beginning in time nor will ever have an end,
they mistakenly conclude that the created world is coeternal with the Creator.
However, to be led through the endless life Plato attributes to the world is one
thing; to embrace simultaneously the whole presence of endless life is quite
another, and it is this latter that is proper to the divine mind." [PL 63, 859B]
Thus it does not follow, as some people object, that a creature, even if it had
always existed, would be equal to God in duration. For, if "eternal" be
understood in this sense, nothing can in any way be coeternal with God, for
nothing but God is immutable. As Augustine says (XII De Civitate Dei cap.
15), [10]
"Time, since it passes away by its mutability, cannot be coeternal with
immutable eternity. Thus, even if the immortality of the angels does not pass
away in time (it is neither past, as if it did not exist now; nor is it future,
as if it did not yet exist), nevertheless, the angels' motions, by which moments
of time are carried along from the future into the past, pass away. Therefore,
angels cannot be coeternal with the Creator, in whose motion there is nothing
which has been that is not now, nor anything which will later be that is not
already." [PL 41, 364-365] Likewise, Augustine says (VIII Super Genesis ad
Litteram cap. 23), "Since the nature of the Trinity is wholly unchangeable,
it is eternal in such a way that nothing can be coeternal with it," [PL 34, 389]
and he uses words to the same effect in XI Confessionum as well. [11]


Those who try to prove that the world could not have always existed even
adduce arguments that the philosophers have considered and solved. Chief among
these is the argument from the infinity of souls: if the world had always
existed, these people argue, there would necessarily be an infinite number of
souls. But this argument is not to the point, for God could have made the world
without making men or creatures with souls, or he could have made men when in
fact he did make them, even if he had made the rest of the world from eternity.
In either case, an infinite number of souls would not remain after the bodies
had passed away. Furthermore, it has not yet been demonstrated that God cannot
cause an infinite number of things to exist simultaneously.

There are other arguments adduced as well, but I refrain from answering them
at present, either because they have been suitably answered elsewhere, or
because they are so weak that their very weakness lends probability to the
opposing view.




NOTES:


[1] This translation follows the Leonine Edition of Aquinas's works, vol. 43
Sancti Thomae De Aquino Opera Omnia 85-89 (Rome 1976).

[2] All persons are licensed to reproduce this translation and the footnotes
hereto for personal or educational purposes, provided that the notice of
copyright above and this notice are included in their respective entireties in
all copies. This license includes reproduction by a commercial entity engaged in
the business of providing copying services if such reproduction is made at the
behest of a person who would otherwise be licensed under the preceding sentence
to reproduce this translation for personal or educational purposes.

[3] Aquinas means that the impossibility may be thought to arise either on
the part of God, as if he were unable to make such a thing for lack of power, or
on the part of the thing, as if such a thing could not be made because it lacks
a pre-existing passive potentiality or because it is self-contradictory.

[4] That is, on the condition that such a thing can be made. In other words,
all sides agree that the impossibility of something having always existed, if
such there be, does not arise from some lack of power in God.

[5] That is, between "always having existed" and "having been made."

[6] In the sense that there was nothing existing before the angel that would
become the angel, as the brass to be made into a statue exists before the statue
and becomes the statue.

[7] See II De Generatione et Corruptione cap. 10, 336a 27-28.

[8] PL 41, 319. In the Leonine Edition, Aquinas does not quote the predicate
of the independent clause; it does appear in the Parma Edition, and I have
chosen to supply it. 

[9] Said ironically, the sentence is quite out of character for Aquinas, who
courteously conducted the bitterest disputations. Here he is probably alluding
to the Vulgate text of Job 12:2, in which Job says, "You are solitary men, and
with you wisdom shall die." The difference between "arises" (oritur) and
"shall die" (morietur) is small.

[10] So in Aquinas. The chapter divisions in De Civitate Dei are, at
this point, somewhat unclear, and, as the editors of the Leonine Edition
suggest, the quoted text is probably from cap. 16. In any event, the quoted
material appears at PL 41, 364-365.

[11] See XI Confessionum cap. 30. PL 32, 826.
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FOREWORD


This short tract, De rationibus fidei contra
Saracenos, Graecos et Armenos ad Cantorem Antiochenum, was written by St.
Thomas Aquinas (d. 1276) at Orvieto, Italy, in 1264. It follows right on the
heels of his longer Summa contra gentiles, completed that same year.
We do not know who the Cantor of Antioch was, except that he must have been in
charge of music in the cathedral. Perhaps his bishop, the Dominican Christian
Elias, referred him to Thomas Aquinas. The questions the Cantor asks must have
been the subject of lively discussions in a city where Latin Christians mixed
with Eastern Christians and Muslims.


The latter work, written at the request of St.
Raymond of Peñafort to help Dominicans preaching to Muslims and Jews in
Spain and North Africa, concentrated on how Christian doctrine could be
presented to people who do not accept the authority of the Bible. It said
little about Islam directly, since Thomas Aquinas admitted that he knew very little
about it (Book I, ch. 2). He therefore concentrated on explaining the Catholic
Faith.


The present work takes up Muslim objections never
mentioned in the Contra gentiles. Thomas' answers use material already
discussed in greater detail in that work. The originality of the present work
is its concise brevity and its focus on the essential points where the Catholic
Faith differs from and transcends Islam.


In this work Thomas shows a good grasp of what
these differences are: first of all, the Trinity and how God shares his life
with us in the Incarnation, then the crucifixion of Jesus and the whole
question of human force and power in religion. The objection to the real
presence of Jesus in the Eucharist is not a standard Muslim objection, but I
have heard it. The final one, on determination, was much discussed in Muslim
theology and philosophy; its theoretical and practical implications are greater
than most Muslims or Christians realize, but it is very summarily treated here.


This work is from the Middle Ages and does not
reflect all the nuances of current Catholic teaching regarding Islam. An
instance of this is the use of the term "unbelievers" which Thomas
uses of Muslims. The Church today calls them believers, although they do not
believe in all that Christians believe.


In this translation, from the Marietti 1954
edition of the Opuscula theologica, I have given priority to clear
plain English rather than literal fidelity. Yet I could not but retain some
philosophical vocabulary, such as "substance", "accident",
"hypostasis" and "predication".


Chapter
1: Introduction


Blessed Peter the Apostle received a promise from
the Lord that on his confession of faith the Church would be founded and that
the gates of Hell would not prevail against it. That the faith of the Church
entrusted to him would hold out inviolate against these gates of Hell, he
address the faithful of Christ (1 Pet 3:15): "Proclaim the Lord Christ
holy in your hearts," that is, by firmness of faith. With this foundation
established in our hearts we can be safe against any attacks or ridicule of
unbelievers against our Faith. Therefore Peter adds: "Always have your
answer ready for people who ask you the reason for the hope that you
have."


The Christian faith principally
consists in acknowledging the holy Trinity, and it specially glories in the
cross of our Lord Jesus Christ. For "the message of the cross", says
Paul (1 Cor 1:18), "is folly for those who are on the way to ruin, but for
those of us who are on the road to salvation it is the power of God."


Our hope is directed to two
things: (1) what we look forward to after death, and (2) the help of God which
carries us through this life to future happiness merited by works done by free
will.


The following are the things you say the Muslims
attack and ridicule: They ridicule the fact that we say Christ is the Son of
God, when God has no wife (Qur'ân 6:110; 72:3); and they think we are
insane for professing three persons in God, even though we do not mean by this
three gods.


They also ridicule our saying that Christ the Son
of God was crucified for the salvation of the human race (Qur'ân
4:157-8), for if almighty God could save the human race without the Son's
suffering he could also make man so that he could not sin.


They also hold against Christians their claim to
eat God on the altar, and that if the body of Christ were even as big as a
mountain, by now it should have been eaten up.


On the state of souls after death, you say that
the Greeks and Armenians hold the error that souls after death are neither
punished nor rewarded until the day of judgement, but are in some waiting room,
since they can receive no punishment or reward without the body. To back up
their error they quote the Lord in the Gospel (Jn 14:2): "In my Father's
house there are many places to live in."


Concerning merit, which depends on free will, you
assert that the Muslims and other nations hold that God's fore-knowledge or
decree imposes necessity on human actions; thus they say that man cannot die or
even sin unless God decrees this, and that every person has his destiny written
on his forehead.


On these questions you ask for moral and
philosophical reasons which the Muslims can accept. For it would be useless to
quote passages of Scripture against those who do not accept this authority. I
wish to satisfy your request, which seems to arise from pious desire, so that
you may be prepared with apostolic doctrine to satisfy anyone who asks you for
an explanation. On these questions I will make some explanations as easy as the
subjects allow, since I have written more amply about them elsewhere [in the Summa
contra gentiles].


 


Chapter
2: How to argue with unbelievers


First of all I wish to warn you that in
disputations with unbelievers about articles of the Faith, you should not try
to prove the Faith by necessary reasons. This would belittle the sublimity of
the Faith, whose truth exceeds not only human minds but also those of angels;
we believe in them only because they are revealed by God.


Yet whatever come from the Supreme Truth cannot
be false, and what is not false cannot be repudiated by any necessary reason.
Just as our Faith cannot be proved by necessary reasons, because it exceeds the
human mind, so because of its truth it cannot be refuted by any necessary reason.
So any Christian disputing about the articles of the Faith should not try to
prove the Faith, but defend the Faith. Thus blessed Peter (1 Pet 3:15) did not
say: "Always have your proof", but "your answer ready," so
that reason can show that what the Catholic Faith holds is not false.


 


Chapter
3: How generation applies to God


First of all we must observe that Muslims are
silly in ridiculing us for holding that Christ is the Son of the living God, as
if God had a wife. Since they are carnal, they can think only of what is flesh
and blood. For any wise man can observe that the mode of generation is not the
same for everything, but generation applies to each thing according to the
special manner of its nature. In animals it is by copulation of male and female;
in plants it is by pollination or generation, and in other things in other
ways.


God, however, is not of a fleshly nature,
requiring a woman to copulate with to generate offspring, but he is of a
spiritual or intellectual nature, much higher than every intellectual nature.
So generation should be understood of God as it applies to an intellectual
nature. Even though our own intellect falls far short of the divine intellect,
we still have to speak of the divine intellect by comparing it with what we find
in our own intellect.


Our intellect understands sometimes potentially,
sometimes actually. Whenever it actually understands it forms something
intelligible, a kind of offspring, which is called a concept, something
conceived by the mind. This is signified by an audible voice, so that as the
audible voice is called the exterior word, the interior concept of the mind
signified by the exterior audible word is called the word of the intellect or
mind. A concept of our mind is not the very essence of our mind, but something
accidental to it, because even our act of understanding is not the very being
of our intellect; otherwise our intellect would have to be always in act.


So the word of our intellect can be likened to a
concept or offspring, especially when the intellect understands itself and the
concept is a likeness of the intellect coming from its intellectual power, just
as a son has a likeness to his father, from whose generative power he comes
forth.


The word of our intellect is not properly an
offspring or son, because it is not of the same nature as our intellect. Not
everything that comes forth from another, even if it is similar to its source,
is called a son; otherwise a painted picture of someone would be a son. To be a
son, it is required that the one coming forth from the other must not only
resemble its source but also be of the same nature with it.


But in God understanding is not different from
his being. Consequently the word which is conceived in his intellect is not
something accidental to him or alien from his nature but, by the very fact that
it is a word, it must be coming forth from another and must be a likeness of
its source. All this is true even of our own word.


But besides this, the Word of God is not an
accident or a part of God, who is simple, nor something extrinsic to the divine
nature, but is something complete, subsisting in the divine nature and coming
forth from another, as any word must be. In our human way of talking, this is
called a son, because it comes forth from another in its likeness and subsists
in the same nature with it.


Therefore, as far as divine things can be
represented by human words, we call the Word of the divine intellect the Son of
God, while God, whose Word he is, we call the Father. We say that the coming forth
of the Word is an immaterial generation of a son, not a carnal one, as carnal
men surmise.


There is another way that this generation of the
Son of God surpasses every human generation, whether material, as when one man
is born from another, or intelligible, as when a word is brought forth in the
human mind. In either of these cases what is born is younger than its source. A
father does not generate as soon as he begins to exist, but he must first
mature. Even the act of generation takes time before a son is born, because
carnal generation is a matter of stages. Likewise the human intellect is not
ready to form intelligible concepts as soon as a man is born, but when he
matures. So he does not always actually understand, but after potentially
understanding he actually understands and again stops actually understanding
and remains understanding only in potency or with habitual knowledge. So a
human word is younger than a man and sometimes stops existing before the man.


But these two limitations cannot apply to God,
who has no imperfection or change, or going from potency to act, since he is
pure and first act. The Word of God, therefore, is co-eternal with God.


Another difference of our word from the divine is
that our intellect does not simultaneously understand everything, or with one
act, but by many different acts; therefore the words of our intellect are many.
But God understands everything simultaneously by one single act, because his
understanding must be one, since it is his very being. It follows therefore
that in God there is only one word.


There is yet another difference: The word of our
intellect does not measure up to the power of our intellect, because when we
mentally conceive one thing we can still conceive many other things; thus the
word of our intellect is imperfect and can be composed, when several imperfect
notions are put together to form a more perfect word, as happens in the process
of formulating a definition. But the divine Word measures up to the power of
God, because by his essence he understands himself and everything else. So the
Word he conceives by his essence, when he understands himself and everything
else, is as great as his essence. It is therefore perfect, simple and equal to
God. We call this Word of God a Son, as said above, because he is of the same
nature with the Father, and we profess that he is co-eternal with the Father,
only-begotten and perfect.


 


Chapter
4: How the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son


We must also observe that every act of knowledge
is followed by an act of the appetite. Of all appetitive acts love is the
principle. Without it there is no joy at gaining something one does not love,
or sadness at missing something one does not love - that is, if love is taken
away; likewise all other appetitive acts would go, since they are all somehow
related to sadness and joy. Therefore, since God has perfect knowledge, he must
also have perfect love, which arises as the expression of an appetitive act, as
a word arises as the expression of an intellective act.


But there is a difference between an intellectual
and an appetitive act. For an intellectual act and any other act of knowledge
takes place by the knowable thing somehow existing in the knowing power,
namely, sensible things in the sense and intelligible things in the intellect.
But an appetitive act takes place by an orientation and movement of the
appetitive power to the things exposed to the appetite. Things that have a
hidden source of their motion are called spirits. For instance, winds are called
spirits because their origin is not apparent. Likewise breath, which is a
motion from an intrinsic source, is called spirit. So, as divine things are
expressed in human terms, the very love coming from God is called a spirit.


But in us love comes from two different sources.
Sometimes it comes from a bodily and material principle, which is impure love,
since it disturbs the purity of the mind. Sometimes it comes from the a pure
spiritual principle, as when we love intelligible goods and what is in accord with
reason; this is pure love. God cannot have a material love. Therefore we
fittingly call his love not simply Spirit, but the Holy Spirit, since holiness
refers to his purity.


It is clear that we cannot love anything with an
intelligible and holy love unless we conceive it through an act of the
intellect. The conception of the intellect is a word; so love must arise from a
word. We call the Word of God the Son; so it is clear that the Holy Spirit
comes from the Son. Just as God's act of knowledge is his very being, so also
is his act of loving. And just as God is always actually understanding, so also
he is always actually loving himself and everything else by loving his own
goodness. Therefore, as the Son of God, who is the Word of God, subsists in the
divine nature and is co-eternal with the Father and perfect and unique,
likewise we must profess the same about the Holy Spirit.


Since everything that subsists with an
intelligent nature we call a "person", which is equivalent to the
Greek "hypostasis", it is necessary to say that the Word of God, whom
we call Son, is a hypostasis or person. No one doubts that God, from whom a
word and a love comes forth, is a subsistent reality, and can also be called a
hypostasis or a person. Thus we fittingly posit three persons in God: the
person of the Father, the person of the Son and the person of the Holy Spirit.


We do not say that these three persons or
hypostases are distinct by essence, since, just as God's act of knowing and
loving is his very being, so also his Word and Love are the very essence of
God. Whatever is absolutely asserted of God is nothing other than his essence,
since God is not great or powerful or good accidentally, but by his essence. So
we do not say the three persons or hypostases are distinct absolutely, but by
mere relations which arise from the coming forth of the word and the love.


Since we call the coming forth of the word
generation, and from generation result the relationships of fatherhood and
sonship, we say that the person of the Son is distinct from the person of the
Father only by fatherhood and sonship, while all else belongs to both commonly
and without distinction. Just as we call the Father true God, almighty, eternal
and whatever else, so also the Son, and for the same reason the Holy Spirit.


Therefore, since the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit are not distinct in their divine nature, but only by relationship,
we are right in saying that the three persons are not three gods, but one true
and perfect God.


Three human persons are three men and not one
man, because the nature of humanity, which is common to them, belongs to each
separately because they are materially distinct, which does not apply to God.
So in three men there are three numerically different human natures, while only
the essence of humanity is common to them. But in the divine persons there are
not three numerically different divine natures, but necessarily only one simple
divine nature, since the essence of God's word and of his love is not different
from the essence of God. So we profess not three gods, but one God, because of
the one simple divine nature in three persons.


 


Chapter
5: The reason for the incarnation of the Son of God


A similar blindness makes Muslims ridicule the
Christian Faith by which we profess that the Son of God died, since they do not
understand the depth of such a great mystery. First of all, lest the death of
the Son of God be misinterpreted, we must first say something about the
incarnation of the Son of God. For we do not say that the Son of God underwent
death according to his divine nature, in which he is equal to the Father who is
the foundational life of everything, but according to our own nature which he
adopted into the unity of his person.


To say something about the mystery of the divine
incarnation, we must observe that any intellectual agent operates through a
conception of his intellect, which we call a word, as is clear in the case of a
builder or any craftsman who operates outwardly according to the form that he
conceives in his mind. Since the Son of God is the very Word of God, it follows
that God made everything through the Son.


It is a rule that the principles which make
something are also the principles for repairing it. If a house falls down, it
is restored according to the plan by which it was first made. Among the
creatures created through God's Word, rational creatures hold the first rank,
since all other creatures serve them and seem ordered to them. That is
reasonable, because a rational creature has mastery over his action through
free will, while other creatures do not act from free judgement but by force of
nature. Universally what is free is higher than what is in bondage; slaves serve
the free and are governed by them. Therefore the fall of a rational creature is
truly considered more serious than the defect of any irrational creature. Nor
is there any doubt that God judges things according to their real value. So it
was fitting for Divine Wisdom to repair the fall of human nature, much more
than to step in if the heavens were to fall or any other catastrophe occur in
bodily things.


Rational or intellectual creatures are of two
kinds: one separated from a body, which we call an angel, and the other joined
to a body, which is the human soul. In either one there can be a fall because
of freedom of the will. By a fall, I do not mean that they fall out of
existence, but that they lapse from righteousness of the will. A fall or a
defect refers specially to a principle of operation, as we say that a craftsman
has gone wrong because he is deficient in the skill he needs to do his job, and
we say that a natural thing is deficient or spoiled if the natural power by
which it acts is corrupted, for example if a plant lacks the power of
germinating or a piece of land lacks the power to be fruitful. A rational
creature operates by its will, where it has freedom of choice. Therefore the
fall of a rational creature is a defect of righteousness of the will, which
takes place by sin. The defect of sin, which is nothing other than perversity
of the will, is something especially for God to remove, and that by his Word by
which he created all creatures.


The sin of angels, however, could not be
corrected, because the immutability of their nature makes them impenitent from
any direction they once take. But men's will is changeable by nature, so that
they are not only able to choose different things, good or evil, but also
abandon one choice and turn to another. This changeableness of the will remains
in man as long as he is united to his body which is subject to variation. When
the soul is separated from the body it will have the same immutability as an
angel naturally has; so that after death the soul is impenitent, and cannot
turn from good to evil or from evil to good. Therefore it was fitting for God's
goodness to restore fallen human nature through his Son.


The way of restoring should correspond to the
nature being restored and to its sickness. The nature to be restored was man's
rational nature endowed with free will, who should not be subject to exterior
power but be recalled to the state of righteousness according to his own will.
His sickness, being a perversity of the will, demanded that the will should be
called back to righteousness. Righteousness of the human will consists in the
proper ordering of love, which is its principal act. Rightly ordered love is to
love God above all things as our supreme good, and to refer to him everything
that we love as our ultimate goal, and to observe the proper order in loving
other things by preferring spiritual to bodily goods.


To excite our love towards God, there was no more
powerful way than that the Word of God, through whom all things were made,
should assume our human nature in order to restore it, so that he would be both
God and man. First of all, because the strongest way God could show how much he
loves man was his willing to become man for his salvation; and nothing can
provoke love more than to know that one is loved.


Then also, man whose intellect and affections are
weighed down towards bodily things cannot easily turn to things that are above
himself. It is easy for any man to know and love another man, but to think of
the divine highness and be carried to it by the proper affection of love is not
for everyone, but only for those who, by God's help and with great effort and
labour, are lifted up from bodily to spiritual things. Therefore, to open the
way to God for everyone, God willed to become man, so that even children could
know and love God as someone like themselves; and so by what they can grasp
they can progress little by little to perfection.


Also, for God to become man gave man the hope of
eventually participating in perfect happiness, which only God naturally has. If
man, knowing his weakness, were promised the eventual happiness of which angels
are hardly capable, since it consists in the vision and enjoyment of God, he
could hardly hope to reach it unless the dignity of human nature was demonstrated
in another way, namely, by God valuing it so highly that he became man for his
salvation. So God's becoming man gave us hope that man can eventually be united
to God in blessed enjoyment.


Man's knowledge of his dignity, coming from God's
assuming a human nature, helps to keep him from subjecting his affections to
any creature, whether by worshipping demons or any creatures through idolatry
or by subjecting himself to bodily creatures through disordered affection. For
if man has such a great dignity by God's judgement and he is so close to him
that God wanted to become man, it is unworthy of man to subject himself
improperly to things inferior to God.


 


Chapter
6: The meaning of "God became man"


When we say that God became man, let no one take
this to mean that God was converted into a man, as air becomes fire when it is
turned into fire. For God's nature is unchangeable. Only bodily things can be
changed from one thing into another. A spiritual nature cannot be changed into
a bodily nature, but can be united to it somehow by the strength of its power,
as a soul is united to a body. Although human nature consists of soul and body,
the soul is not of a bodily but a spiritual nature. But the distance between
any spiritual creature and God's simplicity is much more than the distance
between a bodily creature and the simplicity of a spiritual nature. Therefore,
as a spiritual nature can be united to a body by the strength of its power, so
God can be united to a spiritual or a bodily nature. And in that way we say that
God was united to a human nature.


We should observe that everything seems most
properly identified with what is principal in it, while other aspects seem to
adhere to what is principal and are taken up and used by it as it disposes.
Thus in civil society the king seems to envelop the whole kingdom and he uses
others as he disposes as if they were parts of his own body joined to him
naturally. Although man is naturally both soul and body, he seems more
principally a soul, since the body adheres to it and the soul uses the body to
serve its own activity. Likewise, therefore, in the union of God with a
creature, the divinity is not dragged down to human nature, but the human
nature is assumed by God, not to be converted into God, but to adhere to God.
The body and soul thus assumed are somehow the body and soul of God himself,
just as the parts of a body assumed by a soul are somehow members of the soul
itself.


There is, however, a difference. Although the
soul is more perfect than the body, it does not possess the total perfection of
human nature. Thus it has a body so that the body and soul together form one
human nature, of which the soul and body are parts. But God is perfect in his
nature and nothing can be added to the fullness of his nature. So another
nature cannot be united to the divine nature so as to make a common nature from
them both. For it would be repugnant to the perfection of the divine nature to
be a part of that common nature. The Word of God therefore assumed a human
nature consisting of a soul and a body in such a way that neither becomes the
other, nor are the two melted into one nature, but after being united the two
natures remain distinct, each with their own properties.


It should also be observed that, since a
spiritual nature is united to a bodily one by spiritual power, the greater the
power of the spiritual nature the more perfectly and firmly it assumes a lower
nature. God's power is infinite, with every creature subject to him and he uses
each as he wishes. He could not use them unless he were somehow united with
them by the strength of his power. The more he exercises his power on them, the
more perfectly he is united with them. Among all creatures he exercises his
power by giving them existence and moving them to their proper operations; in
this way he is said to be in everything in a common way. But he exercises his
power in a special way in holy minds, whom he not only conserves them in
existence and moves them in their actions like other creatures, but also
converts them to know and love him; thus he is said to dwell especially in holy
minds, and holy minds are said to be full of God.


Since God is said to be more or less united to a
creature according to the amount of power he exercises in it, it is clear that,
since the strength of divine power cannot be comprehended by the human
intellect, God can be united to a creature in a higher way than the human
intellect can grasp. Therefore we say that God is united to a human nature in
Christ in an incomprehensible and ineffable way, not only by indwelling as is
true of other saints, but in a singular way, so that a human nature belongs to
the Son of God, and that the Son of God, who has from eternity a divine nature
from the Father, from a point of time has wonderfully assumed a human nature of
our race. Thus each and every part of the human nature of the Son of God can be
called God, and whatever any part of his human nature does or suffers can be
attributed to the only-begotten Word of God. Thus we fittingly say that not
just his soul and body are the Son of God, but also his eyes and hands, and
that the Son of God sees bodily with the sight of his eyes and hears by the
hearing of his ears; the same applies to the activities proper to the other
parts of his soul or body.


There is no better comparison of this admirable
union than the union of a body and a rational soul. It is also a suitable
comparison because our word remains hidden in our heart and becomes sensible by
being vocalized and written. But these comparisons fall short of representing
the union of the divine and human natures, just as any other comparison of
human things with divine. For the Divinity is not united to a human nature so
as to be a part of a nature, nor is it united to a human nature as an
expression, as the word of the heart is signified by a voice or writing, but
the Son of God truly has a human nature and can be called a man.


It is clear therefore that we do not say God is
united to a bodily nature as a force in the body after the manner of material
and bodily forces, because not even the intellect of a soul united to a body is
a bodily power. Much less therefore is the Word of God, who assumed for himself
a human nature in an ineffable and more sublime way.


It is also clear from the foregoing that the Son
of God has both a divine and a human nature, the one from eternity, the other
assumed from a point of time.


Many things can be had by the same person in
different ways, but the principal element is always said to "have",
while the less principal elements are "had". Thus the whole has many
parts, as a man has hands and feet; we do not say the inverse: that hands and
feet have a man. Likewise one subject has many accidents, as an apple has
colour and smell, but not the inverse. Man also has exterior things, like
possessions and clothing, but not the inverse. Only in the case of essential
parts is something said both to have and to be had, as the soul has the body
and the body has the soul. And in marriage a man has a wife and a wife has a
husband. The same in the case of things united by relationship: thus we say
that a father has a son and a son has a father.


Were God united to a human nature as a soul to a
body so as to make one common nature, we could say that God has a human nature
and a human nature has God, just as a soul has a body and the inverse. But
because the divine and human natures cannot be made one nature because of the
divine perfection, as said above, and because the principal factor in the union
is on the side of God, it clearly follows that we must say that God has a human
nature.


Whatever is said to exist by a nature is called a
subject or hypostasis of that nature, just as what has the nature of a horse is
called a hypostasis or a subject with a horse-nature. In the case of an
intellectual nature such a hypostasis is called a person; thus we call Peter a
person because he has a human nature, which is intellectual. Since the Son of
God, the only-begotten Word of God, has assumed a human nature, as said above,
it follows that he is a hypostasis, subject or person with a human nature. And
since he has a divine nature from eternity, not by way of composition but by
simple identity, he is also called a hypostasis or person of divine nature, as
far as divine things can be expressed by human words. Therefore the
only-begotten Word of God is a hypostasis or person with two natures, divine
and human, and he subsists in these two natures.


But if anyone objects that human nature, even in
Christ, is not accidental, but a substance, and not a universal substance but a
particular one which is called a hypostasis, it would seem that Christ's human
nature would be a hypostasis apart from the hypostasis of the Word of God, and
that in Christ there would be two hypostases.


The one who makes this objection should observe
that not every particular substance is called a hypostasis, but only that which
does not belong to something more principal. For instance, the hand of a man is
a particular substance, but is not called a hypostasis or a person, because it
belongs to a more principal substance which is man; otherwise in every man
there would be as many hypostases or persons as there are members or parts.
Therefore Christ's human nature is not accidental but a substance; it is not
universal but particular; nevertheless it cannot be called a hypostasis,
because it is assumed by something more principal, namely, the Word of God.


Therefore Christ is one because of the unity of
his person or hypostasis, and he cannot be called two; rather he is properly
said to have two natures. Although the divine nature can be predicated of the
hypostasis of Christ, which is the hypostasis of the Word of God, which is his
essence, nevertheless human nature cannot be predicated of him abstractly, just
as it cannot in the case of anyone having a human nature: Just as we cannot say
that Peter is human nature, but is a man having a human nature, so we cannot
say the Word of God is a human nature, but that it has taken on a human nature
and for this reason can be called a man.


Therefore each nature is predicated of the Word
of God, but the human nature only concretely, as when we say that the Son of
God is a man. But the divine nature can be predicated both abstractly and
concretely: thus the Word of God is the divine essence or nature and is God. But
since God has a divine nature and man has a human nature, these two names
signify the two natures that are had, but only one person has both of them.
Since the one having the nature is a hypostasis, when we call Christ God we
understand the hypostasis of the Word of God; likewise when we call him a man
we understand the Word of God. So we call Christ God and man, but do not say
that he is two, but one in two natures.


Whatever belongs to a nature can be attributed to
the hypostasis of that nature, while a hypostasis of both a human and a divine
nature is supposed in a name signifying the divine nature as well as in a name
signifying the human nature; this hypostasis is single having both natures.
Consequently both human and divine things can be predicated by that hypostasis,
whether it is referred to by a name signifying the divine nature or by a name
signifying the human nature. Thus we can say that God, the Word of God, was
conceived and born of the Virgin, suffered, died and buried, attributing to the
hypostasis of the Word human things because of the human nature. Inversely we
can say that man is one with the Father, that he is from eternity and that he
created the world, because of the divine nature.


In predicating such diverse things of Christ a
distinction can be made according to which nature they are predicated. Some
things are said according to his human nature and others according to his
divine nature. But if we consider whom they are said about, they apply
indistinctly, since it is the same hypostasis of which divine and human things
are said. It is like saying that the same man sees and hears, but not according
to the same power; he sees with his eyes and hears with his ears. Likewise the
same apple is seen and smelt, in the first case by its colour, in the second by
its smell. For this reason we can say that the seeing person hears and the
hearing person sees, and that what is seen is smelt and what is smelt is seen.
Similarly we can say that God is born of the Virgin, because of his human
nature, and that man is eternal, because of the divine nature.


 


Chapter
7: The meaning of "The Word of God suffered"


The foregoing shows that there is no
contradiction in our professing that the only-begotten Word of God suffered and
died. We do not attribute this to him according to his divine nature but
according to his human nature, which he assumed into the unity of his person
for our salvation.


But if someone objects that, since God is
almighty, he could have saved the human race otherwise than by the death of his
only-begotten Son, such a person ought to observe that in God's deeds we must
consider what was the most fitting way of acting, even if he could have acted
otherwise; otherwise we will be faced with this question in everything he made.
Thus if it is asked why God made the heaven of a certain size and why he made
the stars in such a number, a wise thinker will look for what was fitting for
God to do, even if he could have done otherwise.


I say this supposing our belief that the whole
disposition of nature and all human acts are subject to Divine Providence. Take
this belief away and all worship of the Divinity is excluded. Yet we argue
presently against those who say they are worshippers of God, whether Muslims or
Christians or Jews. As for those who say that everything comes necessarily from
God, we argued at length elsewhere [Contra gentiles, II, c. 23].
Therefore if someone considers with a pious intention the fittingness of the
suffering and death of Christ, he will find such a depth of knowledge that any
time he thinks about it he will find more and greater things, so that he can
experience as true what the Apostle says (1 Cor 1:23-24): "We are
preaching a crucified Christ: to the Jews an obstacle they cannot get over, to
the gentiles foolishness, but to those who have been called, whether they are
Jews or Greeks, a Christ who is both the power of God and the wisdom of
God." He continues (v. 25): "God's folly is wiser than human
wisdom."


First of all, we must observe that Christ assumed
a human nature to repair the fall of man, as we have said. Therefore, according
to his human nature, Christ should have suffered and done whatever would serve
as a remedy for sin. The sin of man consists in cleaving to bodily things and
neglecting spiritual goods. Therefore the Son of God in his human nature
fittingly showed by what he did and suffered that men should consider temporal
goods or evils as nothing, lest a disordered love for them impede them from
being dedicated to spiritual things. Thus Christ chose poor parents, although
perfect in virtue, lest anyone glory in mere nobility of flesh and in the
wealth of his parents. He led a poor life to teach us to despise riches. He lived
without titles or office so as to withdraw men from a disordered desire for
these things. He underwent labour, thirst, hunger and bodily afflictions so
that men would not be fixed on pleasure and delights and be drawn away from the
good of virtue because of the hardships of this life. In the end he underwent
death, so that no one would desert the truth because of fear of death. And lest
anyone fear a shameful death for the sake of the truth, he chose the most
horrible kind of death, that of the cross. Thus it was fitting that the Son of
God made man should suffer and by his example provoke men to virtue, so as to
verify what Peter said (1 Pet 2:21): "Christ suffered for you, and left an
example for you to follow in his steps."


Then, because not only good conduct and avoiding
sins is necessary for salvation, but also the knowledge of truth so as to avoid
error, it was necessary for the restoration of the human race that the
only-begotten Word of God who assumed a human nature should ground people in truth
by a sure knowledge of it. Truth taught by men is not so firmly believed,
because man can deceive. Only by God can knowledge of the truth be confirmed
without any doubt.


So the Son of God made man had to propose the
teaching of divine truth to men, showing them that it came from God and not
from man. He did this by many miracles. Since he did things that only God can
do, such as raising the dead, giving sight to the blind etc., people had to
believe that he spoke with God's authority.


Those who were present could see his miracles,
but later generations might say they were made up. Therefore Divine Wisdom
provided a remedy against this in Christ's state of weakness. For if he were
rich, powerful and established in high dignity, it could be thought that his teaching
and his miracles were received on account of his favour and human power. So to
make the work of divine power apparent, he chose everything that was rejected
and low in the world, a poor mother and a poor life, illiterate disciples and
messengers, and allowed himself to be rebuked and condemned even to death by
the magnates of this world. This made it apparent that his miracles and
teaching were not received because of human power, but should be attributed to
divine power. Thus in what he did or suffered, human weakness and divine power
were joined together at the same time. Thus at his nativity he was wrapped in
cloth and put in a manger, but praised by the angels and adored by the Magi led
by a star. He was tempted by the devil, but ministered to by angels. He lived
without money as a beggar, but raised the dead and gave sight to the blind. He
died fixed to the cross and numbered among thieves, but at his death the sun
darkened, the earth trembled, stones split, graves opened and the bodies of the
dead were raised.


Therefore if anyone considers the great fruit of
such beginnings, namely, the conversion of peoples over the world to Christ, (1) and wants further signs in order to believe,
he must be considered harder than a stone, since at Christ's death even stones
were shattered. Thus the Apostle says (1 Cor 1:18): "The message of the
cross is folly for those who are on the way to ruin, but for those of us who
are on the road to salvation it is the power of God."


There is a related point we should make here. The
same reason of Providence which led the Son of God made man to suffer weakness
in himself, let him to desire his disciples, whom he established as ministers
of human salvation, to be abject in the world. Thus he did not choose the well
educated and noble, but illiterate and ignoble men, that is, poor fishermen.
Sending them to work for the salvation of men, he commanded them to observe
poverty, to suffer persecutions and insults, and even to undergo death for the
truth; this was so that their preaching might not seem fabricated for the sake
of earthly comfort, and that the salvation of the world might not be attributed
to human wisdom or power, but only to God's wisdom and power. Thus they did not
lack divine power to work miracles as they appeared abject according to the
world. For the restoration of man it was necessary for men to learn not to
trust proudly in themselves, but in God. For the perfection of human justice
requires that man should subject himself totally to God, from whom he also
hopes to gain every good, and should thank him for what he has received. In
order to train his disciples to despise the present goods of this world and to
sustain all sorts of adversity even to death, there was no better way than for
Christ to suffer and die. Thus he himself told them (Jn 15:20): "If they
persecuted me, they will persecute you too."


Then we must observe that in the order of justice
sin should be punished by a penalty. We see how cases of injustice are handled
in human courts, that the judge takes from the one who has too much through
grabbing what belongs to another and gives it to the one who has less. Anyone
who sins over-indulges his appetite, and in satisfying it transgresses the
order of reason and of divine law. For that person to be brought back to the
order of justice something must be taken from what he wants; that is done by
punishing him or by taking the goods he wanted to have or by imposing the bad
things he refused to suffer.


This restoration of justice by penalty sometimes
is done by the will of the one who is punished, when he imposes the penalty on
himself so as to return to justice. Other times it is done against his will,
and in that case he does not return to a state of justice, but justice is carried
out in him.


The whole human race was subject to sin. To be
restored to the state of justice, there would have to be a penalty which man
would take upon himself in order to fulfil the order of divine justice. But no
mere man could satisfy God sufficiently by accepting some voluntary punishment,
even for his own sin, to say nothing of the sin of the whole human race. For
when man sins he transgresses the law of God and tries, were he able, to do
injury to the God of infinite majesty. The greater the person offended, the
greater the crime; we see, for instance, that someone who strikes a soldier is
punished more than someone who strikes a farmer, and much more if he strikes a
king or prince. Therefore a sin committed against the law of God is somehow an
infinite offence.


Again we must observe that the dignity of the
person making reparation is also to be considered. For example, one word of a
king asking for pardon of an offence is considered greater than if someone
lower went on his knees and showed any other sign of humiliation to beg pardon
from the one who suffered the injury. But no mere man has the infinite dignity
required to satisfy justly an offence against God. Therefore there had to be a
man of infinite dignity who would undergo the penalty for all so as to satisfy
fully for the sins of the whole world. Therefore the only-begotten Word of God,
true God and Son of God, assumed a human nature and willed to suffer death in
it so as to purify the whole human race indebted by sin. Thus Peter says (1 Pet
3:18): "Christ himself died once and for all for sins, the upright for the
sake of the guilty."


Therefore it was not fitting, as Muslims think,
for God to wipe away human sins without satisfaction, or even to have never
permitted man to fall into sin. That would first be contrary to the order of
justice, and secondly to the order of human nature, by which man has free will
and can choose good or evil. God's Providence does not destroy the nature and
order of things, but preserves them. So God's wisdom was most evident in his
preserving the order of justice and of nature, and at the same time mercifully
providing man a saving remedy in the incarnation and death of his Son.


 


Chapter
8: The meaning of "The faithful receive the body of Christ"


Since people are cleansed of sin through the
suffering and death of Christ, in order to preserve constantly in us the memory
of such an immense gift, when the time of his suffering was drawing near, the
Son of God left his faithful a memorial of his suffering and death that would
be constantly recalled, giving his disciples his own body and blood under the
forms of bread and wine. The Church of Christ continues celebrating this
memorial of his venerable suffering up to the present day all over the world.


Anyone even slightly instructed in the Christian
religion can see how unreasonably unbelievers ridicule this sacrament. For we
do not say that the body of Christ is cut into parts and distributed for
consumption by the faithful in the Sacrament, so that it would have to run out,
even if his body were as big as a mountain, as they say. But we say that by the
conversion of bread into the body of Christ the very body of Christ exists in
this Sacrament of the Church and is eaten by the faithful. Because the body of
Christ is not divided, but something is changed into it, there is no way that
by eating it its quantity could be reduced.


But if an unbeliever wants to say that this
conversion is impossible, let him think of the omnipotence of God. He will
agree that by the power of nature one thing can be converted into another by
taking on another form. Thus air is converted into fire when the matter which
previously was under the form of air later becomes subject to the form of fire.
Much more, therefore, the power of almighty God, which brings the whole
substance of a thing into existence, can not only change something by form, as
nature does, but also convert the whole thing, so that bread is converted into
the body of Christ and wine into his blood.


If anyone objects to this conversion on the
grounds of what appears to the senses, where there is no difference, let him
observe that divine things are offered to us under the veil of visible things.
That we may have the spiritual and divine refreshment of the body and blood of
Christ, and not take it as ordinary food and drink, it is taken under the form
of bread and wine; that avoids the horror of eating human flesh and drinking
blood. Nevertheless, we do not say that the forms that appear in the Sacrament
are just in the imagination of the viewer, as happens in magical tricks,
because any deceit is unworthy of this Sacrament. But God, who is the creator
of substance and accidents, can preserve sensible accidents in existence even
when the substance is changed into something else. For he can produce and
preserve in existence the effects of secondary causes by his omnipotence
without secondary causes.


But if someone does not admit the omnipotence of
God, we do not attempt to argue with him in this work. We are here arguing
against Muslims and others who admit the omnipotence of God.


There are further mysteries in this Sacrament
which should not be discussed here, since the sacred things of faith should not
be exposed to unbelievers.


 


Chapter
9: How there is a special place where souls are purified before receiving
beatitude


We must now consider the opinion of those who say
there is no purgatory after death. Some hold this opinion by over-reaction, as
happens in many other questions. Trying to avoid one error they fall into the
contrary. Thus Arius wanted to avoid the error of Sabellius who merged the
persons of the Holy Trinity, but he wound up dividing the divine essence.
Likewise Eutyches wanted to avoid the error of Nestorius who divided the person
of God and man in Christ, but went over to the contrary error of saying that he
had a single divine and human nature. So some, wishing to avoid the error of
Origen who said that the pains of Hell would eventually purify all its
occupants, assert that there is no purifying pain after death.


The Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church treads
carefully between contrary errors. It distinguishes the persons in the Trinity
against Sabellius, without leaning towards the error of Arius, but professes
only one essence of the persons. In the mystery of the incarnation it
distinguishes the two natures against Eutyches, but does not join Nestorius in
making two persons. Likewise, regarding the state of souls after death, it
professes that those who leave this life without mortal sin and have the gift
of love may undergo some purifying pain, but it does not agree with Origen in
saying that all pain after death is purifying; rather it professes that those
who die with mortal sin are tortured with the devil and his angels with eternal
punishment.


As for the truth of the matter, we must first of
all say that those who die in mortal sin are immediately carried away to
hellish punishment. This is clear from the Gospel; thus Luke states the words
of the Lord (16:22) that "the rich man died and was buried; in hell he looked
up..." He describes his own torture (v. 24): "for I am in agony in
these flames." Job also says of the wicked (21:13): "They enjoy life
and then go down suddenly to Sheol." See also Job 22:17: "They say to
God, 'Go away from us'." Not only are the wicked in hell for their own
sins, but before the suffering of Christ even the just went down at death to
the underworld for the sin of our first parent. Thus Jacob said (Gen 37:35):
"I will go down to Sheol in mourning." Thus Christ himself at death
went down to the underworld, as the Creed says, and as the Prophet [David]
foretold (Ps 16:10): "You will not leave my soul in Sheol," which
Peter, in Acts (2:25), applies to Christ. Christ however went to the underworld
in a different way, not laden with sin but alone "free among the
dead" [Latin for Ps 88:6]; he descended to disarm principalities and
powers (1 Cor 15:24) and take captives (Ps 68:19), as Zechariah predicted
(9:11): "As for you, because of the blood of your covenant I have released
your prisoners from the pit in which there is no water."


But because God's acts of compassion are above
all his works, we believe still more that those who die without stain receive
immediately the reward due to them for eternity. This is proven by clear texts;
with reference to the sufferings of the saints, the Apostle says (2 Cor 5:1):
"We are well aware that when the tent that houses us on earth is folded
up, there is a house for us from God, not made by human hands but everlasting,
in the heavens." These words appear at first sight to indicate that as
soon as the mortal body is dissolved man is clothed with heavenly glory.


But to make the meaning plainer, let us examine
the following verses. Since he referred to two things: the dissolution of our
earthly dwelling and the gaining of a heavenly dwelling, he shows how man's
desire regards each, with an explanation of each. So, regarding the desire for
a heavenly dwelling, he says (v. 2) that "we groan" because we are
delayed from reaching our desire, and "we yearn to be clothed over with
our heavenly dwelling." These words indicate that the heavenly dwelling he
is talking about is not something separated from man, but something attached to
him. For we do not say that a man puts on a house, but a garment; rather we say
that someone dwells in a house. So, when he combines the two concepts "to
be clothed over with our heavenly dwelling", he shows that what we first
desire is something attached, because it is put on, and it is also containing
and exceeding, since it is dwelt in. Exactly what this object of desire is the
following verses make clear.


Because he did not simply say "clothed"
but "clothed over", he explains this (v. 3): "provided we are
found clothed and not naked," as if to say: If the soul puts on an eternal
dwelling without taking off its earthly dwelling, the acquisition of that
dwelling is being clothed over. But because the earthly dwelling must be taken
off in order to put on the heavenly one, we cannot speak simply of being
clothed over.


Therefore someone could ask the Apostle: Why did
you say "yearning to be clothed over"? He answers that by saying (v.
4): "While we are in our present tent," that is, clothed with our
present transitory dwelling, not having a permanent dwelling, "we groan,
weighed down" as by something happening against our desire, since by our
natural desire "we do not wish to be stripped naked" from our earthly
tent, "but to be clothed over with a heavenly tent, so that what is mortal
may be absorbed by life," that is, that we may go into immortal life
without tasting death.


Someone could again ask the Apostle why, as it
seems reasonable, should we want not to be stripped of our earthly dwelling
which is natural to us in order to put on a heavenly dwelling? He answers (v.
5): "God has designed us for this," that is, to desire heavenly
things. How God does this, he adds: "He has given us the Spirit as a
pledge." For the Holy spirit, whom we receive from God, makes us certain
and eager to gain our heavenly dwelling, like claiming something owed to us
because of the pledge we hold. Because of this certainty we are lifted up to
desire a heavenly dwelling.


So we have two kinds of desire: the first is
natural, which is not to abandon our earthly dwelling, and the second is from
grace, which is to gain a heavenly dwelling. But both desires cannot be
fulfilled, since we cannot reach our heavenly dwelling without leaving our
earthly one. So with a firm trust and boldness we prefer the desire that comes
from grace to our natural desire, and wish to leave our earthly dwelling and go
to our heavenly one. That is what he adds (vv. 6-8): "Therefore we
continue to be confident. We know that while we dwell in the body we are away
from the Lord. We walk by faith, not by sight. I repeat, we are full of
confidence and would much rather be away from the body and at home with the
Lord."


It is now clear that the Apostle meant the
corruptible body by the term "the tent that houses us on earth"; this
body is like a garment to the soul.


It is also clear that what he meant by "a
house not made by human hands, but everlasting in the heavens" is God
himself, whom men put on or dwell in, when they are present to him face to
face, that is, seeing him as he is. But they are on the road, away from him,
when they hold by faith what they do not yet see. Therefore the saints desire
to travel away from the body, that their souls may be separated from their
bodies by death, so that, having left the body, they may be present to the
Lord.


It is therefore clear that the souls of the
saints, separated from the body, have reached their heavenly dwelling.
Therefore the glory of holy souls, which consists in the vision of God, is not
deferred to the day of judgement when bodies are raised. This is also clear
from what the Apostle says to the Philippians (1:23): "I long to be freed
from this life and to be with Christ." This desire would be frustrated if,
after his body was dissolved, he was not with Christ, who is in heaven. The
Lord also clearly said to the penitent thief on the cross (Lk 23:43): "Today
you will be with me in paradise," meaning by paradise the enjoyment of
glory. So it is not to be believed that Christ defers the reward of his
faithful, as far as the glory of their souls is concerned, until the
resurrection of the body. The words of the Lord (Jn 14:2), "In my Father's
house there are many places to live in," refer to different degrees of
rewards given to the saints in heavenly happiness, not outside the heavenly
home but in it.


From this it also follows that there is a place
for purifying souls after death. Many passages of Scripture clearly say that no
one can enter heavenly glory with any stain. Speaking about participation in
Divine Wisdom, Wisdom 7:25 says: "Nothing impure can find its way into
her." But heavenly happiness consists in the perfect participation in
Wisdom, by which we see God face to face. Therefore those who are brought into
this must be completely without stain. This is also supposed in Isaiah, 35:8:
"It will be called the Sacred Way; the unclean will not be allowed to use
it," and in Revelation 21:7: "Nothing unclean may come into it."


Some people, at the hour of death, happen to have
some stains of sin which do not merit the eternal damnation of hell, such as
venial sins, like idle words etc. Those who die with such stains cannot go
straight to heavenly happiness, although they would if they did not have these
stains, as we have seen. Therefore, after death they at least suffer a delay in
entering glory. There is no reason why our objectors should concede that souls
after death suffer this penalty rather than any other, especially since the
lack of the vision of God and separation from him is a greater pain, even for
those in hell, than the punishment of fire which they suffer there. Therefore
the souls of those who die with venial sins undergo a purifying fire.


If someone says that these venial sins will wait
to be purified by the fire that will burn up the world before the coming of the
Judge, this cannot hold. It has been shown above that the souls of the saints which
have no stain gain heavenly happiness as soon as they die, and at the same time
souls with venial sins cannot enter glory. In that case their entrance into
glory would be deferred because of venial sins until the day of judgement,
which is most improbable, since this would be too great a penalty for light
sins.


Another reason for purgatory is that some people
did not finish making due penance for the [mortal] sins they repented of before
death, and it would not befit God's justice to let them off; otherwise those
who die suddenly would be in a better position than those who spend a long time
in this life doing penance. Therefore they suffer something after death. This
cannot be in hell, where people are punished for mortal sins, since the mortal
sins of these people have been forgiven by their repentance. Nor would it be
fitting, as a penalty, to defer the glory due to them until the day of
judgement. Therefore there should be some temporal purifying punishment after
this life before the day of judgement.


Church rites established by the Apostles agree
with this. For the whole Church prays for the faithful departed. It is clear
that it does not pray for those who are in hell, where there is no redemption,
nor for those who have reached heavenly glory. It remains therefore that there
are some temporal purifying pains after this life, for whose remission the
Church prays. Thus even the Apostle says (1 Cor 3:13-15): "Each person's
handiwork will be shown for what it is. The Day which dawns in fire will make it
clear and the fire itself will test the quality of each person's work. The one
whose work stands up to it will be given his wages; the one whose work is burnt
down will suffer the loss of it, though he himself will be saved, but only as
one fleeing through fire." This cannot be understood of the fire of hell,
because those who suffer that fire are not saved. Therefore it must be
understood of a purifying fire.


It may be said that this should be understood of
the fire that will precede the coming of the Judge, especially since the
passage says, "The Day will make it clear", while the day of the Lord
is understood as the day of his last coming for the universal judgement of the
whole world, as the Apostle says in 1 Thessalonians (5:2): "The Day of the
Lord is going to come like a thief in the night." In reply we must point
out that as the day of judgement is called the day of the Lord, because it is
the day of his coming for the universal judgement of the whole world, so the
day of each person's death can also be called the day of the Lord, because then
Christ comes to each person to reward or condemn him.


With reference to rewarding the good, Christ said
to his disciples (Jn 14:3): "After I have gone and prepared you a place, I
shall return to take you to myself." With reference to the damnation of
the evil it is said in Revelation 2:5: "Repent and behave as you did at
first, or else, if you will not repent, I shall come to you and take your
lamp-stand from its place."


Therefore the day of the Lord on which the
universal judgement takes place will be revealed in the fire which will precede
the coming of the Judge, when the reprobate will be pulled to judgement, and
the just who are left alive will be purified, but the day of the Lord on which
he will judge each person at his death will be revealed by a fire that will
purify the good and condemn the wicked.


Therefore it is clear that there is a purgatory
after death.


 


Chapter
10: That divine predestination does not impose necessity on human acts


Last of all we come to the question whether,
because of divine ordination or predestination, human acts become necessary.
This question requires caution so as to defend the truth and avoid falsity or
error.


It is erroneous to say that human acts and events
escape God's fore-knowledge and ordination. It is no less erroneous to say that
God's fore-knowledge and ordination imposes necessity on human acts; otherwise
free will would be removed, as well as the value of taking counsel, the
usefulness of laws, the care to do what is right and the justice of rewards and
punishments.


We must observe that God knows things differently
from man. Man is subject to time and therefore knows things temporally, seeing
some things as present, recalling others as past, and fore-seeing others as
future. But God is above the passage of time, and his existence is eternal. So
his knowledge is not temporal, but eternal. Eternity is compared to time as
something indivisible to what is continuous. Thus in time there is a difference
of successive parts according to before and after, but eternity has no before
and after, because eternal things are free from any change.


Thus eternity is totally at once, just as a point
lacks parts that are distinct in location. For a point can be compared to a
line in two ways: first as included in the line, whether at the beginning,
middle or end, secondly as existing outside a line. A point within a line
cannot be present to all the parts of the line, but in different parts of the
line different points must be designated. But a point outside the line can view
all parts of the line equally, as in a circle, whose central point is
indivisible and faces all the parts of the circumference and all of them are
somehow present to it, although not to one another.


An instant, which is a limit of time, is
comparable to the point included in a line. It is not present to all parts of
time, but in different parts of time different instances are designated.
Eternity is something like the point outside a line, like the centre of a circle.
Since it is simple and indivisible, it comprehends the whole passage of time
and each part of time is equally present to it, although one part of time
follows another.


Thus God, who looks at everything from the high
point of eternity, views as present the whole passage of time and everything
that is done in time. Therefore, when I see Socrates sitting, my knowledge is
infallible and certain, but no necessity is imposed on Socrates to be seated.
Thus God, seeing everything that is past, future or present to us as present to
himself, knows all this infallibly and certainly, yet without imposing on
contingent things any necessity of existing.


This comparison can be accepted, if we compare
the passage of time to travel over a road. If someone is on a road over which
many people pass, he sees those who are just ahead of him, but cannot certainly
know those who come after him. But if someone stands in a high place where he
can see the whole road, he sees at once all who are moving on the road. Thus
man, who is in time, cannot see the whole course of time at once, but only
thinks that just in front of him, namely the present, and a few things of the
past, but he cannot know future things for certain. But God, from the high
point of his eternity sees with certitude and as present all that is done
through the whole course of time, without imposing necessity on contingent
things.


Just as God's knowledge does not impose necessity
on contingent things, neither does his ordination, by which he providentially
orders the universe. For he orders things the way he acts on things; his
ordination does not violate but brings to effect by his power what he planned
in his Wisdom.


As for the action of God's power, we should
observe that he acts in everything and moves each single thing to its actions
according to the manner proper to each thing, so that some things, by divine
motion, act from necessity, as the motion of heavenly bodies [according to
ancient cosmology], while others contingently, which sometimes fail in their
proper action because of their corruptibility. A tree, for example, sometimes
is impeded from producing fruit and an animal from generating offspring. Thus
Divine Wisdom orders things so that they happen after the manner of their
proper causes. In the case of man, it is natural for him to act freely, not
forced, because rational powers can turn in opposite directions. Thus God
orders human actions in a way that these actions are not subject to necessity,
but come from free will.


 


These, then are what I can write at present about
the questions you sent to me. They are treated in greater detail elsewhere [in
the Summa contra gentiles].










1. Literally, "of nearly
the whole world to Christ."
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CHAPTER I

	[1] All men by nature desire to know the truth; they also have a natural desire to avoid error and to refute it when the opportunity arises. Since we have been given an intellect in order to know truth and avoid error, it seems singularly inappropriate to be mistaken about it. For a long time now there has been widespread an error concerning intellect which originates in the writings of Averroes. He seeks to maintain that what Aristotle calls the possible, but he infelicitously calls the material, intellect is a substance which, existing separately from the body, is in no way united to it as its form, and furthermore that this possible intellect is one for all men. We have already written much in refutation of this, but because those mistaken on this matter continue impudently to oppose the truth, it is our intention once more to write against this error and in such a way that it is decisively refuted.

	[2] There is no need now to show that the foregoing position is erroneous because repugnant to Christian faith: a moment’s reflection makes this clear to anyone. Take away from men diversity of intellect, which alone among the soul’s parts seems incorruptible and immortal, and it follows that nothing of the souls of men would remain after death except a unique intellectual substance, with the result that reward and punishment and their difference disappear. We intend to show that the foregoing position is opposed to the principles of philosophy every bit as much as it is to the teaching of faith. And, Latin writers on this matter not being to the taste of some, who tell us they prefer to follow the words of the Peripatetics, though of them they have seen only the works of Aristotle, the founder of the school, we will first show the foregoing position to be in every way repugnant to his words and judgments.

	[3] Let us then take up the first definition of soul Aristotle gives in Book Two of On the Soul (412b5): “the first act of a physically organized body.” And lest some should say this definition does not cover every soul, because of the earlier conditional remark, “If, then, we have to give a general formula applicable to all kinds of soul,” (412b4), which they take to mean that it cannot be done, the words which follow should be taken into account. For he writes, “We have now given a general answer to the question, What is soul? It is substance in the sense which corresponds to the account of a thing.” (412a8-12), that is, the substantial form of a physically organized body.

	[4] The sequel answers those who might say that the intellective part is excluded from the range of this definition. “From this it is clear that the soul is inseparable from its , or at any rate that certain parts of it are (if it has parts)—for the actuality of some of them is the actuality of the parts themselves,”(413a4-7), which can only be understood of those which belong to the intellective part, namely intellect and will. From this it is clear that some parts of the soul he has defined as being the act of the body are acts of some parts of the body, whereas others are not the acts of any body. It is one thing for the soul to be the act of body and another for some part of it to be the act of body, as will be argued below. In this same chapter he shows the soul to be the act of body because some of its parts are acts of body: “We must apply what has been said [of the whole] to the parts.”(412b17) 

	[5] From the sequel it is even clearer that the intellect is covered by this general definition. The fact that the body no longer actually lives when soul is separated from it is taken to be sufficient proof that soul is the act of body. However, because something could be said to be in act thanks to the presence of something other than form, of a mover, say, as the combustible actually burns when fire is present, and the moveable actually moves when the mover is present, one might wonder whether the body actually lives thanks to the presence of soul in the same way that the mobile moves at the presence of the mover, rather than as matter is in act thanks to the presence of form. The doubt can feed on the fact that Plato said soul is united to body not as form but rather as mover and director. This is clear from Plotinus and Gregory of Nyssa—whom I mention because they were Greeks not Latins. The Philosopher invites this doubt when, to what has been quoted, he adds “Further, we have no light on the problem whether the soul may not be the actuality of its body in the sense in which the sailor is the actuality of the ship.”(413a8-10).

	[6] It was because this doubt remained after what he said that he concludes, “This must suffice as our sketch or outline of the nature of soul” (413a11-13), because he has not yet shown the truth with full clarity.

	Therefore, in order to remove this doubt, he proceeds to make manifest that which is more certain both in itself and in definition through what is less certain in itself but more certain for us, that is, through effects of the soul which are its acts. Thus he immediately distinguishes the works of the soul, saying that “what has soul in it differs from what has not in that the former displays life,”(413a21-25) and that there are many levels of life, namely, “intellect, sense, motion and rest according to place,” the motion of nourishing and growth, such that anything in which one of these is found is said to live. Having shown how these [levels] are interrelated, that is, how one of them might be found without the other, he concludes that the soul is the principle of them all both because the soul “is specified (as by its parts) vegetative, sensitive, intellective and motor,” (413b11-13) and because all these happen to be found in one and the same thing, for example, in man.

	[7] Plato held that, insofar as these diverse operations pertain to man, there are diverse souls in him. Consequently he [Aristotle] asks “whether each of these is a soul” by itself or a part of soul, and, if they are parts of one soul, whether they differ in definition alone or also in place, that is, by organ. And, he adds, “of some it is not difficult” to see how it is, but there are others which give rise to doubt. (413b13-26) Consequently, he shows(413b16-21) that in this regard things are clear in vegetable and sensible soul because some plants and animals go on living when divided and all the operations that were in the whole appear in each part. When he adds that “We have no evidence as yet about mind and the power to think,” (413b24-25) he makes clear where the question arises. By saying this he doesn’t mean to show that intellect is not soul, as the Commentator and his followers perversely interpret him, for he clearly says this in response to what was said earlier, “but some present a difficulty” (413b16). This should be understood thus: It is not yet clear whether intellect is a soul or a part of soul, and if it is a part of the soul, whether it is separate in place or in definition only.

	[8] Although he says it is not yet clear, nonetheless he indicates what at first blush appears to be the case by adding “It seems to be a widely different kind of soul” (413b25-26). This should not be understood as it perversely is by the Commentator and his followers: namely, that the intellect is equivocally called soul or that the foregoing definition cannot be adapted to it. How it ought to be understood is clear from what he adds, “It alone is capable of existence in isolation from all other psychic powers.” (413b26-27) Therefore it is of another kind in the sense that intellect appears to be something perpetual, whereas the other parts of the soul are corruptible. And because the perpetual and corruptible do not seem to characterize the same substance, apparently only this part of the soul, namely intellect, can be separated, not indeed from body, as the Commentator perversely interprets, but from other parts of the soul, lest they characterize the same substance, soul.

	[9] That this is how it should be understood is clear from what he adds, “From these remarks it is clear that the other parts of the soul are not separable” (413b27-28), namely from the substance of the soul or by place. When this was asked earlier the question was resolved from what had just been said. That it is not to be understood as separability from body but as the separability of the powers from one another, is clear from what he adds: “that as understood they are distinguishable by definition,” namely from one another,”is clear,” for to sense and to have an opinion are different.”(413b29-30) Thus what is said here is manifestly in response to the question raised earlier when he asked whether one part of the soul is separated from another in understanding alone or in place. Having set aside this question about intellect, concerning which he determines nothing here, he says it is manifest with respect to the other parts of the soul that they are not separable, that is in place, but that they differ as understood.

	[10] It being established therefore that the soul is defined by the vegetative, sensitive, intellective and locomotive parts, he intends to show next that, with respect to each of these, the soul is united to body as form, not as a sailor to his boat. And thus what was previously established only in outline is made certain. He proves this through the operations of the soul in this way: It is manifest that that whereby something first operates is the act of the one operating. For example, we are said to know both through the soul and through science, but first of all through science rather than through the soul—we know through the soul only insofar as it has science; similarly we are said to be healed by the body and by health, but first of all by health. Thus it is clear that science is the form of soul and health of the body.

	[11] He continues thus: “The soul is that whereby we first live,” referring to the vegetative, “that whereby we sense” referring to the sensitive, “and move” referring to the locomotive, “and understand,” referring to the intellective. He concludes “It follows that the soul must be an account and essence, not matter or a subject.” (414a12-14) Manifestly therefore he applies here what he said above, that the soul is the act of a physical body, not only to the sensitive, vegetative and motive but also to the intellective. It was Aristotle’s judgment, therefore, that that whereby we understand is the form of the physical body. Should someone say that that with which we understand does not here mean the possible intellect but something else, this is clearly excluded by what Aristotle says in Book Three of On the Soul speaking of the possible intellect: “I call intellect that whereby the soul thinks and understands.” (429a23)

	[12] But before we turn to what Aristotle says in Book Three of On the Soul, let us linger on what he has said in Book Two so that his teaching on the soul may become apparent by comparing his statements. For, having defined the soul in general, he begins to distinguish its powers, and says that the powers of the soul are “the vegetative, sensitive, appetitive, locomotive, intellective.” (414a31-32) And that the intellective is the intellect is evident from what he afterwards adds in explanation of the division, “In others, the thinking faculty and intellect, as in men.” (414b18) He holds therefore that the intellect is a power of the soul which is the act of body.

	[13] And that he calls the intellect a power of this soul and moreover that the definition of soul given above is common to all the aforesaid parts, is clear from his conclusion: “It is now evident that a single definition can be given of soul in the same way that one can be given of figure. For, as in that case there is no figure apart from triangle and those that follow in order, so here there is no soul apart from the forms of soul just enumerated.” (414b19-22) One ought not then seek any soul apart from those mentioned, to which the definition of soul given above is common. Aristotle makes no further mention of intellect in this second book except when he says that “reasoning and intellect” are “ultimately and rarely” (415a7) because they are in fewer things, as the sequel makes clear.

	[14] Because there is a great difference between the ways intellect and imagination operate, he adds that “there is another account of speculative intellect” (415a11-12). This inquiry he reserves to the third book. And lest someone suggest, as Averroes perversely does, that Aristotle speaks of another account of speculative intellect because the intellect is “neither soul nor a part of soul”, this is immediately excluded at the beginning of Book Three where he takes up again the treatment of intellect. For he says, “Concerning the part of the soul whereby the soul knows and understands.” (429a10-11) Nor should anyone think that this is said only insofar as the possible intellect is divided against the agent intellect, as some imagine, for the remark occurs before Aristotle proves there is an agent and possible intellect. Hence he here means by intellect that part in general, insofar as it contains both agent and possible. In much the same way, early in the second book, he manifestly distinguished intellect from the other parts of the soul, as has already been pointed out.

	[15] Notice the marvelous care and order of Aristotle’s procedure, beginning Book Three with the treatment of the questions concerning intellect left undetermined in the second. There were two. First, whether intellect is separated from other parts of the soul only as understood or in place too, which indeed he left undetermined when he said, “We have no evidence as yet about thought or the power of reflexion.” (413b24-25) First he takes up this question again when he says “Whether this is separable from the others,” namely from the other parts of the soul, “in definition only, or spatially as well.” (429a11-12) `Spatially separable’ here means the same as `separable in place’ above.

	[16] Second, he left unanswered the question concerning intellect’s difference from the other parts of the soul when he said later, “Reflective thought presents a different problem.” (415a11-12) And he immediately begins to inquire into this when he says, “We have to inquire what differentiates this part...” (429a12) He intends to express this difference in such a way that it is compatible with both possibilities mentioned, that is, whether or not it is a soul separable in size or place from the other parts, as this way of speaking sufficiently indicates. For he says we ought to consider what the difference is between the intellect and the other parts of the soul, whether it is separable from them in size or place, that is in subject, or not, or only in understanding. Hence it is clear that he does not intend to give as the difference that it is a substance existing separately from the body, for this would not be compatible with the foregoing; rather, he intends to assign a difference according to the mode of operating. Hence he adds, “...and how thinking takes place.” (429a13) Therefore, from what we can learn from the words of Aristotle up to this point, he clearly held that intellect is a part of the soul which is the act of a physical body.

	[17] But because from some words following on these the Averroists wish to take Aristotle’s intention to be that the intellect is not the soul which is the act of the body, or a part of such a soul, we must even more carefully consider what he goes on to say. Immediately after he raised the question about the difference between intellect and sense, he asked in what intellect is like sense and how the two differ. Earlier he established two things about sense, namely that sense is in potency to sensible objects and that sense is affected and corrupted by excessive sensible objects. That is what Aristotle has in mind when he says, “If thinking is like perceiving, it must be either a process in which the soul is acted upon by what is capable of being thought” (429a13-15) in such a way that the intellect would be corrupted by something excessively intelligible as sense is by an excessive sensible object, “or a process different from but analogous to that.” That is, understanding is something similar to sensing, but different in this that it is not affected.

	[18] He responds to this question immediately, concluding—not from what went before but from what follows, which however is manifested from what went before—that this part of the soul “must be impassible,”(429a15) in order that it not be corrupted like the senses. There is however another way of being acted upon characteristic of understanding according to which it can be said to suffer in a general sense of the term. In this then it is different from the senses. He goes on to show in what it is like the senses, namely, that this part of the soul must be “capable of receiving the form of the object”(429a15-16) and that it be in potency to this kind of form, not actually being it in its own nature; so too earlier it was said of sense that it is potentially, not actually, sensibles. From this he concludes that “Thought must be related to what is thinkable, as sense is to what is sensible.” (429a16-18)

	[19] He brought this out to exclude the opinion of Empedocles (see 404b8-405b30) and other ancients who held that the knower is of the nature of the known, as if we knew earth through earth and water through water. Aristotle showed earlier (417a2-9) that this is not true of sense, because the sensitive power is potentially not actually the things it senses, and he says the same here of intellect.

	There is however this difference between sense and intellect that sense is not capable of knowing everything ( sight is of colors alone, hearing of sounds, and thus with the others), whereas the intellect is capable of knowing all things whatsoever. Ancient philosophers,(see 405b10-17) thinking that the knower must have the nature of the known, said that in order for the soul to know all things it was necessary that the principles of all things be mingled in it. Aristotle, having proved by analogy with sense that intellect is not actually but potentially what it knows, concludes on the contrary that “intellect, because it knows all things, must be unmixed” (429a18); that is, not composed of all things, as Empedocles held. 

	[20] In support of this he invokes the testimony of Anaxagoras, (429a19) who is not however speaking of the same intellect, but rather of the intellect that moves all things. It was in order that it might command by moving and separating that Anaxagoras said the latter intellect is unmixed. His subsequent proof of this is found in the Greek text: “For the co-presence of what is alien to its nature is a hindrance and a block” (429a20) This can be understood from what is similar in sight, for if there were some intrinsic color of the pupil, this interior color would prevent an outer color from being seen and in that way would prevent the eye from seeing others.

	[21] Similarly, if one of the natures of the things the intellect knows—earth or water, hot or cold, or some such thing—were intrinsic to intellect, that intrinsic nature would impede it and in a way obstruct it from knowing others.

	Because it knows all things, therefore, he concludes that “it can have no nature of its own, other than that of having a certain capacity” (429a21-22). That is, its own nature is to be potentially those things it understands; but it actually becomes them when it actually knows them, just as sense in act actually becomes the sensible, as was said above in the second book. Intellect before it actually understands, he therefore concludes, “is not actually any real thing” (429a24), which is the opposite of what the ancients said, namely, that it actually is all things.

	[22] Because he mentioned what Anaxagoras said in speaking of the intellect which commands all things, lest he be taken to be saying this of that intellect, he uses this manner of speaking: “That in the soul which is called intellect (by intellect I mean that whereby the soul thinks and judges) is before it thinks, not actually any real thing...” (429a22-24) From which two things are clear: first, that he is not speaking here of an intellect which is a separated substance, but of the intellect he earlier called a power and part of the soul whereby the soul understands; second, that he proved from what was said above that the intellect actually has no a nature.

	[23] He has not yet proved, however, that it is not a power in the body, as Averroes says, but immediately concludes this from the foregoing: “For this reason it cannot reasonably be regarded as blended with the body.” (429a25) This second conclusion he derives from the first, which he proved above, namely, that intellect does not actually have any of the natures of sensible things. It follows from this that it is not mixed with body, because if it were mixed with body, it would have some corporeal nature. This is what he adds: “If so, it would acquire some quality, e.g. warmth or cold, or even have an organ like the sensitive faculty.” (429a25-27) Sense is proportioned to its organ and is in a way akin to it in nature, hence with the immutation of the organ the operation of sense too is changed. It is thus then that the phrase, “is not mixed with body,” should be understood: intellect does not have an organ as sense does.

	[24] And that the soul’s intellect has no organ he manifests through the saying of those who said that “soul is the place of the forms,” (429a27-29) understanding place broadly for any receiver, in the Platonist manner, except that being the place of forms is not true of the whole soul but only of intellect. For the sensitive part does not receive species in itself, but in the organ; whereas the intellective does not receive them in an organ, but in itself. Again it is not the place of the forms as having them actually, but only in potency.

	Since he has now shown what belongs to intellect from its similarity with sense, he returns to what he said first, that “the intellective part must be impassible,” (429a15) and thus with wonderful subtlety concludes from its very similarity to sense its dissimilarity, going on to show that “sense and intellect are not impassible in the same way” (429a29-b5) because sense is destroyed by an excessive sensible but intellect is not destroyed by the excessively intelligible. He gives as reason for this what was proved above: “the reason is that while the faculty of sensation is dependent upon the body, thought is separable from it.”

	[25] This is the favorite prop of those who want to hold the error that intellect is neither soul nor part of the soul, but a separated substance. But they too quickly forget what Aristotle said only a little earlier: for just as here he says that “the sensitive is not without body and intellect is separate” so above he said that intellect would “acquire some quality, e.g. warmth or cold, or even have an organ like the senstivie faculty.” (429a25-26) This is the reason, therefore, that he here says that the sensitive is not without body but the intellect is separate: because sense has an organ but intellect does not. Quite obviously, therefore, and without any doubt so far as the text of Aristotle is concerned, it is clear that his view is that possible intellect belongs to the soul which is the act of body, such that the soul’s intellect has no bodily organ as the other powers of the soul certainly have.

	[27] It is not difficult to understand how the soul can be the form of a body yet some power of the soul not be a power of body if one takes into account other things as well. For in many things we see that a form is indeed the act of a body of mixed elements and yet has a power which is not the power of any element, but belongs to that form because of a higher principle, namely a celestial body, e.g. the magnet has the power to attract iron and jasper of coagulating blood. And presently we shall see that insofar as forms are nobler they have powers which more and more surpass matter. Hence the ultimate form, the human soul, has a power, namely intellect, which wholly surpasses corporeal matter. Thus the intellect is separate because it isn’t a power in the body but in the soul, and soul is the act of the body.

	[28] Nor do we say that the soul, in which the intellect is, so exceeds corporeal matter that it does not exist in the body, but rather that intellect, which Aristotle calls a power of the soul, is not the act of the body. For the soul is not the act of body through the mediation of its powers but is through itself ( per se) the act of body, giving to body its specific existence. Some of its powers are acts of certain parts of body, perfecting them for definite operations, but the power which is intellect is not the act of any body, because its operation does not take place by means of a bodily organ.

	[29] And lest it seem to anyone that we give this as our own reading, not Aristotle’s meaning, the words of Aristotle expressly stating this must be cited. For in Book Two of the Physics he asks “to what degree it is necessary to know the species and quiddity”, for it is not the natural philosopher’s task to consider every form. And he solves this, adding, “to the degree that the doctor must know sinew and the smith bronze,” that is, up to a point. And up to what point he shows, adding, “until he understands the cause of each,” as if to say, the doctor considers the nerve insofar as it pertains to health, and so too the artisan bronze for the sake of the artifact. And because the natural philosopher considers form insofar as it is in matter, for such is the form of mobile body, so too it should be understood that the naturalist considers form insofar as it is in matter.

	[30] The term of the physicist’s consideration of form is of forms which are in some way in matter and in another way not in matter, for these forms are on the border of material and separated forms. Hence he adds, “and concerning these,” namely, those forms which terminate the natural philosopher’s consideration, “which are separable but which do not exist apart from matter...” What these forms are, he goes on to show: “For man is generated by man and by the sun as well.” Man’s form therefore is in matter and separate: in matter indeed insofar as it gives existence to body, for thus it is the term of generation, separate however because of the power which is proper to man, namely intellect. Therefore, It is not impossible for a form to be in matter yet its power be separate, as was shown concerning intellect.

	[31] There is yet another way in which they go about showing that Aristotle taught that the intellect is not a soul nor a part of the soul united to body as its form. For Aristotle says in several places that the intellect is perpetual and incorruptible, as is clear in Book Two of the On the Soul (413b26-27), where he says, “...differing as what is eternal from what is perishable; it alone is capable of being separated.” And in Book One where he says that intellect seems to be a substance “incapable of being destroyed” (408b17-18). And in Book Three, he says, “This alone is truly separate and it alone is immortal and perpetual,”(430a22-23) although some do not understand this last to be about the possible intellect, but about the agent intellect. From all these texts it is clear that Aristotle means that intellect is something incorruptible.

	[32] However, it seems that nothing incorruptible could be the form of a corruptible body. It is not accidental to form but belongs to it per se that it be in matter, otherwise what comes to be from matter and form would be accidentally one; but nothing can exist without that which belongs to it as such; therefore the form of body cannot be without body. If then the body is corruptible, it follows that the form of body is corruptible. Moreover, forms separate from matter and forms that exist in matter are not of the same kind, as is proved in Book Seven of the Metaphysics. Much less can numerically one form be now in body and now apart from body. With the destruction of the body, therefore, either the form of body is destroyed or it passes to another body. If then intellect is the form of body, it seems necessarily to follow that intellect is corruptible.

	[33] It should be known that this argument convinces many: thus Gregory of Nyssa, making the reverse point, understood Aristotle to teach that the soul is corruptible because he made the soul a form. Some maintain because of this that soul passes from body to body. Others held that soul has a certain incorruptible body from which it is never separate. It must be shown, therefore, from Aristotle’s words, that he held that the intellective soul is form and nonetheless held it to be incorruptible.

	[34] In Book Eleven of the Metaphysics, after he had shown that forms do not exist before their matters, because “when man is healed then health exists, and the shape of the bronze sphere at the same time as the bronze sphere,” he then asks whether any form remains after matter. In Boethius’s translation, “It should be considered whether anything remains afterward” namely, after matter,”for nothing stands in the way of this in some things, as if the soul were of this kind, not all but intellect, or perhaps it is impossible for them all.” What he clearly says, therefore, is that nothing prevents the soul, which is a form, from remaining after the body thanks to its intellective part although it did not exist prior to body. For when he said absolutely that moving causes are prior but not formal causes, he did not ask whether any form were prior to matter, and he says that nothing prevents this in the case of the form which is soul with respect to its intellective part.

	[35] When then, in accordance with the foregoing words of Aristotle, this form which is the soul remains after the body, not the whole but intellect, we must yet ask why the soul remains after the body with respect to its intellective part rather than its other parts, and why other forms don’t remain after their matters. The reason is to be found in the text of Aristotle. He says “This alone is truly separate and this alone immortal and perpetual.”(430a22-23) Thus the reason he gives that it alone seems to be immortal and perpetual is that it alone is separate.

	[36] But a question arises as to what he is here speaking of, for some say he means possible intellect and others that he means the agent intellect. But both of these are seen to be false when Aristotle’s words are carefully considered, for Aristotle says both are separate. That it is the whole intellective part which is said to be separate because it has no organ is clear from the words of Aristotle.

	[37] In the beginning of On the Soul, Aristotle said that “If there is any way of acting or being acted upon proper to soul, soul will be capable of separate existence.” (403a10-12) The reason for the consequence is this: since anything acts according to the kind of being it is, activity will belong to anything in the same way in which it exists. Forms therefore which have no activity without the participation of their matter, do not themselves operate, but the composite acts through the form. Hence forms of this kind do not themselves exist, but something exists because of them. Heat does not warm, but rather the hot thing; so too heat does not exist properly speaking, but the thing is warm thanks to heat. Because of this Aristotle says in Book Eleven of the Metaphysics that one does not truly say of accidents that they are beings but that they are of beings.

	[38] The same reasoning applies to substantial forms having no operation in which matter does not take part, except that such forms are principles of being. Therefore a form which has an activity thanks to one of its powers or faculties in which its matter does not participate has existence of itself. It does not exist simply because its composite does, as is the case with other forms, but rather the composite exists thanks to it. Therefore, the composite being destroyed, a form which exists thanks to the existence of the composite is destroyed, whereas a form through whose existence the composite exists, not vice versa, need not be destroyed when the composite is destroyed.

	[39] Against this might be objected what Aristotle says in Book One of On the Soul,”Thinking, loving, and hating are affections not of thought, but of that which has thought, so far as it has it. That is why, when this vehicle decays, memory and love cease; they were activities not of thought, but of the composite which has perished.” (408b25-29) The answer is clear from Themistius who, in explaining this text, says that Aristotle “now is more in the mode of the doubter than the teacher.” For he has not yet destroyed the opinion of those saying that intellect and sense do not differ.

	[40] Hence in that whole chapter he speaks of intellect in the same way he does of sense. This is especially evident where he proves the intellect to be incorruptible using the example of sense, which is not corrupted by age. Hence throughout he speaks conditionally and problematically as one inquiring, always conflating intellect and sense. This is chiefly apparent from this that, in the beginning of the solution, he says “We may admit to the full that being pained or please, or thinking, are movements, etc.” (408b5-6) Were anyone adamantly to insist that Aristotle speaks decisively here, another response remains. Understanding is said to be the act of the composite, not essentially but accidentally, insofar as its object, the phantasm, is in a bodily organ and not because this activity is exercised through a bodily organ.

	[41] A further question might be asked: If intellect does not understand without the phantasm, how can the soul have an intellectual operation after it is separated from body? The questioner ought to know that it is not the natural philosopher’s task to solve this question. That is why Aristotle, speaking of soul in Book Two of the Physics, writes, “It is the business of First Philosophy to resolve how this is separable and what it is..” For it should be seen that the soul when separated has a different way of understanding than it does when conjoined, a way similar to that of separate substances. Hence it is not surprising that Aristotle should say, in Book Three of On the Soul, “Whether it is possible for it while not existing separate from spatial conditions to think anything that is separate, or not, we must consider later.” (431b17-19) This suggests that it can understand something in a separated state that it cannot when unseparated.

	[42] What is especially to be noticed in these words is that, while he said earlier that both intellects, namely the possible and agent, are separate, here he says intellect is not separate. For the separate is such insofar as it is not the act of an organ and the non-separate that which is a part or power of the soul which is the act of body, as has been said. Aristotle’s resolution of such questions can be more certainly gathered from what he wrote of separate substances at the beginning of Book Twelve of the Metaphysics, ten books of which I have seen though they are not yet translated into our language.

	[43] Given this, therefore, it is clear that there are no necessary arguments for the opposed position. For it is essential to the soul that it be united to body and this is accidentally impeded, not on its part, but on the part of the body which corrupts. In the same way it pertains as such to what is light that it be above. “This is the essence of what is light that it be above,” as Aristotle says in Book Eight of the Physics, “but it can come about through some impediment that it is not above.” 

	The response to the second argument is clear from this. Although there is a specific difference between that whose nature it is to be above and that whose nature it is not to be above, yet the thing whose nature it is to be above, although it sometimes is and sometimes is not, due to an impediment, is specifically and numerically the same nature. In much the same way, a form whose nature it is to be united to body is specifically different from one whose nature it is not to be united to body, yet a form specifically and numerically the same can be such that its nature is to be united to body although sometimes it actually is and sometimes it is not because of an impediment.

	[44] They seek yet another basis for this error in what Aristotle says in the book On the generation of Animals, namely, “intellect comes only from without and it alone is divine.” But no form which is the act of matter comes to it from without, but is educed from the potency of matter. Therefore the intellect is not the form of body.

	They object too that every form of a mixed body is caused by the elements; hence if the intellect were the form of the human body, it would not be caused by something else, but would be caused by the elements.

	They further object on this score that it would follow that the vegetative and sensitive too would be from something else, which is contrary to Aristotle. This would be especially true when there is a soul one in substance whose powers are vegetative, sensitive and intellective. But, according to Aristotle, the intellective is from without.

	[45] The solution of these difficulties readily appears from the foregoing, for when it is said that every form is educed from the potency of matter, it seems that what this means ought to be understood. For if this is only matter’s first existing in potency to the form, nothing prevents our saying that corporeal matter first exists in potency to the intellective soul. Hence Aristotle says in the book On the Generation of Animals, “For at first all such embryos seem to live the life of a plant. And it is clear that we must be guided by this in speaking of the active and sensitive and rational soul. For all three kinds of soul must be possessed potentially before they are possessed actually.” 

	[46] Because potency is a correlative of act, a thing must be in potency in the same respect that being actual belongs to it. It has already been shown that those forms which have no activities that do not involve matter are such that composites exist through them and they themselves as it were coexist with composites rather than exist themselves. Hence just as their whole existence is in concretion with matter, so they are said to be totally educed from the potency of matter. The intellective soul, however, since it has an operation without body, does not exist solely in concretion with matter, hence it cannot be said to be educed from matter, but it is rather from an extrinsic principle. And this is obvious from Aristotle’s words: “It remains, then, for the reason alone so to enter and alone to be divine,” and he gives the explanation when he adds, “for no bodily activity has any connexion with its activity.”

	[47] I wonder whence comes this second objection, namely, that if the intellective soul were the form of a mixed body it would be caused by the mingling of the elements. No soul is caused by the mingling of elements. Right after the words just quoted we read: “Now it is true that the faculty of all kinds of soul seems to have a connexion with a matter different from and more divine than the so-called elements; but as one soul differs from another in honor and utility, so differs also the nature of the corresponding matter. All have in their semen that which causes it to be productive; I mean what is called a vital heat. This is not fire nor any such force, but it is the breath included in the semen and the foam-like, and the natural principle in the breath, being analogous to the element of the stars.” Therefore not even the vegetable soul, let alone intellect, is produced from the mingling of elements.

	[48] The third objection, that it would follow that the sensitive and vegetative too would be from an extrinsic principle, is not relevant. For it is already evident from the words of Aristotle that he leaves indeterminate whether intellect differs from the other parts of the soul in subject and place, as Plato said, or by understanding alone. Even if it were given that they are the same in subject, as is truer, still nothing absurd would follow. For Aristotle says in Book Two of On the Soul, “The cases of figure and soul are exactly parallel; for the particulars subsumed under the common name in both cases—figures and living things—constitute a series, each successive term of which potentially contains its predecessor, e.g.the square the triangle, the sensory power the self-nutritive.” (414b28-32)

	[49] If however the intellective too is in the same subject, which he leaves in doubt, it would similarly have to be said that the vegetative and sensitive are in the intellective as triangle and square are in the pentagon. For the square is indeed a figure specifically different from the triangle, but not from the triangle potentially in it, no more than four is from the three which is its part, but only from the three existing apart. And if it should happen that different shapes are produced by different agents, the triangle considered as apart and differing from the square would have a different cause from the square, just as it has another species, but the triangle which is in the square has the same producing cause. Similarly the vegetative existing apart from the sensitive is another species of soul and has a different productive cause, but there is the same productive cause of the sensitive and of the vegetative within the sensitive. If then it is said of the vegetative and sensitive which are in the intellective that they are from the extrinsic cause which produces the intellective, nothing unacceptable follows. For there is nothing absurd about the effect of a higher agent having the power that the effect of a lesser agent has, even more so. Hence the intellective soul, although it is from an external agent, nonetheless has the powers had by the vegetative and sensitive souls which are produced by inferior agents.

	[50] So it is that those who carefully consider everything Aristotle has to say of the human intellect see clearly that his teaching was that the human soul is the act of the body and that its part or faculty is the possible intellect.

	 

	


CHAPTER II

	[51] Now we should consider what the other peripatetics had to say about all this. We will first take up the words of Themistius in his Commentary On the Soul . When he says: “This intellect that we say is in potency is more connatural to the soul,”—he means, than the agent intellect—“I don’t mean to every soul, however, but only to the human. And just as light coming to potential seeing and to colors in potency makes them actual, so when this intellect is in act it not only makes intellect to be in act, but also constitutes potential intelligibles as actual intelligibles.” And a little later: “As art is to matter so is the factive intellect to that which is in potency. That is why we understand when we wish to. For it is not an art exterior to matter, but a power invested in the whole intellect which is making, just as, if the builder did not exist exterior to the wood or the brazier to the bronze, they would be able to penetrate through and through. Thus it is that the intellect in act supervenes on intellect in potency, becoming one with it.” 

	[52] And, a little later, he concludes, “Therefore we are either the intellect in potency or the intellect in act. And if in everything composed of what is in potency and what is in act, it is one thing and what it is for it to exist is another, then I too and what it is for me to exist differ. And I am an intellect composed of potency and act, but what it is for me to be comes from that which is in act. Wherefore what I think and write, an intellect composed of potency and act writes, but it writes not as in potency but as in act; from it derives its activity.” And a little further on yet more clearly: “Just as animal and what it is for animal to exist differ, the latter being due to the animal’s soul, so too I and what it is for me to exist differ. What it is for me to exist comes from soul but not from every part, not from the sensitive, which is matter to the imaginative, nor indeed from the imaginative, for it is matter to possible intellect, nor from that which is intellect potentially, for it is as matter to the agent intellect. From agent intellect alone, therefore, comes what it is for me to be.” And he adds a little later, “And having progressed to this nature stops, there being nothing more honorable which could serve as subject to it. We are therefore the agent intellect.” 

	[53] And after rejecting the opinion of some others, he says, “Since Aristotle said that in every nature there is that which is matter and that which moves and perfects matter, he says that these differences must also exist in soul, and that there must be an intellect that becomes all things and another that makes it all things. For he says there is in the soul such an intellect and it is the most noble part of the human intellect.” A bit afterward adding, “This same text confirms that he, Aristotle, thinks that either we are the agent intellect or it is a part of us.” 

	From the foregoing words of Themistius it is clear that he not only holds that the possible intellect is a part of the human soul, but the agent as well, and he says that Aristotle taught this; and further that man is what he is not because of the sensitive soul, as some falsely said, but from the principal part, the intellective.

	[54] I have not seen the books of Theophrastus, but Themistius cites him in his commentary, writing, “However it is better to set forth the sayings of Theophrastus concerning the intellect that is in potency and that which is in act. Of that which is in potency he asks: How could intellect exist from outside and as imposed and yet be connatural? And what is its nature? For it is actually nothing yet everything potentially, just like sense. Nor should this be taken to mean that it itself is not, which is carping, but it is as a kind of potential subject as is found in material things. But this ought not to said to be from without, therefore, or something conjoined, but is included from the first coming into being.” (p. 242, II, 54-62)

	[55] So Theophrastus asks two things: first, how is the possible intellect from an extrinsic principle yet connatural to us, and second, what is the nature of the possible intellect. He answers the second question first, saying that it is potentially all things, not indeed existing as nothing, but in the way sense is related to sensibles. His answer to the first question follows from this, that it ought not so to be understood to be from outside as if it were something accidentally conjoined or temporally prior, but is there in the first coming into being, as containing and comprehending human nature.

	[56] That Alexander held the possible intellect to be the form of the body, Averroes himself admits, although, as I think, he perversely understands Alexander’s words just as he uses the words of Themistius beyond the meaning they bear. For he claims that Alexander said the possible intellect was precisely the preparation in human nature for agent intellect and intelligibles, he understands this preparation to be nothing other than the soul’s intellective potency to intelligible things. Therefore he said that it is not a power in body because such a power does not have a bodily organ. And not for the reason Averroes attributes to him, that no preparation is a power in body.

	[57] To turn from the Greeks to the Arabs, it is clear first of all that Avicenna held intellect to be a power of soul which is the form of body. For he says in his book On the Soul, “The active, that is, practical intellect, needs the body and bodily powers for its own actions, but the contemplative intellect does not always and completely need the body and its powers: for it is sufficient unto itself. None of these is the human soul, but the soul is what has these powers and, as we shall maintain later, is a solitary substance, that is, is in itself, and has aptitude for activities some of which are perfected only through instruments and some use of them, while others do not need instruments in any way.” 

	Again, in the first part he says that “the human soul is the first perfection of a natural body with organs, insofar as the ability to performs acts of deliberate choice, to discover by inquiry. and to grasp universals are attributed to it.” But it is true that later he says and proves that the human soul, because of that which is proper to it, that is, according to its intellective power, “is not related to body as form nor require that an organ be supplied it.” 

	[58] Next these words of Algazel should be added: “When the mingling of the elements will have been of a most beautiful and perfect equality, than which nothing more subtle and beautiful can be found, then it became apt to receive from the giver of forms a form more beautiful than other form, which is the soul of man. There are two virtues of this human soul: one operative, the other knowing,” which, as is clear from what follows, means intellect. Afterwards he proves with many arguments that the operation of the intellect does not take place through a bodily organ.

	[59] We have set forth these things, not wishing to refute the above mentioned error by the authority of philosophers, but in order to show that not only Latin writers, whose language some do not savor, but also Greeks and Arabs, thought that intellect is a part or power or faculty of the soul which is the form of body. So I wonder from what Peripatetics they boast to have derived this error, unless perhaps they have less desire to think correctly with other Peripatetics than to err with Averroes, who was not a Peripatetic but the perverter of Peripatetic philosophy.

	 

	


CHAPTER III

	[60] Having shown from the words of Aristotle and those who followed him that the intellect is a potency of the soul which is the form of the body although that potency which is intellect is not the act of any organ, “because its operation is not shared by any bodily operation,” as Aristotle says, we must now inquire by way of arguments what ought to be made of all this. And since, according to the teaching of Aristotle, it is from acts that their principles are known, our consideration must begin with the proper act of intellect, namely, understanding.

	[61] Concerning which there is no stronger argument than that given by Aristotle when he argues thus: “The soul is that whereby we first live and understand, therefore it is a certain form and species” of some body. (414a12-14) He relies on this argument, therefore, characterizing it as a demonstration, for in the beginning of the chapter he says, “For it is not enough for a definitive formula to express as most now do the mere fact; it must include and exhibit the ground also.” (413a13-20) By way of example, he says that what a tetragon or square is demonstrated through the discovery of the proportional mean.

	[62] The power and irrefutability of this demonstration is clear from the fact that whoever wishes to differ with it necessarily says what is absurd. That this singular man understands is manifest, for we would never ask about intellect unless we understood, nor when we ask about intellect are we asking about anything other than that whereby we understand. Thus Aristotle says, “”I mean the intellect whereby the soul understands,” (429a23) and concludes accordingly that if something is the first principle whereby we understand, it must be the form of the body, because he earlier showed that that whereby we first do anything is the form. And this is clear from argument: anything acts insofar as it is in act; anything is in act through its form; therefore that through which something first acts must be form.

	[66] If however you should say that the first principle of the act which is understanding, what we call intellect, is not form, then you must find a way in which the act of this principle can be an action of this man. There are those who have tried in various ways to do this. One of them, Averroes, held that the principle of understanding which is called the possible intellect is not a soul or a part of the soul, except equivocally; rather, it is a separated substance. He said that the separate substance’s understanding is mine or yours insofar as possible intellect is joined to me or you through the phantasms which are in me and you. He says that comes about in this way: the intelligible species which becomes one with the possible intellect as its form and act has two subjects, one those phantasms, the other the possible intellect. Therefore the possible intellect is continuous with us through its form by way of phantasms, and thus when the possible intellect understands, this man understands.

	[64] There are three ways of showing that this amounts to nothing. First, because then the union of intellect and man would not come into being when he does, as Theophrastus maintains and Aristotle indicates in Book Two of the Physics where he says that the goal of the naturalist’s consideration of forms is the form according to which man is generated by man and the sun. Intellect is obviously the goal of the naturalist’s consideration, yet, according to what Averroes says, intellect is not united with man from his generation, but through the operation of sense insofar as he is actually sensing: imagination is “a movement resulting from an actual exercise of a power of sense,” as is said in On the Soul. (429a1-2)

	[65] Second, because this union would have not one but diverse causes. For clearly the intelligible species as it exists in the phantasm is understood only potentially, but abstracted from phantasms, in the possible intellect, it is actually understood. If then the intelligible species is the form of possible intellect only insofar as it is abstracted from phantasms, it follows that [possible intellect] is not united with phantasms through the intelligible species but rather is separated from them. Unless perhaps it is said that the possible intellect is one with phantasms in the way in which the mirror is one with the man whose image is reflected in the mirror; but such a union manifestly does not suffice for the union of the act. For it is obvious that the act of the mirror, which is to represent, is not on this account attributed to the man. No more could the action of possible intellect on the basis of the foregoing conjunction be attributed to this man Socrates in order that this man might understand.

	[66] Third, even granted that numerically one and the same species were the form of the possible intellect and at the same time in phantasms, such a conjunction would not suffice to explain that this man understands. For it is obvious that just as something is sensed through a sensible species but one senses something through the sensitive power, so something is understood through the intelligible species, but one understands something through the intellective power. Hence the wall in which the color is, whose sensible species is actually in sight, is seen, and does not see; it is the animal having the power of sight, in which such a species is, that sees. The aforesaid union of the possible intellect with man, in whom exist the phantasms whose species are in the possible intellect, is like the union of the wall, in which the color is, with sight in which the species of its color is. The wall does not see, but its color is seen; thus it would follow that man does not understand, but his phantasms are understood, by the possible intellect. It is impossible, therefore, on the basis of Averroes’s position, to show that this man understands.

	[67] Some, seeing that, on Averroes’s position, it cannot be sustained that this man understands, take another path and say that intellect is united to body as its mover, and thus, insofar as body and intellect become one as mover and moved, the intellect is part of this man, and therefore the operation of intellect is attributed to this man in the same way that the operation of the eye, seeing, is attributed to this man. He who says this must be asked, first, what this singular thing Socrates is. Is he only intellect which is a mover? Or is he what is moved by it—a body animated by vegetative and sensitve soul? Or is he composed of both? So far as his position can be discerned, it appears that he adopts the third possibility, namely, that Socrates is composed of both.

	[68] Let us then proceed against them making use of Aristotle’s argument in Book Eight of the Metaphysics, “What then it is that makes man one?” (1045a14) “In the case of all things which have several parts and in which the whole is not, as it were, a mere heap, but the totality is something besides the parts, there is a cause of unity; for as regards material things contact is the cause in some cases, and in others viscocity or some other such quality.” (1045a8-12) “Clearly, then, if people proceed thus in their usual manner of definition and speech, they cannot explain and solve the difficulty. But if, as we say, one element is matter and another is form, and one potentially and the other actually, the question will no longer be thought a difficulty.” (1045a20-25)

	[69] But if you should say that Socrates is not some one thing absolutely, but one by the coming together of mover and moved, many incoherencies follow. First, indeed, that since anything is one in the manner in which it exists, it would follow that Socrates is not a being and does not belong in a species or genus; and further, that he would have no action, because only beings act. Hence we do not say that understanding the sailor is the grasp of the whole made up of sailor and boat, but of sailor alone; similarly, understanding would not be Socrates’s activity, but only that of the intellect using the body of Socrates. The action of a part is the action of the whole only when the whole is one being. Anyone who says otherwise speaks improperly.

	[70] And if you should say that in this way the heaven understands through its motor, this is to appeal to the more difficult case. We must go by way of the human intellect to grasp the higher intellects, not vice versa.

	If it be said that this individual, Socrates, is a body animated by the vegetative and sensitive soul—which seems to follow for those who hold that this man is not placed in a species because of intellect, but because of the sensitive soul ennobled by an illumination or conjunction with possible intellect—then intellect relates to Socrates as mover to moved. But then the action of intellect which is understanding can in no wise be attributed to Socrates. There are many ways in which this consequence is seen to be obvious.

	[71] First, because of what the Philosopher says in Book Nine of the Metaphysics, “Where, then, the result is something apart from the exercise, the actuality is in the thing that is being made, e.g. the act of building is in the thing that is being built and that of weaving in the thing that is being woven, and similarly in all other cases, and in general the movement is in the thing that is being moved; but when there is no product apart from the actuality, the actuality is in the agents, e.g. the act of seeing is in the seeing subject and that of theorizing in the theorizing subject.” (1050a30-36) So then, although intellect is said to be united with Socrates as mover, this is of no help in locating understanding in Socrates nor in grounding the claim that Socrates understands, for understanding is an action which is in intellect alone. From this too it is clear that they speak falsely who say that understanding itself, not intellect, is the act of body: there can be no act of understanding that is not the act of intellect, because understanding is in intellect alone just as seeing is in sight alone. Seeing can only belong to that whose act is sight.

	[72] Second, because the proper act of the mover is attributed neither to the instrument nor to the moved. On the contrary, the action of the instrument is attributed to the principal mover. It cannot be said that the saw makes the artifact, although the artisan can be said to saw, which is the work of the saw. Understanding is the proper activity of intellect; hence even granting that understanding is an action passing on to another like moving, it does not follow that understanding belongs to Socrates if intellect us united to him only as a mover.

	[73] Third, because in those things whose activities are transitive, passing over into other things, actions are attributed in opposite ways to movers and moved. Thanks to building the builder is said to build and the building to be built. If then understanding were a transitive action like motion, it still ought not be said that Socrates understands because intellect is united to him as a mover, but rather that intellect understands and Socrates is understood. Or perhaps that intellect by understanding moves Socrates and Socrates is moved.

	[74] Sometimes it happens that the action of the mover passes into the thing moved, as when that which is moved moves because it is moved, e.g. when the heated heats. In this way someone might say that that which is moved by the intellect, which in understanding moves, understands by the very fact that it is moved. Aristotle, from whom we take the principle of this argument, resists this claim in Book Two of On the Soul. For when he said that that whereby we first know or are healed is a form, namely science and health, he adds, “For the activity of that which is capable of originating change seems to take place in that which is changed or altered.” (414a11-12) In explaining this Themistius says, “Although knowledge or health are sometimes from others, as from a a teacher or a physician, nonetheless we have shown that, in things that are from nature, the activity of that which is capable of originating change is in what is changed or altered.” It is Aristotle’s meaning, therefore, and evidently true as well, that when the moved moves and has the action of a mover, there must be in it some act from the mover whereby it performs an action of this kind; it is thanks to this that it primarly acts, and this is its act and form. For example, when something heated heats from the heat which is in it from the heater. 

	[75] Given that the intellect moves Socrates, whether by illumining or in some other way, then the impression made on Socrates by the intellect is that whereby Socrates primarily understands. However, Aristotle has proved (429a9-b5) that that whereby Socrates primarily understands, as he senses by sense, is potentially all things and for this reason has no determinate nature other than to be possible. Consequently it is not mixed with body but separate. Granting then that there is some separate intellect moving Socrates, it would still be necessary that the possible intellect of which Aristotle speaks is in the soul of Socrates just as sense, which is that whereby Socrates senses and is potentially all sensible things, is.

	[76] Should it be said, however, that this individual, Socrates, is neither composed of intellect and an animated body, nor an animated body alone, but only intellect, well, this was the view of Plato who, as Gregory of Nyssa says, “because of this difficulty did not want man to be of body and soul, but to be a soul using and as it were clothed with a body.” But Plotinus, as Macrobius reports, claimed that the soul itself is man, saying, “Therefore the true man is not what is seen, but that which rules what is seen. Thus when at death animation departs from the animal, the body falls widowed from the ruler and it is this which is seen in man and is mortal. Every mark of mortality is alien to the soul which is truly man.” Yet Simplicius, in his commentary on the Categories, numbers Plotinus among the greatest commentators on Aristotle.

	[77] This doctrine does not seem far distant from the words of Aristotle, who says in Book Nine of the Nicomachean Ethics, “For it is characteristic of the good man to exert himself for the good, and he does so for his own sake, that is, for the sake of the intellectual element in him.” Of course, he says this, not because man is intellect alone, but because intellect is the chief thing in man. Hence in the sequel he says that “just as the state and every other organized whole seems to be that which is the chief thing in it, so too man,” and adds that “any man either is this, namely intellect, or it especially.” It is in this sense that I appraise Themistius’s words earlier and Plotinus’s now when they say that man is soul or intellect.

	[78] That man is not intellect alone nor soul alone is proved in many ways. First, by Gregory of Nyssa who, having mentioned Plato’s view, adds, “This saying is puzzling and difficult: how can the soul be one with its garment? For a tunic and its wearer are not one thing.” Second, because Aristotle in Book Seven of the Metaphysics proves that “man and horse and the like” are not form alone, “but terms which are thus applied to individuals, but universally, are not substance but something composed of this particular formula and this particular matter treated as universal, but when we come to the individual, Socrates is composed of ultimate individual matter; and similarly in all other cases.” The proof of this is that no part of the body can be defined independently of some part of soul and, the soul being gone, flesh and eye are such only equivocally, which would not be the case if Socrates were intellect or soul alone. Third, it would follow that, since intellect moves only through the will, as is proved in Book Three of On the Soul, (433a22) this would be among the things subject to will that man could keep his body or shuffle it off when he wished, which is manifestly false.

	[79] It is therefore evident that the intellect is not joined to Socrates as a mover; but, even if it were, it would not advance the claim that Socrates understands. Those who wish to defend this position, therefore, must either admit that they themselves understand nothing and are unworthy participants in the debate, or admit what Aristotle concludes: that that with which we first understand is species and form.

	[80] This can also be concluded from the fact that this man is placed in some species. The species is derived from form; therefore that through which this man has a species is form. But each thing has its species from that which is the principle of the proper activity of the species; the proper operation of man as man is understanding: it is in this that he differs from the other animals and that is why Aristotle locates ultimate happiness in this activity. But the principle thanks to which we understand is the intellect, as Aristotle says; therefore it must be united to the body as form, not indeed in such a way that the intellective power is the act of some organ, but because it is a power of the soul which is the act of a physically organized body.

	[81] Moreover, the position under discussion would destroy the principles of moral philosophy, for it would take away what is in our power. Something is in our power thanks to will, which is why the voluntary is defined as that which is in our power. But will is in intellect, as is evident from Aristotle in Book Three of On the Soul (432b5) and from the fact that intellect and will are found in separate substances as well as from the fact that something is loved or hated universally. We hate the genus of robbers, as Aristotle says in the Rhetoric .

	[82] If then intellect is not something of this man such that it is truly one with him, but is united to him only through phantasms or as a mover, will would not be in man, but in the separated intellect. And thus a man would not have dominion over his acts, nor could anyone be praised or blamed for his acts, which is to destroy the principles of moral philosophy. And since that is absurd and out of keeping with human life—it would be unnecessary to take counsel or to pass laws —it follows that intellect is united to us in such a way that we are truly one with it, which can only be in the way suggested, namely, that it be a power of the soul which is united to us as our form. It follows then that this must be held without any doubt, not because of the revelation of faith, as our opponents say, but because to deny it is go against things manifestly obvious.

	[83] It is an easy matter to refute the arguments put forward on behalf of the opposite view. For they say that it follows from their position that intellect is a material form, and is not free of every sensible nature, with the consequence that whatever is received in intellect is received as in matter, individually and not universally. And further that if it is a material form, that it is not understood in act, and thus intellect is incapable of understanding itself, which is manifestly false. No material form is understood in act, but only in potency: it becomes understood in act through abstraction.

	The answer is obvious from what has been said earlier. For we do not say that the human soul is the form of body according to the intellective power, which according to Aristotle’s teaching is not the act of any organ. (429a27-28) The soul, with respect to the intellective power, is immaterial and receives immaterially and understands itself. Hence Aristotle significantly says that soul is the place of forms “not the whole soul, but the intellect.” (429a28-29)

	[84] If it be objected to this that a power of the soul cannot be more immaterial or simpler than its essence—well, that would be a good argument if the essence of the human soul were the form of matter in such a way that it did not exist of itself but only in dependence on the existence of the composite. Other forms have no existence or operations of themselves without a sharing in matter, and are therefore said to be immersed in matter. The human soul exists in its own right and is to a degree united with a matter that does not wholly capture it—this form is greater in dignity than to be a capacity for matter. Nothing prevents its having some operation or power to which matter does not attain.

	[85] Let him who says this consider that if this intellective principle whereby we understand existed separate and distinct from the soul which is the form of our body, it would be of itself understanding and understood and not sometimes understanding, sometimes not. Nor would it need to understand itself by way of intelligibles and acts, but would do so through its own essence like other separated substances and it would not be fitting that it need our phantasms in order to understand. The order of things is not such that higher substances require lower substances for their own principal perfection, no more than celestial bodies are formed or perfected in their operations by lower bodies.

	The claim that the intellect is some principle separated in substance and yet is perfected and comes actually to understand through species taken from phantasms is, therefore, improbable in the extreme.

	 

	


CHAPTER IV

	[86] So much for the contention that intellect is not the soul which is the form of our body nor a part of it but some kind of separate substance. There remains to discuss the claim that there is one possible intellect for everybody. There would perhaps be some reason for saying this of agent intellect, and many philosophers do say it, for nothing absurd seems to follow from several things being perfected by one agent, as by one sun the visual powers of all animals are able to see. Although this is not Aristotle’s intention—he holds that the agent intellect is in the soul—he nonetheless compares it to a light, and Plato, holding that the intellect is one separate thing, likened it to the sun, as Themistius tells us, for there is one sun but many lights diffused from it for the sake of seeing. But, however it be with the agent intellect, to say that the possible intellect is one for all men appears impossible in many ways.

	[87] First, because if the possible intellect is that whereby we understand, of an individual man who understands it must be said either that he is intellect itself or that intellect formally inheres in him, not indeed in such a way that it be the form of the body but rather a power of the soul which is the form of the body. Should anyone say that the singular man is intellect itself, it would follow that this singular man would not differ from another singular man and that all men are one man, not by sharing in the same species, but as one individual. But if intellect is in us formally, it would follow, as has already been said, that there are different forms of different bodies. For just as man is composed of body and soul, so this man, Callias or Socrates, is composed of this body and this soul. If souls differ, however, and the possible intellect is the power of the soul whereby the soul understands, they must differ numerically, for it is impossible to imagine numerically one power of different things. Should someone say that man understands through possible intellect as by something of his own, which however is not a part of him as a form but rather as a mover, it has already been shown above [79] that on this view it can in no wise be said that Socrates understands.

	[88] But let us grant that Socrates understands because the intellect understands although intellect is only a mover, as a man sees because the eye sees. And, to keep to the analogy, let us posit that there is numerically one eye for all men. Now we ask whether all men are one seeing entity or many. To discover the truth of the matter, it should be noted that the first mover differs from the instrument, for if many men use numerically one instrument we say there are many agents, for example, when many use one machine for the throwing of stones or for elevation. If however the chief agent is one, but uses many instruments, there is nonetheless one agent even though many instruments are needed for it, though perhaps a diversity of operations because of the diversity of instruments. Sometimes however there is one operation although many instruments are required for it. The unity of the one acting is read not from the instruments but from the chief agent who uses the instruments.

	Thus on the position described earlier, if the eye were what is principal in a man and it would uses all powers of the soul and parts of the body as instruments, many having one eye would be one seeing thing. But if the eye were not what is principal in man, but something higher that uses the eye and is diversified in diverse men, there would indeed be many seeing but with one eye.

	[89] But obviously it is intellect that is principal in man and uses all the powers of the soul and bodily members as organs. Hence Aristotle’s careful remark that man is intellect “or especially it.” If then there were one intellect for all, it would necessarily follow that there is only one who understands and consequently only one who wills and of his own free will uses all those things thanks to which men are diverse from one another. From which it follows further that there would be no difference between men as to the free choice of will but it would be the same for all, if indeed intellect, in which resides the principality and dominion of using all the others, is one and undivided in all. But this is clearly false, impossible and repugnant to what is obvious; it destroys the whole of moral science and all those things which pertain to civil interchange, which is natural to man, as Aristotle says. 

	[90] Again, if all men understand by one intellect, however it be united to them, whether as form or as mover, it necessarily follows that of all men there would be numerically one act of understanding which is both simultaneous and of one intelligible object. For example, if I understand stone and you do likewise, it would be necessary that my intellectual activity and yours be one and the same. The operation of the same active principle, be it form or mover, with respect to the same object at the same time, must be numerically one, as is clear from what the Philosopher says in Book Five of the Physics. So, if there were many men having one eye, the seeing of all with respect to the same object at the same time could only be one. 

	[91] So too if there were one intellect for all, it would follow that there is but one intellectual operation of all men understanding the same thing at the same time, especially since nothing in terms of which men differ from one another would share in the intellectual operation. For phantasms are preambles to the action of intellect, as colors are to the act of vision, hence the action of intellect would not be diversified because of their differences, especially with regard to one intelligible. They distinguish the knowledge of this one from the knowledge of that one because the one understands those things of which he has phantasms and the other those of which he has phantasms. But when two know and understand the same thing, intellectual activity itself can in no way be diversified by the diversity of phantasms.

	[92] Further, it should be pointed out that this position manifestly conflicts with the teaching of Aristotle. For when he says of possible intellect that it is separate and potentially all things, he adds that “When thought has become each thing in the way in which a man who actually knows is said to do so,” that is, in the way that knowledge is an act and the knower is said to be in act insofar as he has the habit, he adds, “this happens when he is now able to exercise the power on his own initiative; its condition is still one of potentiality, but in a different sense from the potentiality which preceded the acquisition of knowledge by learning or discovery.” (429b5-9) Later he asks, “If intellect is simple and impassible and has nothing in common with anything else, as Anaxagoras says, how can it come to think at all if thinking involves a kind of passivity?” (429b23-25) And in reply says, “intellect is in a sense potentially whatever is thinkable, though actually it is nothing until it has thought. What it thinks must be in it just as characters are said to be on a writing-table on which as yet nothing actually stands written: this is exactly what happens with intellect.” (429b30-430a2) It is the teaching of Aristotle, therefore, that the possible intellect is in potency prior to learning or discovery, like a table on which nothing is yet written, but after learning and discovery it is in act by the habit of science, thanks to which it can actuate itself even though it is then in potency to actually considering.

	[93] Three things should be noted here. First, that the habit of science is the first act of the possible intellect which, thanks to it, comes to be in act and can operate on its own. Science is not only according to illumined phantasms, as some say, or a faculty which we acquire by frequent meditation and exercise, in order that we might be linked with possible intellect by way of our phantasms. Second, it should be noted that before we learn or discover, the possible intellect itself is in potency as a table on which nothing is written. Third, that through our learning or discovering the possible intellect becomes actual.

	[94] None of these things could be if there were only one possible intellect for all who are, were or will be. It is obvious that species are conserved in the intellect, for it is the place of forms, as the Philosopher said above (On the Soul, III, 429127-28); moreover, science is a permanent habit. If then one of the foregoing men becomes actual with respect to some intelligible species and is perfected by the habit of science, that habit and those species remain in him. Since any recipient does not have what it receives, it will be impossible that through my learning or discovering those species be acquired by the possible intellect. For although someone might say that through my discovering the possible intellect can newly come to be in act with respect to something, for example if I should discover some knowable thing never before discovered, yet this could not come about through learning, for I can only learn what the teacher knew. It would therefore be pointless to say that the intellect was in potency prior to learning or discovering.

	[95] Were someone to add that, according to the opinion of Aristotle, there have always been men, it would follow that there was never a first man who understood and thus intelligible species are acquired by possible intellect through no one’s phantasms but are intelligible species of an eternal possible intellect. In vain therefore did Aristotle posit an agent intellect to make potentially intelligible things actually intelligible; in vain too did he posit that phantasms are to the possible intellect as colors are to sight, if the possible intellect receives nothing from phantasms. For this too seems irrational that a separated substance should receive from our phantasms and that it cannot understand itself save through our learning or understanding. But Aristotle added to the foregoing, “and it can then understand itself,” (429b9) namely, after learning or discovering.

	[96] Should they wish to evade these absurdities by claiming that Aristotle says all those things about the possible intellect insofar as it is made one with us and not as it is in itself, it must first be said that Aristotle’s words do not mean that. Indeed he speaks of the possible intellect in terms of what is proper to it and insofar as it is distinguished from the agent. Then, if no help is forthcoming from Aristotle’s words, let us posit, as they say, that the possible intellect eternally has intelligible species through which it is made one with us according to the phantasms which are in us. It is necessary that the intelligible species which are in the possible intellect and the phantasms that are in us be related in one of three ways. The first is that the intelligible species which are in the possible intellect are taken from the phantasms which are in us, as Aristotle’s words suggest. That this is ruled out by the position under consideration has been shown. The second way is that the species are not taken from phantasms but are shone upon our phantasms, for example, if there were species in the eye shining on the colors which are in the wall. The third way is that the intelligible species are neither received in the possible intellect from the phantasms nor imprint something on the phantasms.

	[98] If the second way is taken, namely that the intelligible species illumine the phantasms and in this way are understood, it would follow, first, that the phantasms come to be intelligible in act not through the agent intellect but through the possible intellect and its species. Second, that such an illumination of phantasms could not make phantasms intelligible in act: phantasms do not become intelligible in act except through abstraction; but this would be more like a receiving than an abstracting. Again, since any reception is according to the nature of the receiver, the illumining of the intelligible species which are in the possible intellect will not be of phantasms which are in us in an intelligible mode, but sensibly and materially. Thus we could not understand the universal thanks to this kind of illumination. But if the intelligible species of the possible intellect are neither taken from phantasms nor shone upon them, they will be wholly disparate, having no similarity, and phantasms would have nothing to do with understanding, which flies in the face of the obvious. Thus there is no possible way in which the possible intellect could be one and the same for all men.

	 

	


CHAPTER V

	[99] Arguments intended to exclude a plurality of possible intellects remain to be dealt with. The first is this: Whatever is multiplied by a division of matter is a material form, which is why substances separate from matter cannot be many members of the same species. If then there were a plurality of intellects in many men who are numerically distinguished from one another by the division of matter, it would necessarily follow that intellect is a material form. But that goes against the words of Aristotle and the argument in which he proves the intellect is separate. If then it is separate it is not a material form and can in no way be multiplied according to the multiplication of bodies.

	[100] So attached are they to this argument that they say God could not make many intellects of the same species in diverse men, because, they say, this would imply a contradiction: to have a nature that can be numerically multiplied is other than the nature of separated form. They go beyond this, however, and want to conclude from this that no separate form is numerically one nor an individuated thing. They say this is apparent from the word itself, for only that is numerically one which is one of a number of thingss, but form freed from matter is not one of a number because it does not have within it the cause of number, which is matter.

	[101] To begin at the end, they seem not to understand their own words in what was just said. For Aristotle, in Book Four of the Metaphysics, says that “the essence of each thing is one in no merely accidental way” and that “similarly it is from its very nature something that is.” If separated substance is being, therefore, it must be one substance, especially since Aristotle says in Book Eight of the Metaphysics that things which have no matter have no cause of their being or of their being one. In Book Five of the Metaphysics, four kinds of unity are distinguished, namely, numeric, specific, generic and proportional. It cannot be said that any separate substance is one only specifically or generically, since this is not to be one simply speaking. There remains that a separate substance is numerically one. Nor is it said to be numerically one because it is one among numbers—number is not the cause of the one but vice versa—but because in numbering it is not divided: one is that which is undivided.

	[102] Nor is it true to say that every number is caused by matter, for then Aristotle would have inquired in vain after the number of separated substances. For Aristotle says in Book Five of the Metaphysics that “many” is said not only numerically but specifically and generically. Nor is it true that separate substance is not singular and individuated, otherwise it would have no operation, since acts belong only to singulars, as the Philosopher says; hence he argues against Plato in Book Seven of the Metaphysics that if the Idea is separate, it will not be predicated of many, nor will it be definable any more than other individuals which are unique in their species, like the sun and moon. Matter is the principle of individuation in material things insofar as matter is not shareable by many, since it is the first subject not existing in another. Hence Aristotle says that if the Idea were separate “it would be something, that is, an individual, which it would be impossible to predicate of many.”

	[103] Separate substances, therefore, are individual and singular, but they are individuated not by matter but by this that it is not their nature to exist in another and consequently to be participated in by many. From which it follows that if any form is of a nature to be participated in by something, such that it be the act of some matter, it can be individuated and multiplied by comparison with matter. It has already been shown above that the intellect is a power of the soul which is the act of the body. Therefore in many bodies there are many souls and in many souls there are many intellectual powers, that is, intellects. Nor does it follow from this that the intellect is a material power, as has been shown.

	[104] Should anyone object that, if the many souls are multiplied according to bodies, it follows that they will not remain when the bodies have been destroyed, the response is obvious from what has already been said. A thing is one in the way it is a being, as is said in Book Four of the Metaphysics; therefore, for the soul to be is to be in the body as its form, nor is it prior to body, nonetheless it remains in existence after the body is destroyed: thus each soul remains in its unity and consequently many souls in their manyness.

	[105] They argue most crudely to show that God cannot bring it about that there should be many intellects, believing this to involve a contradiction. For even granting that it is not of the nature of intellect that it be multiplied, it does not follow from this that the multiplying of intellect involves a contradiction. Nothing prevents a thing’s getting from another something that it is not of its nature to have: it is not of the nature of the heavy to be above, yet for the heavy to be above does not involve a contradiction although for the heavy to be above by its very nature would involve a contradiction. Thus if the intellect were naturally one for all because it had no natural cause of multiplication, multiplication could nonetheless come about through a supernatural cause without involving any contradiction. We say this not because of the present question but lest this form of arguing be extended to other cases, for in this way one could conclude that God cannot bring it about that the dead should rise and the blind have their sight restored to them.

	[106] To bolster their error they bring forth another argument. They ask whether what is understood in me and in you is completely one or numerically two but specifically one. If what is understood is one, there will be one intellect. If numerically two but specifically one, it follows that they will have as things understood the thing understood. Wherever there are numerically two but specifically one there is one thing understood, because there is one quiddity through which understanding takes place, and thus to infinity, which is impossible. Therefore it is impossible that there be numerically two things understood in me and you. There is one alone, then, and numerically only one intellect in all.

	[107] It ought to be asked by those who consider themselves to argue so subtly whether for things understood to be numerically two but specifically one is contrary to the notion of the understood insofar as it is understood, or insofar as it is understood by man. It is clear from the argument they formulate that it is contrary to the notion of the thing understood. For it is of the notion of the thing understood as such that nothing need be abstracted from it in order that it be understood. Therefore, on the basis of their argument, we can conclude, not just that there is only one thing understood by all men, but that there is simply one thing understood. And if there is but one thing understood, on their reasoning it follows that there is only one intellect in the whole world, not only for men. Therefore not only is our intellect a separate substance, it is also God Himself, and the plurality of separated substances is wholly swept away. 

	[108] One who sought to respond that the thing understood by one separate substance and that understood by another are not specifically one because the intellects differ specifically, would deceive himself because that which is understood is related to understanding and to intellect as an object to act and potency. The object does not take its species from either the act or the power, but rather the other way around. Therefore it must simply be conceded that the understanding of one thing, say a stone, is one alone not only in all men but also in all intelligences. 

	[109] But it remains to ask what is the understood itself. For if they say that the thing understood is one immaterial species existing in the intellect, in a way they unwittingly slide into the teaching of Plato who taught that there can be no science of sensible things, but every science is of one separated form. It is not relevant whether someone says that the knowledge of a rock is of one separated form of rock or of one form of rock that is in the intellect. In either case it follows that sciences are not of the things that are here, but only of separated things. Because Plato taught that immaterial forms of this kind are of themselves subsistent, he could maintain along with this that many intellects derive from one separate form knowledge of one truth. But those who posit immaterial forms of this kind—which they call the things understood—in the intellect, have to say that there is only one intellect, not only for all men, but absolutely speaking.

	[110] In keeping with the teaching of Aristotle, therefore, it ought to be said that the understood thing which is one is the very nature or quiddity of the thing: natural science and the other sciences are of things, not of understood species. For if the thing understood were not the very nature of rock which is in things, but the species which is in the intellect, it would follow that I do not understand the thing that is a stone, but only the intention which is abstracted from the stone. It is true that the nature of stone as it is in singulars is only potentially understood, but it comes to be actually understood because the species come from sensible things, through the mediation of the senses, to imagination, from which the intelligible species which are in the possible intellect are abstracted by the power of the agent intellect. These species, however, do not relate to possible intellect as what is understood, but as species through which the intellect understands, just as the species which are in sight are not the things seen, but that whereby sight sees, save insofar as the intellect reflects upon itself, which cannot happen in the case of sense. 

	[111] If however understanding were a transitive action passing into exterior matter, like burning and moving, it would follow that understanding exists in the way the nature of things exists in singulars just as the combustion of fire exists according to the manner of the combustible. But because understanding is an action which remains in the one understanding, as Aristotle says in Book Nine of the Metaphysics, it follows that understanding is according to the mode of the one understanding, that is, according to the demands of the species whereby the understander understands. But this, since it is abstracted from individual principles, does not represent the thing in its individual conditions but only according to the universal nature. If two are conjoined in a thing, nothing prevents one of them being represented in sense without the other: hence the color of honey or of the apple is seen by sight without its taste. Just so the intellect understands the universal nature by abstraction from individual principles.

	[112] Therefore there is one thing that is understood by me and you, but it is understood by means of one thing by me and by means of another by you, that is, by different intelligible species, and my understanding differs from yours and my intellect differs from yours. Hence Aristotle in the Categories says that knowledge is singular with respect to its subject, “the individual knowledge of grammar is in a subject, the soul, but is not said of any subject.” Hence when my intellect understands itself to understand, it understands some singular activity; when however it understands understanding simply, it understands something universal. It is not singularity that is repugnant to intelligibility, but materiality; thus, since they are immaterial singulars, as was said of separate substances above, nothing prevents such singulars from being understood. 

	[113] Thus it is clear how there can be the same science in the learner and teacher. For it is the same with respect to the thing known, but not with respect to the intelligible species whereby each knows—in that respect, science is individuated in me and you. Nor is it necessary that the knowledge which is in the learner be caused by the knowledge that is in the teacher as the heat of water by the heat of fire, but as the health in matter is caused by the health that is in the mind of the physician. Just as in the patient there is a natural principle of health to which the physician supplies aids in order that health might be perfected, so in the learner there is a natural principle of knowledge, namely the agent intellect and the first self-evident principles. The teacher supplies certain aids, deducing conclusions from principles known in themselves. Thus the physician strives to heal in the way nature would heal, namely, by heating and chilling; similarly the master leads to science in the way in which one discovering it for himself would acquire it, proceeding, that is, from the known to the unknown. And just as health in the sick person does not come about by the power of the physician but by the capacity of nature, so too knowledge is not caused in the learner by the power of the master, but by the capacity of the learner. 

	[114] As to the further objection that if, their bodies having been destroyed, many intellectual substances should remain, it would follow that they are otiose, since Aristotle in Book XI of the Metaphysics argued that if there were separated substances which did not move bodies, they would be otiose. But if one carefully considers the text of Aristotle, the difficulty is easily solved. For Aristotle, before giving this argument, says, “the unmovable substances and principles may reasonably be taken to be just so many; the assertion of necessity must be left to more powerful thinkers.” It is clear from this that he is pursuing a kind of probability and not claiming necessity. 

	[115] Since that is otiose which does not attain the end for which it is designed, they cannot say even with probability that the separated substances are otiose if they do not move bodies, unless perhaps they mean that the motions of bodies are the ends of separated substances, which is completely impossible, since the end is higher than the things that are for the sake of the end. Nor does Aristotle here conclude that they would be otiose if they did not move bodies, but that “every being and every substance which is immune from change and in virtue of itself has attained to the best must be considered an end.” It is the most perfect state of any thing that it not only is good in itself, but also causes goodness in others. But it was not clear how separated substances would cause goodness in inferior bodies save by the motion of some bodies, hence Aristotle derived from this a probable argument to show that there are as many separate substances as are manifested by the heavenly bodies, although as he himself says this has no claim to necessity.

	[116] We concede that the human soul separated from body does not have the ultimate perfection of its nature, since it is a part of human nature: no part has complete perfection if it is separated from its whole. But it is not for this reason frustrated, for the end of the human soul is not to move the body, but to understand, in which its happiness consists, as Aristotle proves in Book Ten of the Ethics.

	[117] In advancing their error they also say that if there were many intellects for many men, since intellect is incorruptible, it would follow on Aristotle’s view, since he held the world to be eternal and men to have always existed, that there would be an actual infinity of intellects. Algazel responded to this in his Metaphysics saying that “in anything where there is one of these without the other,” that is, quantity or a multitude without order, “infinity will not be taken from it, as in the case of the movement of the heaven.” And later he adds, “Similarly we grant that human souls, which are separable from the body at death, are infinite in number, although they exist at the same time, since there is no natural ordering among them by the removal of which souls would cease to exist; none of them is the cause of the others, but in nature and position they are simultaneously without prior and posterior. There is no prior and posterior in them according to nature save according to the time of their creation. In their essences insofar as they are essences there is no ordering in any way, but they are equal in existence, unlike spaces and bodies and cause and effect.”

	[118] We cannot know what Aristotle’s solution to this might have been because we don’t possess that part of the Metaphysics in which he deals with separated substances. In Book Two of the Physics the Philosopher says that of the forms “the mode of existence of the separable” insofar as they are separable, “it is the business of first philosophy to define.” But it is obvious that whatever he says about this would cause no distress to Catholics, who hold that the world began. 

	[119] They speak falsehood who say that it was a principle with all those who philosophize, both Arabs and Peripatetics, if not for the Latins, that the intellect is not multiplied numerically. Algazel was an Arab, not a Latin. And Avicenna too, who was an Arab, speaks thus in his book On the Soul, “Prudence, stupidity, opinion can only inhere in the essence of the soul. Therefore the soul is not numerically one but many though of one species.”

	[120] And lest we omit the Greeks, we should cite the words of Themistius in his commentary. For when he asked of the agent intellect whether it was one or many, he answered: “Or the first illuminator is one but the illumined and illumining many: for the sun is one, but you will say that light is in some way imparted to sight. For this reason Aristotle proposes light rather than the sun in the comparison, but Plato proposes the sun.” It is clear from these words of Themistius that neither the agent intellect, of which Aristotle speaks, is the one who is illuminator, nor the possible that which is illumined. There is indeed one principle of illumination, namely a certain separated substance which is either God, according to Catholics, or the ultimate intelligence according to Avicenna. Themistius proves the unity of this separate principle by the fact that the teacher and learner understand the same thing, which would not be the case if there were not the same illuminating principle. What he says later, that some doubt whether the possible intellect is one, is certainly true.

	[121] But he says no more of this because his intention was not to discuss the diverse opinions of philosophers, but to explicate the teachings of Aristotle, Plato and Theophrastus. Hence at the end he concludes, “What I said to express what seemed to philosophers to be the case is of singular difficulty and concern. From what I have said one can gather the views of Aristotle and Theophrastus, and especially of Plato, about them.” It is evident, therefore, that Aristotle and Theophrastus and Themisitius and Plato himself did not hold as a principle that the possible intellect is one for all. Averroes, it is clear, distorts in reporting it the thought of Themistius and Theophrastus concerning possible and agent intellects, so we rightly said above that he is the perverter of Peripatetic philosophy. How wonderful then that some, consulting only the commentary of Averroes, presume to pronounce that what he says is the common view of all philosophers, Greek and Arab, if not the Latins. 

	[122] It is yet more wonderful, indeed worthy of indignation, that anyone professing himself to be a Christian should presume to speak so irreverently of the Christian faith as to say that, “The Latins do not accept this as a principle,” namely, that there is only one intellect, “perhaps because their law is contrary to it.” There are two evils in this. First, to doubt whether this is against the faith; second, to give the nod to what is alien to this law. Afterward he said, “This is the reason why Catholics seem to hold their position,” where the judgment of the faith is called a position! Nor is there less presumption in what he dares later to assert, namely that God cannot bring it about that there are many intellects, because this implies a contradiction.

	[123] Even more serious is this subsequent remark: “Through reason I conclude necessarily that intellect is numerically one, but I firmly hold the opposite by faith.” Therefore he thinks faith is of things whose contrary can be necessarily concluded; since the only thing that can be necessarily concluded is a necessary truth whose opposite is false and impossible, it follows from this statement that faith is of the false and impossible, which not even God can bring about and the ears of the faithful cannot bear. He does not lack the high temerity to presume to discuss what does not pertain to philosophy but is purely of faith, such that the soul suffers from the fire of hell, and to say that the teaching of the doctors concerning these things should be reprobated. By equal right one could dispute concerning the Trinity, the Incarnation and the like, concerning which he speaks only in ignorance.

	[124] This then is what we have written to destroy the error mentioned, using the arguments and teachings of the philosophers themselves, not the documents of faith. If anyone glorying in the name of false science wishes to say anything in reply to what we have written, let him not speak in corners nor to boys who cannot judge of such arduous matters, but reply to this in writing, if he dares. He will find that not only I, who am the least of men, but many others zealous for the truth, will resist his error and correct his ignorance.
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			Introduction


		

		
			Since we cannot be present at the holy ceremonies in honor of the angels, we should not let this time of devotion go by fruitlessly; rather, such time as we do not spend in singing their praises, we should spend in writing about them. And because our aim is to present as best we can the excellence of the holy angels, we ought to begin with man’s earliest conjectures about the angels. In this way, we shall be in a position to accept whatever we find that agrees with faith, and refute whatever is opposed to Catholic teaching. 


		

		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER I 
THE OPINION OF THE EARLY PHILOSOPHERS AND OF PLATO


		

		
			2. The first of those who philosophized on the natures of things believed that only bodies existed and held that the first principles of things were certain corporeal elements, either one or several.1 And if they held the first principle to be one, either they thought it was water, as Thales of Miletus did, or air as Diogenes, or fire as Heraclitus.2 If they thought the principles to be several, they thought them to be either finite in number, as did Empedocles, who posited four elements and along with them, two moving principles, namely, love and strife;3 or infinite in number, as in the case of Democritus and Anaxagoras, both of whom posited an infinite number of minimal parts as the principles of all things, except that Democritus held that these parts were similar in kind, differing only in figure, order, and position.4 Anaxagoras, on the other hand, thought that in the case of diverse things which have similar parts, the first principles are the infinite minimal parts. 


		

		
			Moreover, since all of these philosophers had the natural conviction that they should consider as god that which was the first principle of things, just as each of them had attributed to a certain corporeal element the rank of a first principle, so he likewise felt that the name and honor of divinity should be given to this element. These things were mid for this reason, that for all of these men and their followers, it was the case that no incorporeal substances, which we call “angels”, existed. 


		

		
			The Epicureans, however, who traced their origin to the teachings of Democritus, posited certain corporeal gods, resembling human beings in appearance,5 whom they held completely free and without any cares, so that by enjoying ceaseless pleasures, they would be blessed. This teaching had such a far-reaching effect that it influenced even Jewish worshipers of God, a sect of whom, the Sadducees, held that neither angels nor spirits existed.6 


		

		
			3. The early philosophers, however, opposed this opinion in three ways. For although, at first, Anaxagoras with the other Natural Philosophers posited certain material or corporeal principles, nevertheless, he was the first among the philosophers to assert a certain incorporeal principle, namely, an intellect.7 Since indeed, according to his view, all corporeal things were mixed in all things, it did not seem possible that corporeal bodies could have been distinguished from one another, unless there existed some principle of distinction which was itself completely unmixed and had nothing in common with corporeal nature. 


		

		
			But, although Anaxagoras’ opinion was much closer to the truth than that of the philosophers who posited only a corporeal nature, yet it falls short of the truth in two respects. 


		

		
			First, because it is apparent from his position that he posited only one separate intellect which had produced this world by distinguishing what was mixed. But since we attribute the establishment of the world to God, from this point of view, we can gather nothing from his opinion as to the incorporeal substances, which we call angels and which axe below God and above corporeal natures. 


		

		
			Second, because concerning the intellect, which he said to be one and unmixed, he seems to have failed in this respect, since he did not sufficiently express its power and eminence. Instead of defining this intellect, which he considered to be separate, as the universal principle of being, he makes it to be only a distinguishing principle, for he did not hold that the bodies that were mixed with one another, received being (esse) from the separate intellect; they received from it only distinctions. 


		

		
			4. Plato therefore proceeded by a more adequate way to refute the opinion of these early Naturalists.8 For since the early Naturalists had held that man could not know the definite truth of things, both because of the continuous passing of corporeal things and because of the deception of the senses by which bodies are known, Plato posited certain natures, separate from the matter of flowing things, in which truth remained abiding.9 By adhering to these natures, our soul knew the truth.10 Hence, as the intellect in knowing truth, apprehends certain things beyond the matter of sensible things, Plato thus believed that there existed certain realities separate from sensible things.11 


		

		
			Now our intellect uses a two-fold abstraction in arriving at the understanding of truth: One, according as it grasps mathematical numbers, magnitudes, and figures without the understanding of sensible matter; for, in understanding the number two or three, or a line, a surface, a triangle, or a square, there is not included together with it in our apprehension anything pertaining to what is hot or cold, or the like, which is perceptible by sense. The intellect, however, uses another abstraction when it understands something universal without the consideration of something particulax, as when we understand man without including in our understanding anything about Socrates, Plato, or any other individual. The same appears in other cases.12 


		

		
			5. Plato accordingly posited two classes of beings abstracted from sensible things, namely, mathematicals, and universals to which he gave the name of Forms or Ideas.13 There appeared, however, to be this difference between them, namely, that in the case of mathematicals, we can grasp several members of one species, for example, two equal lines or two identical equilateral triangles; whereas with Forms, this is absolutely impossible; man, for example, taken universally is only one in Form.14 And so, Plato posited mathematicals between Forms or Ideas and sensible things; since mathematicals agree with sensible things in that many are contained in the same species, and they agree with the Forms in that they are separate from sensible matter.15 Further, among Forms themselves, he posited a certain order, on the ground that according as something was simpler in the intellect, so fax was it prior within the order of things. Now that which is first in the intellect is the one and the good; for he understands nothing who does not understand something one, and the one and the good follow upon one another. Hence Plato held that the first Idea of the One, which he called the One-in-itself and the Good-in-itself, was the first principle of things and this Idea he said was the highest good.16 Under this One, he established among the substances separate from matter17 diverse orders of participating and participated beings, all of which orders he called secondary gods,18 as being certain unities below the first simple unity.19


		

		
			6. Again, inasmuch as all Forms participate in the One, the intellect likewise must participate in the Forms of things in order to have understanding.20 Therefore, just as under the highest God, who is the prime unity, simple and unparticipated, other Forms of things exist as secondary unities and gods; so, under the order of these Forms or unities, he posited an order of separate intellects, which participate in the above-mentioned Forms in order to have actual understanding.21


		

		
			Among these intellects, an intellect is higher according as it is nearer to the first intellect which has full participation in the Forms; just as among the gods or unities, that one is higher which shares more perfectly in the first unity. 


		

		
			Although Plato distinguished between the gods and the intellects, he did not mean to imply that the gods could not have understanding. It was his desire, rather, that they should understand in a supra-intellectual manner; that is, instead of understanding by participating in certain Forms, they should have understanding through themselves, with the proviso that every one of them was good and one only through participating in the first One and Good. Again, because we see that certain souls possess understanding which, however, does not befit a soul by the fact that it is a soul, otherwise it would follow that every soul is an intellect and that it would he intelligent in its whole nature, he further posited that under the order of the separate intellects, there was an order of souls, the nobler of which participate in intellectual power, while the lowest of them are lacking in it.22 Again, because bodies do not seem to be capable of moving themselves unless they have a soul, Plato held that self-motion belongs to bodies insofar as they participate in soul, since those bodies lacking in this participation, are not moved, unless they are moved by another. Whence he considered it to be an essential property of souls that they move themselves.23


		

		
			7. In this way, below the order of souls, Plato posited the order of bodies, but in such a manner that the highest of the bodies, namely, the first heavens, which is moved by its own motion, receives motion from the highest soul, and so on to the very lowest of the heavenly bodies. Below these, furthermore, the Platonists placed immortal bodies, namely, aëreal or ethereal bodies, which participate eternally in soul. Some of these they considered to be altogether independent of earthly bodies and these they said to be bodies of demons; others became entombed in earthly bodies, which is the case with human souls.24 For they did not believe that this earthly human body which we touch and see, participates immediately in the soul; rather, there is another nobler body belonging to the soul, incorruptible and everlasting, even as the soul itself is incorruptible25 in such wise that the soul with its everlasting and invisible body is in this grosser body not as a form in matter but as a sailor in a ship.26 And just as they said that some men were good and others wicked, so too, with the demons. But the heavenly souls, the separate intellects and all the gods, they said were all good.27 


		

		
			In this way, therefore, between us and the highest God, it is clear that they posited four orders, namely, that of the secondary gods, that of the separate intellects, that of the heavenly souls, and that of the good or wicked demons. If all these things were true, then all these intermediate orders would be called by us “angels”, for Sacred Scripture refers to the demons themselves as angels.28 The souls themselves of the heavenly bodies, on the assumption that these are animated, should also be numbered among the angels, as Augustine determines in the Enchiridion.29 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER II 
ARISTOTLE’S OPINION


		

		
			8. But the basis of this position is found to be without foundation, for it is not necessary that what the intellect understands separately should have a separate existence (esse) in reality. Hence, neither should we posit separate universals subsisting outside singulars nor likewise mathematicals outside sensible things; for universals are the essences of particular things themselves and mathematicals are certain limits of sensible bodies.30 That is why Aristotle proceeded by a more manifest and surer way, namely, by way of motion, to investigate substances that are separate from matter.31


		

		
			First, he established by both reason and examples, the fact that everything moved is moved by another; and that if something is said to be self-moved, this is not true of it according to the same part but according to diverse parts of itself, so that one part is moving and another is moved.32 Furthermore, since it is not possible to proceed to infinity among movers and things moved, because if the first mover is taken away, it would follow that the other movers as well, would not be moved, we must therefore arrive at some first unmoved mover and some first movable which is moved by itself, in the manner already indicated; for that which is through itself, is prior to and the cause of that which is through another.33 


		

		
			Furthermore, Aristotle aimed to establish the eternity of motion and that only an infinite power can move in an infinite time, and likewise that no power belonging to a magnitude is an infinite power.34 From these premises he concluded that the power of the first mover is not a power belonging to any body; therefore the first mover must be incorporeal and without magnitude.35 


		

		
			9. Again, since in the class of movable beings, that which is desirable is present as an unmoved mover, whereas the one desiring is present as a moved mover, Aristotle further concluded that the first unmoved mover is as an appetible good and that the first self-moved mover, namely the first movable, is moved through a desire of that unmoved mover.36 However, we must furthermore keep in mind that in the order of appetites and of appetible objects, the first is that which is through itself an object of understanding, for intellective appetite seeks that which is good through itself; whereas sensitive appetite cannot rise to the appetition of that which is good in itself but only that which appears good. For that which is simply and absolutely good does not fall under the apprehension of sense but only of the intellect. 


		

		
			The first movable, therefore, seeks the first mover with an intellectual appetite and from this it can be inferred that the first movable is appetitive and intelligent. And since only a body is moved, we may infer that the first movable is a body animated by an intellectual soul. But the prime movable, namely the first heavens, is not the only one moved with an eternal motion; but also all the lesser spheres of the heavenly bodies likewise are.37 Therefore each of the heavenly bodies is animated by its own soul and each has its own separate appetible object which is the proper end of its motion. 


		

		
			10. There are, accordingly, many separate substances that are in no way united to any bodies; there are, likewise, many intellectual substances united to heavenly bodies. Aristotle attempts to find out the number of these on the basis of the number of motions of the heavenly bodies.38 But one of his followers, namely Avicenna39 assigns the number of these substances not according to the number of motions but rather according to the number of the planets and the other higher bodies, namely, the sphere of the fixed stars and the sphere without stars. For many motions seem to be ordered to the motion of one star, and just as all the other heavenly bodies are under one highest heaven by whose motion all the other bodies are revolving, so likewise, all the other separate substances are ordered under the ‘first separate substance which is the one God. And in like manner, all the souls of the other heavenly bodies are ordered under the soul of the first heaven. Under the heavenly bodies according to Aristotle, the only animated bodies are those of animals and plants.40 For he did not hold that any simple and elementary body could be animated because a simple body cannot be a suitable organ of touch which of necessity belongs to every animal.41 Between us and the heavenly bodies, Aristotle did not locate any intervening animate body. Thus, according to the position of Aristotle, between us and the highest God, there exists only a two-fold order of intellectual substances, namely, the separate substances which are the ends of the heavenly motions; and the souls of the spheres, which move through appetite and desire. 


		

		
			11. Now this position of Aristotle seems to be surer because it does not depart greatly from that which is evident according to sense; yet it seems to be less adequate than the position of Plato. 


		

		
			In the first place, there are many things which are evident according to senses, for which an explanation cannot be given on the basis of what Aristotle teaches. For we see in men who are possessed by devils and in the works of sorcerers, certain phenomena which do not seem capable of taking place except through some intellectual substance. Certain followers of Aristotle, as is evident in Porphyry’s letter to Anebontes the Egyptian,42 tried to reduce the causes of these phenomena to the power of the heavenly bodies, as if the works of the sorcerers attained certain unusual and marvelous results under the influence of certain constellations. Furthermore, they say that it is through the influence of the stars that persons who are possessed sometimes foretell future events, for the realization of which there is a certain disposition in nature through the heavenly bodies. But in such cases, there are manifestly certain works which cannot in any way be reduced to a corporeal cause. For example, that people in a trance should speak in a cultivated way of sciences which they do not know, since they are unlettered folk; and that those who have scarcely left the village in which they were born, speak with fluency the vernacular of a foreign people. Likewise, in the works of magicians, certain images are said to be conjured up which answer questions and move about, all of which could not be accomplished by any corporeal cause. Therefore, as the Platonists see it, who could evidently assign a cause of these effects, except to say that these are brought about through demons. 


		

		
			12. Second because it seems unbefitting that immaterial substances should be limited to the number of corporeal substances. For those beings that are higher do not exist for the sake of those that are lower. But on the contrary, that because of which something else exists, is the more noble. Now one cannot sufficiently ascertain the nature of an end from that which is for the end, but rather the other way about. Hence, one cannot adequately ascertain the magnitude and power of higher beings by a consideration of the lower ones. This truth is especially evident in the order of corporeal beings, for it is impossible to reckon the magnitude and number of heavenly bodies from the disposition of the elementary bodies, which are as nothing in comparison to them. But the immaterial substances surpass corporeal substances much more than the heavenly bodies surpass elementary ones. In view of this, the number, power, and disposition of immaterial substances cannot be adequately grasped from the number of heavenly movements. 


		

		
			13. Let us assume the procedure and even the very words of Aristotle’s proof in order that this truth may be more particularly made manifest. Now Aristotle assumes that there can be no motion in the heavens unless it is ordered to the accomplishment of something.43 This assumption is sufficiently probable. For all the substances of the spheres seem to exist for the sake of the stars which are nobler among the heavenly bodies and have a more evident influence. Aristotle further assumes that all the higher substances, impassible and immaterial, are ends, being of themselves most excellent; and this assumption is reasonable.44 For the good has the nature of an end, and hence among beings, those that are by their very nature noblest, are ends for other beings. 


		

		
			But the conclusion of Aristotle that the number of immaterial substances is determined by the number of heavenly movements45 does not necessarily follow. For an end is both proximate and remote. And the proximate end of the highest heavens is not necessarily the highest immaterial substance which is the all-high God, but it is more probable that there are many orders of immaterial substances between the first immaterial substance and the heavenly body. The lower of these immaterial substances is ordered to the higher as to an end and a heavenly body is ordered to the lowest of these as to its proximate end. For each thing must in some way be proportioned to its proximate end. Accordingly, because of the greatest possible distance between the first immaterial substance and any corporeal substance, it is not probable46 that a corporeal substance should be ordered to the highest substance as to its proximate end. 


		

		
			14. Hence even Avicenna47 posited that the immediate end of any of the heavenly movements was not the first cause but a certain first intelligence; and the same can likewise be said of the lower motions of the heavenly bodies. Hence that there should not be more immaterial substances than the number of heavenly motions is not a necessary fact. And Aristotle himself, suspecting this fact, did not advance this position as necessary but only as probable. For when he had enumerated the heavenly movements and before he offered the aforementioned explanation, he states, “Accordingly, it is reasonable to posit so many substances and immovable principles. But why it should be necessary, we shall leave to more capable individuals to pronounce.”48 Aristotle therefore did not consider himself equal to the task of reaching a necessary conclusion in such matters. 


		

		
			Furthermore, it may seem to someone that Aristotle’s aforesaid reasoning for positing immaterial substances is improper because it is based on the everlastingness of motion, which is contrary to the truth of faith. But if we follow his reason carefully, we can see that his argumentation still holds, even if the eternity of motion is denied. For, just as the infinite power of a mover can be proved from the eternity of motion, so too, the same can be proved from the uniformity of motion. For a mover that cannot always be in motion, must necessarily move at one time faster and at another time more slowly according as his power gradually slows down in motion. But in the domain of heavenly movements there is a complete uniformity. We may therefore conclude that the mover of the first motion has the power to move everlastingly and we would thus arrive at the same conclusion.49 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER III 
HOW ARISTOTLE AND PLATO AGREE


		

		
			15. After having examined these points, we can easily determine wherein Plato’s and Aristotle’s positions on the immaterial substances agree and wherein they differ. 


		

		
			In the first place, Plato and Aristotle agree on the manner of their existence. For Plato50 held that all lower immaterial substances are one and good by participation in the first, which is essentially one and good. Now whatever participates in something, receives that which it participates from the one from whom it participates; and to this extent that from which it participates is its cause, just as air has light which it participates from the sun which is the cause of its illumination. Therefore, according to Plato, the highest God is the reason why all immaterial substances are each one of them one and good.51 Aristotle, too, held this opinion because, as he himself says, “that which is most being and most truth is the cause of being and truth for all other things.”52 


		

		
			16. Secondly, Plato and Aristotle agree as to the condition of their nature, for both held that all such substances are completely free of matter, although not free from the composition of potency and act, for every participating being must be composed of potency and act. For that which is received as participated, must be the act of the participating substance itself. And thus, since Plato held that all substances below the highest, which is by itself one and good, are participants, they are, of necessity composed of potency and act.53 This must likewise be said according to Aristotle’s position, for he maintained that the nature of the true and the good is attributed to act.54 Hence, that which is the first truth and the first good must be pure act. And whatever beings fall short of it, must have a certain admixture of potency. 


		

		
			17. Thirdly, Plato and Aristotle agree on the nature of providence. Plato held that the highest God, from the fact that He is the One itself and the Good itself, has as His property from the root nature of goodness, to have providence over all lower things; and every lower thing insofar as it participates in the goodness of the first good, likewise acts as a providence over the things which come after it, and not only of the same order but of diverse orders as well. Accordingly, the first separate intellect is a providence over the whole order of separate intellects, and each higher intellect over a lower intellect; and the whole order of separate intellects is a providence over the order of souls and the lower orders.55 


		

		
			Furthermore, Plato thought that this same fact could be observed among souls themselves, namely, that the highest souls of the heavens exercise a providence over all the lower souls and over the whole generation of lower bodies; and in the same way, that the higher souls exercise a providence over the lower ones56 i.e., the souls of the demons over the souls of men. For the Platonists held that demons acted as mediators between us and the higher substances.57 


		

		
			With this view of providence, Aristotle likewise does not disagree. For he posits one separate good, acting as a providence over all things in the manner of a single commander or master under whom are diverse orders of things in such wise that the higher orders of things achieve the order of perfect providence,58 and hence no defect is found in them. But lower beings which are able to receive the order of a less perfect providence are open to many defects, just as in a home, the children, who perfectly share in the rule of the father, fall short either in few things or in none; whereas the actions of slaves are found to lack order in many respects.59 Hence among inferior bodies, failings arise in the natural order [an order] which is never found to be lacking among higher bodies. In the same way, human souls themselves frequently fall short of the understanding of the truth and of the right appetite of the true good but this is not found among the higher souls or intellects. For this reason, Plato himself posited that certain demons were good and others were wicked, as were men; whereas the gods, the intellects, and the souls of the heavens were completely without wickedness.60 These are the three points on which the opinion of Plato concerning the separate substances is found to be in agreement with that of Aristotle. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER IV 
HOW THE ABOVE POSITIONS OF PLATO AND ARISTOTLE DIFFER


		

		
			18. There are other respects in which Plato and Aristotle differ: First, as has been said above,61 Plato posited above the souls of the heavens, a two-fold order of immaterial substances, namely, the intellects and the gods. He declared these gods were the separate intelligible Forms62 by participation in which the intellects have understanding.63 But Aristotle, since he did not posit any separate universals, posited only a single order of things above the souls of the heavens. He held, moreover, that the first among these was the highest God, just as Plato held that the highest God was first in the order of Forms, among which the highest God is the very Idea of the One and the Good. But Aristotle held that this order comprised both, namely, so that it was both understanding and understood, so that thus the highest God would understand not by participation in something higher that would be His perfection but through His own essence.64 And Aristotle likewise held the same opinion as to the other separate substances ordered below the highest God,65 except that as they fall short of the simplicity of the First and of His highest perfection, their understanding can be perfected by participation in the higher substances.66 Thus, according to Aristotle, such substances which are the ends of the heavenly motions are both understanding intellects and intelligible Forms.67 But this is not to be understood in the sense that they are the forms or natures of sensible substances, as the Platonists asserted,68 but altogether higher forms. 


		

		
			They differ, secondly, because Plato did not restrict the number of separate intellects to the number of heavenly movements. It was not on this account that Plato was moved to posit separate intellects but rather by considering the very nature of things in themselves. Aristotle, on the other hand, not wishing to be diverted from sensible things, came to posit separate intellectual substances as a result of the sole consideration of motion, as we have said above,69 and for this reason, limited the number of the substance’s to the number of heavenly motions.70 


		

		
			Third, they differ because Aristotle did not posit any souls intermediate between the souls of the heavens and the souls of men, as did Plato.71 Hence, we find that neither Aristotle nor any of his followers has made mention of demons. This then is what we have gathered from various writings concerning the opinions of Plato and Aristotle on the separate substances.72 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER V 
THE OPINION OF AVICEBRON AND HIS ARGUMENTS FOR IT


		

		
			19. Among those who came after Plato and Aristotle, some departed from their positions and fell into error. First among these was Avicebron who, in the book The Fount of Life, held that separate substances were of a different state.73 For he held that all substances established below God are composed of matter and form74 an opinion that disagrees both with the view of Plato and the view of Aristotle.75 Avicebron seems to have been twice deceived: First, because he thought that according to the intelligible composition found in the genera of things, inasmuch, namely, as a species is composed of genus and difference, there would likewise be understood such a composition in things themselves, so that in the case of each and every thing existing in a genus, the genus is matter and the difference is form.76 Secondly, because he thought that “to be” in potency, “to be” a subject, and “to be” a recipient would in all cases be said according to one notion. Therefore, basing himself upon these two positions, he proceeded in a certain reductive way in investigating the composition of all things up to intellectual substances. 


		

		
			20. In the first place, he noticed in the case of artificial things that they are composed of an artificial form and of matter, which is a certain natural thing, for example, iron or wood, which is disposed to the artificial form as potency to act.77 Furthermore, he observed that such particular natural bodies were composed of elements.78 Hence he asserted that the four elements are related to the particular natural forms, e.g., of stone or iron, as matter to form and potency to act. Moreover, he noted that the four elements agree in that each one of them is a body and they differ according to contrary qualities.79 Hence in the third place, he held that body itself is the matter of the elements, which matter he named universal natural matter, and that the forms of this matter are the qualities of the elements. But because he observed that a heavenly body agrees with the elements in corporeity but differs from them in not being receptive of contrary qualities80 he placed the matter of a heavenly body in a fourth order, which likewise is related to the form of heavenly body as potency is to act. Avicebron thus posited four orders of corporeal matter.81 


		

		
			21. Again, because he saw that every body signifies a certain substance with length, width, and thickness, he thought that the body, insofar as it is such a body, has three dimensions which are as form; substance, which is the subject of quantity and the other genera of accidents, is matter of the body so far as it is a body.82 Thus, therefore, as he himself says, the substance which supports the nine predicaments is the prime spiritual matter.83 And just, as he posited in universal corporeal matter, which he called a body, something higher which was not receptive of contrary qualities, (namely, the matter of the body of the heavens), and something lower which is receptive of contrary qualities, which he believed to be the matter of the four elements,84—so likewise, in substance itself, he posited something higher which is not receptive of quantity and which he considered to be a separate substance and something lower which is receptive of quantity, which he posited as the incorporeal matter of bodies.85 


		

		
			22. Furthermore, he asserted that the separate or spiritual substances themselves are composed of matter and form. This he proved by several arguments:86 First, because he held that there would be no diversity among spiritual substances unless they were composed of matter and form.87 For if they are not composed of matter and form, they are either matter alone or form alone. If they are matter alone, then spiritual substances cannot be many because matter of itself is one and is diversified through forms. In like manner, if a spiritual substance is form alone, no cause of the diversification of spiritual substances can be assigned. For if you say that they are diverse according to perfection and imperfection, it would then follow that spiritual substance is the subject of perfection and imperfection. But to be a subject belongs to the nature of matter and not to the nature of form. Therefore, it remains either that spiritual substances are not many or that they are composed of matter and form.88 


		

		
			His second reason is that the concept of spirituality is outside the concept of corporeity. And thus corporeal spiritual substances have something in which they differ and likewise in which they agree since each is a substance. Hence, just as in the case of corporeal substance, substance is as matter upholding corporeity, so in the case of spiritual substance, substance is as matter upholding spirituality. And according as matter participates more or less in the form of spirituality, spiritual substances are accordingly higher or lower, just as the finer the air is, the more it participates in clarity.89 


		

		
			23. His third reason is that esse is found in common among spiritual substances as in higher beings, and in corporeal substances as in lower beings. Therefore, that which follows upon esse in corporeal substances will also follow upon esse in spiritual ones. But a three-fold order is found in corporeal substances, namely, a gross body which is the body of the elements, a refined body which is the heavenly body, and finally, the matter and form of body. Therefore, in a spiritual substance there is found a lower spiritual substance, for example, one which is joined to a body, and a more excellent one which is not joined to a body, and again, matter and form from which a spiritual substance is composed.90 


		

		
			His fourth reason is that every created substance must be distinguished from the Creator. But the Creator is one only. Therefore every created substance cannot be one only but must be composed of two constituents, of which one must necessarily be form and the other matter, because it cannot be composed of two matters or of two forms.91 


		

		
			His fifth reason is that every created spiritual substance is finite. But a thing is finite only through its form because a thing which does not have a form through which to become one, is infinite. Therefore every created spiritual substance is composed of matter and form.92 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER VI 
REFUTATION OF AVICEBRON’S POSITION


		

		
			24. These arguments which we have set forth93 are plainly improbable in many respects: 


		

		
			The first argument is unacceptable because Avicebron proceeds upward from the lower beings to the highest ones by resolving94 them into material principles, which is an argument absolutely contrary to reason. For matter is compared to form as potency to act. Now it is clear that potency is less a being than is act, for potency is said to be a being only according to its order to act. Wherefore, neither do we say without qualification that the things which are in potency exist; we say this only of things which are in act. Therefore, the lower one descends by resolving to material principles, the less does one find of the character of being. On the other hand, among beings the highest ones must be preeminently beings, for the highest in every genus which are the principles of all the rest, are eminently said to exist in the highest degree, just as fire is most hot.95 Accordingly, Plato, while investigating the highest beings, proceeded by resolving them into formal principles, as has been said above.96 Most unfittingly therefore, did Avicebron proceed in the opposite direction by resolving beings into material principles. 


		

		
			25. Second, because at least so far as appears from his own words, Avicebron in a way returned to the opinion of the ancient Naturalists who held that all things were one being, by positing that the substance of all things was nothing other than matter.97 This matter they did not consider as something only in potency, as Plato and Aristotle did, but as some actual being. There was this difference, however, that the ancient Naturalists, believing that only bodies existed, said that this common matter and substance of all things was some body, as for example, fire or air or water or something in between;98 on the other hand, Avicebron, thinking that the nature of things was not contained in bodies alone, said that that one principle which he held to be the first matter and common substance of all things, was a non-corporeal substance.99 And that he posited this universal matter, which he says is the substance of all things, in the same way in which the Naturalists posited this of some one body, is clear from the fact that according to Avicebron, matter is the genus of those things which agree in genus, while the differences by which the species differ, are forms.100 


		

		
			26. For he says that the common matter of all material things is body itself.101 And again, the common matter of all substances, both corporeal and spiritual, is substance itself.102 Therefore it is clear that there is the same relation of the genus to its differences as of a subject to its proper attributes. In other words, substance is divided into spiritual and corporeal, and body into heavenly and elemental, just as number is divided into odd and even, and animal into healthy and sick. Of these, number is the subject of the even and of the odd as of its proper attributes, and animal is the subject of the healthy and the sick, with the subject and the attributes being predicated of all the species. Thus, therefore, if the substance that is predicated of all things, should be compared to spiritual and corporeal as the matter which is their subject, it will follow that these two103 come to substance in the manner of accidental attributes. The same applies in all subsequent cases, as he himself expressly admits by positing that all forms considered in themselves are accidents. They are said to be, however, “substantial”, in comparison with certain things in whose definitions they are included, as whiteness belongs to the definition of a white man. 


		

		
			27. But this position destroys the true nature of prime matter. For if it is of the nature of matter that it be in potency, then prime matter must be completely in potency.104 As a consequence, it is not predicated of any actually existing thing, just as a part is not predicated of the whole. This position likewise destroys the principles of logic by doing away with the true nature of genus, species, and substantial difference, inasmuch as it reduces them all to the mode of accidental predication.105 Moreover, it destroys the foundations of natural philosophy by removing a true generation and corruption from things, as did the ancient Naturalists, in positing one material principle. For a thing is said without qualification to be generated only because it becomes without qualification a being.106 For nothing which previously existed comes to be. Therefore if it existed previously in act — which is for it without qualification to exist — it will follow that it will not unqualifiedly become a being but rather a being which previously was not. Therefore, it will be generated in a certain respect and not in an unqualified manner. 


		

		
			28. Finally and to reach a last conclusion, the aforementioned position also destroys the principles of first philosophy by taking away unity from each thing and, as a consequence, the true being and the diversity of things. For if to some being existing in act, another act is added, the whole will not be one essentially but only accidentally because two acts or forms are essentially diverse and agree only in subject.107 But to be one through the unity of the subject is to be one accidentally, whether the two forms are not ordered to each other, as the white and the musical, (for we say that the white and the musical are one accidentally because they inhere in one subject), or whether the forms or the acts are ordered to one another as color and surface. For that which is colored and has a surface is not absolutely one, though in a way, the “colored” is essentially predicated of the surfaced thing, not indeed, because “surfaced” signifies the essence of the “colored”, as genus signifies the essence of a species, but because the subject is included in the definition of an accident; or otherwise the “colored” would not be predicated of the surfaced thing essentially but the “surfaced” of the “colored”.108 


		

		
			Now in this way alone is a species one without qualification, namely, insofar as that which is man is truly animal, not because animal is the subject of the form man but because the very form animal is the form man, differing only as the indeterminate from the determinate. For, if animal be one thing and biped something else, the biped animal that is man will not be essentially one and consequently will not be essentially a being.109 As a consequence, it follows that whatever things agree in the genus, will differ only by an accidental difference and all things will be one in substance which is the genus and the subject of all substances; just as the one part of a surface is white and the other part black, yet the whole is one surface. For this reason, the ancients themselves who posited one matter which was the substance of all things and predicated of all of them, asserted that all things were one. These difficulties likewise beset those who posit an order of diverse substantial forms in one and the same being. 


		

		
			29. Third, following the method of the aforementioned position,110 it is necessary to proceed to infinity among material causes, with the result that a first matter is never reached. For in all things which agree in some point and differ in another, that in which they agree, they have as their matter; and that in which they differ, they have as their form, as is clear from what has been said.111 If, therefore, there is one common matter for all things for it to receive diverse forms, it is then necessary that the more noble form should be received in a finer and more excellent matter; the less noble form should be received in an inferior and coarser matter; for example, the form of spirituality should be received in a more refined matter, whereas the form of corporeity should be received in an inferior matter, as he himself says.112 Prior to the form of spirituality and of corporeity, there is therefore required in matter a difference of fineness and coarseness. It is therefore again necessary that prior to the coarseness and fineness, there pre-exist in matter some other difference through which one matter is receptive of the one and the other receptive of the other. The same question will re-appear concerning those other pre-existent differences and so on to infinity. For as often as one arrived at one completely uniform matter, according to the principles of the aforementioned position it would be necessary that this matter should receive only one form and this equally throughout the whole. And again the matter underlying that form would, as a consequence, receive only one form and this uniformly throughout the whole; and thus by descending even to the lowest of beings, no diversity could be found in things. 


		

		
			30. Fourth, given the position of the ancient Naturalists that there was a prime matter as the common substance of all things, it was possible to produce diverse things from it by attributing diverse forms to diverse parts of this common substance.113 For, since that common matter was corporeal, there could be understood in it a division according to quantity. But if we remove quantitative division, there remains only a division according to form or according to matter. if, therefore, we posit a universal matter which is common to every substance and which has no quantity in its nature, the division of this matter can be understood only according to form or only according to the matter itself. 


		

		
			When, however, it is said that common incorporeal matter in part receives this form and in part that form, a division of matter is presupposed to the diversity of the forms received in the matter. That division, therefore, cannot be understood according, to some other forms. If, therefore, it should be understood according to some forms, it must be understood according to prior forms of which matter receives neither one through the whole of itself. Accordingly, it is necessary again that we presuppose in matter some sort of division or distinction. This distinction or division, too, will therefore be according to other forms to infinity, or we must come to this, that the first division is according to the matter itself. 


		

		
			31. Now there cannot be a division according to matter except because the matter is distinguished through itself and not through a diverse disposition or form or quantity; for this would mean that the matter is distinguished according to the quantity or form or disposition. Therefore we must finally reach the conclusion that there is not one matter for all things but that matters are many and distinct in themselves. Now it is proper for matter to be in potency. This distinction of matter must therefore not be understood according as matter contains its diverse forms or dispositions, for this is outside the essence of matter, but according to the distinctions of potency with respect to the diversity of forms. For, since potency is called that which is said relatively to act, it is necessary that potency be distinguished with respect to that of which potency is primarily predicated.114 I say potency is primarily said in relation to something in the manner in which the potency to see is said in relation to color but not to white and black, since the same potency can receive both. In the same way, a surface can receive white and black according to one potency which is primarily predicated with respect to color. Avicebron therefore presupposed a clearly false principle when he said that potency and reception are found in all in the same way. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER VII 
THAT OF SPIRITUAL AND CORPOREAL SUBSTANCES THERE CANNOT BE ONE MATTER


		

		
			32. We may further conclude from this argument that there cannot be one matter for both spiritual and corporeal substances. For if both have a single and common matter, there must be understood in it a distinction prior to the difference of forms, namely, a distinction of spirituality and corporeity. This disposition cannot be according to a division of quantity because the dimensions of quantity are not found in spiritual substances.115 Accordingly, it remains that this distinction is either according to forms or dispositions or according to matter itself; and since it cannot be according to forms and dispositions to infinity, we must finally come back to this, that the distinction is present in matter according to matter itself. Therefore the matter of spiritual substances will be absolutely other than the matter of corporeal substances. 


		

		
			33. Again, since it is the property of matter as such to receive, if the matter of spiritual and corporeal substances is the same, then it is necessary that the mode of reception be the same in both. The matter of corporeal things, however, receives the form in a particular way, that is, not according to the common nature of form.116 Nor does corporeal matter act in this way insofar as it is subject to dimensions or to a corporeal form, since corporeal matter receives the corporeal form itself in an individual way. Accordingly, it becomes clear that this befits such a matter from the very nature of the matter which, since it is the lowest reality, receives form in the weakest manner; for reception takes place according to the mode of the receiver. Thereby matter, by receiving that form in a particular way, falls short in the greatest degree of that complete reception of form which is according to the totality of the form. Now it is clear that every intellectual substance receives the intellected form according to its totality, or otherwise it would not be able to know it in its totality. For it is thus that the intellect understands a thing insofar as the form of that thing exists in it.117 It remains therefore that if there be a matter in spiritual substances, it is not the same as the matter of corporeal things, but much nobler and finer, since it receives form according to its totality. 


		

		
			34. Again, as we consider the matter further, it becomes clear that a given being has a higher place among beings according as it has a greater share in “to be”. It is clear, however, that since being is divided by potency and act, act is more perfect than potency and has a greater share in “to be”.118 For we do not say without qualification that what is in potency, is; we say this only of what is in act. It is therefore necessary that that which is higher among beings approach more closely to act, and that what is lowest among beings, be nearer to potency. And since the matter of spiritual substances cannot be the same as the matter of corporeal substances but is much higher as has been shown,119 it must be separated from the matter of corporeal substances according to the difference of potency and act. 


		

		
			Now according to the opinion of Aristotle and Plato, the matter of corporeal things is pure potency.120 It remains therefore that the matter of spiritual substances is not pure potency but is something actual existing in potency. I am not saying “some thing actual existing in potency” as though I meant some thing composed of act and potency, because either we should have to proceed to infinity or we should have to arrive at something which was a being only in potency; and since this being is the lowest among beings and consequently can receive existence in a way which is weak and particularized, it cannot be the prime matter of a spiritual and intellectual substance. It remains therefore that the matter of a spiritual substance is in such wise a being in act that it be a subsisting act or form, just as the matter of corporeal things is said to be a being in potency for the reason that it is the very potency which is subject to forms. 


		

		
			35. Furthermore, whenever matter is posited as an actual being, it makes no difference whether we call it the matter or the substance of a thing, For thus the ancient Natural Philosophers, who held that the first matter of corporeal things was some actual being, said that matter was the substance of all things in the same way that the substance of artificial things is nothing other than their matter.121 Therefore, if the matter of spiritual substances cannot be only some potential being but is some actual being, then the matter itself of spiritual beings is their substance. And in this case, there is no difference whether we posit matter in spiritual substances or whether we hold that simple spiritual substances are not composed of matter and form. 


		

		
			Furthermore, act is by nature prior to potency and form prior to matter and since potency depends in its existence on act and matter depends on form, whereas form according to its proper nature does not depend on matter for its existence, neither does act, (for that which is by nature prior does not depend upon that which is by nature subsequent); — since this is the case, if there are some forms which cannot exist without matter, this befits them not because they are forms, but because they are such forms ‘ namely, imperfect forms which cannot exist through themselves of their own accord but need the foundation of matter. 


		

		
			36. Now in all classes of being, prior to every thing imperfect, there is found something Perfect. For example, if there is fire in a foreign matter upon which the fire according to its nature does not depend, then it follows that the fire is not supported in the foreign matter. Therefore above the forms received in matter, there are certain self-subsisting forms which are spiritual substances not composed of matter and form. This fact also appears among the lowest of the spiritual substances, namely souls, on the assumption that they are united to bodies as forms. For it is impossible that that which is composed of matter and form be the form of some body. For to be the form of some being is to be the act of that being. Hence no part of that which is the form of some being can be matter, which is pure potency. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER VIII 
ON THE REFUTATION OF AVICEBRON’S ARGUMENTS


		

		
			37. On this basis, it is easy to answer arguments advanced to the contrary. For the first argument seemed to infer that there could not be diversity among spiritual substances if they were not composed of matter and form.122 This argument was deficient in both parts of its reasoning. For it is not necessary that those things which are only matter be without diversity, just as it is likewise not necessary of those substances which are forms only. For we have said123 that since matter according to its nature is a being in potency, there must be diverse matters according to the diversity of potency. Nor do we mean anything else by the substance of matter than that very potency which is in the genus of substance. For the genus of substance, like other genera, is divided by potency and act and hence nothing prevents certain substances which are only potential to be diverse according as they are ordered to diverse genera of acts; in which sense the matter of the heavenly bodies is distinguished from the matter of the elements. For the matter of the heavenly bodies is in potency to perfect act, that is, to a form which completes the whole potentiality of matter, so that there no longer remains any potentiality to other forms. But the matter of the elements is in potency to incomplete forms, which cannot exhaust the whole potency of matter. But above these matters, there is spiritual matter, that is a spiritual substance, which receives a form according to its totality while the lower matters receive their form in a particular way. 


		

		
			38. In the same way, the inference based on the forms is also deficient.124 For it is clear that if things composed of matter and form differ according to their forms, the forms themselves are diverse through themselves. But if it be said that the forms of diverse things are not diverse except because of the diversity of matter — just as diverse colors are caused by one illumination of the sun in the air according to the diversity of the difference of density and rarity in it —, it is necessary that prior to the diversity of the colors, there be understood in the air a diversity of clearness and density. So, likewise, it is necessary that in matter, prior to one form, another form be understood, just as in the case of bodies, prior to color, a surface is understood. Therefore among forms, there is found a diversity according to a certain order of perfection and imperfection. For that form which is nearer to matter is more imperfect and as in potency with reference to a later form. Thus, although they are only forms, nothing prevents us from positing a multiplicity among spiritual substances, on the basis that one is more imperfect than the other, provided we do so in such wise that the more imperfect is in potency in relation to the more perfect and so on upward to the first Form, which is act only, namely, God; so that, in this way, lower spiritual substances can be called matters according as they are in potency and forms according as they are in act. 


		

		
			39. Therefore it is a clearly inconsequential objection that he brings forth against this view. He concludes that if a spiritual substance differs according to perfection and imperfection, it must be the subject of perfection and imperfection; and therefore since “subject” belongs to the nature of matter, a spiritual substance must possess matter. In this argument, he is deceived in two ways. He is deceived, first, because he thinks that perfection and imperfection are certain supervening forms or accidents that a subject needs — which is clearly false. For there is a certain perfection which a thing has according to its species and substance, which is not compared to that thing as an accident to a subject or a form to matter, but designates the proper species itself of the thing. For just as one number is greater than another according to its own species, which is why unequal numbers differ in species, so, among material forms and forms separated from matter, one is more perfect than another according to the character of its own nature, insofar, namely, as the proper character of its species consists in a given grade of perfection. Second, because to be a subject not only follows upon the matter which is a part of substance but in general belongs to all potency. For everything that is related to another as potency to act is naturally subject to it, and in this way, likewise, a spiritual substance, although it does not have matter as a part of itself, nevertheless, insofar as it is in some respect in potency, can be subject to intelligible forms. 


		

		
			40. From this, the solution of the second argument125 is likewise clear. For when we say that a certain substance is corporeal or spiritual, we do not compare spirituality or corporeity to a substance as forms to matter or accidents to a subject, but as differences to a genus, in such wise, that a spiritual substance is spiritual not because of something added to substance, but according to its proper substance, just as a corporeal substance is corporeal not because of something added to substance but according to its own substance. For the form through which the species receives the predication of the difference is not a form other than the one through which it receives the predication of genus, as we have said before.126 Hence, it is not necessary that something should underlie the spirituality of substance as matter or subject. 


		

		
			41. The third argument has no validity.127 For, since being is not predicated of all things univocally, the same mode of “to be” is not required in all things that are said to be; rather, some share in “to be” more perfectly, and some less perfectly.128 For accidents are called beings, not because they have “to be” in themselves but because their “to bell lies in the fact that they are in a substance.129 Again, there is not the same mode of “to be” in all substances. For those substances which share in “to be” most perfectly, do not have in themselves something which is a being only in potency. That is why they are called immaterial substances. Below these, are those substances which, although they contain within themselves a matter which according to its essence is a being in potency, yet they have a potentiality that is entirely completed through form so that there remains in them no potentiality to another form. They are therefore also incorruptible. Such is the case of the heavenly bodies which are necessarily composed of matter and form. In fact, they must exist in act, otherwise, they could not underlie any motion or be subject to sense nor could they be the principle of any action. No one of them is form only because if they were forms without matter, they would be substances that are actually intelligible and having understanding through themselves. This is impossible, since to understand cannot be an act of a body, as is proved in the De Anima.130 


		

		
			It remains, therefore, that they are composed of matter and form. But just as that particular body underlies this particular magnitude and determinate figure so that it is not in potency to another magnitude or figure; so, the matter of the heavenly bodies is so subject to this form that it is not in potency to another form. Below these substances, there is a third grade of substances, namely, that of corruptible bodies which in themselves have a matter that is a being only in potency. Yet the whole potentiality of such a matter is not realized through the one form to which it is subject, so that there does not remain in it a potency to other forms. And according to this diversity of matter, this potentiality in bodies is found the more finely and the more grossly according as the heavenly bodies are finer and more formal than the bodies of the elements. And since form is proportioned to matter, it follows that the heavenly bodies likewise have a nobler and more perfect form, inasmuch as it realizes the full potentiality of matter. Therefore among the higher substances to which the potency of matter is completely foreign, there is found a difference of greater or lesser refinement according to the difference in the perfection of the form; but there is in them no composition of matter and form. 


		

		
			42. The fourth argument has no validity.131 For given that spiritual substances have no matter, it does not follow that they are not distinguished from God. For if we take away the potentiality of matter, there remains in them a certain potentiality insofar as they are not “to be” itself but they share in “to be”.132 For there can be only one being which is “to be” itself; just as some form, if it should be considered by itself, can be only one. That is why the things which are diverse in number are one in species because the nature of the species considered in itself is one. just as therefore it is one according to the consideration of it while it is being considered, so it would be one in being if it existed through itself. The same argument applies to the genus in relation to species, until we reach the “to be” itself which is most common. There is therefore only one “to be” subsisting through itself.133 Hence it is impossible that other than it, there should be something which is “to be” alone. Now everything that is, has a “to be”. Therefore in every being other than the first, there is present both a “to be” itself as the act, and the substance having the “to be” as a potency receptive of the act of “to be”.134 


		

		
			43. —It is possible for one to say that that which participates in something, of itself lacks that thing; just as a surface which has the nature to participate in color, considered in itself is not color and not colored. In the same way, accordingly, that which participates in “to be” must itself be a non-being. That which is a being in potency and participative of being but is not of itself being, is matter as was said above.135 Thus, therefore, since every being that is after the First Being, which is “to be” itself, is a being by participation, it has matter. 


		

		
			But it must be observed that the beings which share “to be” from the First Being, do not share in it according to a universal mode of being as it is found in the First Principle; they participate in it in a particular way, according to a certain determinate mode of being which belongs to this given genus or this given species. Now each thing is adapted to one determinate mode of being according to the mode of its substance. But the mode of every substance composed of matter and form is according to the form through which it belongs to a determinate species. Thus, a thing composed of matter and form is made through its form to receive a share in “to be” itself from God according to a mode proper to it. 


		

		
			44. A two-fold order, therefore, is found in a substance composed of matter and form. One is the order of the matter to form, and the other is the order of the composite thing itself to the participated “to be”.136 For the “to be” of a thing is neither its form nor its matter but something coming to the thing through the form.137 Consequently, in things composed of matter and form, the matter considered in itself, according to the mode of its essence, has “to be” in potency, and this it has as a result of a certain participation in the First Being;138 but, considered in itself, it lacks the form through which it participates actually in “to be” according to the mode proper to it.139


		

		
			Now a composite being, considered in its essence, already has a form but it participates in its own “to be” through its own form. Therefore because matter receives an actual determinate “to be” through a form and not conversely, there is nothing to prevent the existence of a form which receives the “to be” in itself, not in some subject. For a cause does not depend on the effect, but rather conversely. In this way, therefore, a form subsisting through itself participates in “to be” in itself just as a material form participates in its subject. If, therefore, when I say “non-being”, the effect is to remove only the “to be” in act, the form, considered in itself, is non-being but sharing in “to be”. But if “non-being” removes not only the “to be” in act but also the act or the form through which something shares in “to be”, then, in this sense, matter is non-being, whereas a subsistent form is not non-being but an act which is a form that can participate in the ultimate act which is the “to be”. 


		

		
			It is clear therefore wherein the potency which is found in spiritual substances differs from the potency found in matter. For the potency of a spiritual substance is measured only according to its order to “to be”, whereas the potency of matter is measured according to its order both to a form and to “to be”. If someone were to say that both potencies are matter, it is clear that he is using the word “matter” equivocally. 


		

		
			45. The solution of the fifth argument140 is already apparent from what we have said.141 For since a spiritual substance participates in “to be”, not according to the infinity of its community, as is the case in the First Principle, but according to the mode proper to its essence, it is clear that its “to be” is not infinite but finite. Nevertheless, since the form itself is not participated in matter, in this respect, it is not limited by the mode by which forms found in matter are limited. 


		

		
			Thus therefore we see a certain gradation of infinity in things. For a material substance is finite in a two-fold manner, namely, on the part of the form which is received in matter and on the part of the “to be” itself, in which it shares according to its own mode, as being finite from below and from above. A spiritual substance, however, is finite from above, inasmuch as it receives “to be” from the First Principle according to its proper mode; it is infinite from below, insofar as it is not received in a subject. But the First Principle, God, is infinite in every way. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER IX 
CONCERNING THE ERROR OF THOSE WHO POSIT THE ANGELS AS NOT CREATED AND ITS REFUTATION


		

		
			46. Just as the aforementioned position142 on the condition of spiritual substances strayed from the opinion of Plato and Aristotle143 by taking away from those substances the simplicity of immateriality, so, concerning their mode of being, we find that certain people have strayed from the truth by taking away from spiritual substances an origin in a first and highest Author. On this point there was a three-fold error among different thinkers. 


		

		
			For, in the first place, some of them said that the aforementioned substances had absolutely no cause of their “to be”.144 Others held that these substances had indeed a cause of being but they did not proceed immediately from the highest and first Principle but the lower ones among them derived their being from the higher ones according to a certain orderly succession.145 Still others admit that all these substances have the origin of their being immediately from the First Principle; but in the case of their other attributes, for example, in that they are living, intelligent, and the like, the higher substances are as causes for the lower ones.146 


		

		
			47. In the first place, then, they hold that spiritual substances are completely uncreated. They derive this opinion from the things which are caused according to matter, and they base themselves on the common physical assumption of the philosophers as their principle, namely, that from nothing nothing comes.147 That thing seems to become which has a cause of its “to be”. Whatever, therefore, has a cause for its “to be”, this must come from another. Now that from which another becomes, is matter. If, therefore, spiritual substances have no matter, it seems to follow that they have absolutely no cause of their “to be”.148


		

		
			Again, “to become” is a certain kind of “to be moved” or “to be changed”. Now there must be some subject for all change and motion, since motion is the act of something existing in potency.149 Therefore some subject must pre-exist for everything that becomes. Hence, if spiritual substances are immaterial, they cannot have been made.150


		

		
			Again, in any given making, when we arrive at the final “having been made”, there remains nothing to be made, just as after the last “having been moved”, there remains no “to be moved”. But in the case of those things that are generated, we see that each one of them is then said to have been made, as meaning that the making is finished, when it receives its form. For the form is the term of generation. Therefore when the form is acquired, nothing remains to be made. Therefore that which has a form does not become a being; it is a being according to its form. If then something is in itself a form, this does not become a being. Now spiritual substances are certain subsistent forms as is clear from what has already been said. Therefore spiritual substances do not have a cause of their “to be” in the sense of having been made by another. 


		

		
			One could likewise argue to the same effect from the opinion of Aristotle and Plato who hold that such substances are everlasting.151 But nothing everlasting seems to be something made, since a being comes to be from non-being, as white comes to be from non-white. It seems to follow, then, that what comes to be, previously did not exist. Consequently, if spiritual substances are everlasting, it follows that they are neither made nor do they have a principle and cause of their “to be”.152 


		

		
			48. But if one were to consider the matter correctly, he will find that this opinion and the previous opinion which attributes matter to spiritual substances, proceed from the same source. For the previous opinion proceeded from the fact that Avicebron, unable to transcend the imagination, considered that spiritual substances were of the same nature as the material substances which are perceived by sense.153 So, too, the present opinion seems to proceed from the fact that the intellect cannot be raised to see a mode of causing other than the one which is suited to material things. For human ability seems to have progressed slowly in investigating the origin of things. In the beginning, men thought that the origin of things consisted only in an external change, by which I mean an external origin that takes place according to accidental changes.154


		

		
			For those who were first to philosophize about the natures of things held that to become is nothing other than to be altered, so that the substance of things which they called matter, is a completely uncaused first principle.155 For they were not able by their intellect to hurdle the distinction between substance and accident. Others, proceeding a little further, likewise investigated the origin of the substances themselves, asserting that certain substances had a cause of their “to be”. But because they were not able by their minds to see anything beyond bodies, they did indeed reduce corporeal substances to certain principles but corporeal principles, and they posited that other substances come to be through the combining of certain bodies, as though the origin of things consisted solely in combining and separating.156


		

		
			Later philosophers proceeded by reducing sensible substances into their essential parts, which are matter and form. Thus they made the “becoming” of physical things to consist in a certain change, according as matter is successively made subject to different forms.157


		

		
			But beyond this mode of becoming, it is necessary according to the teaching of Plato and Aristotle, to posit a higher one.158 For, since it is necessary that the First Principle be most simple, this must of necessity be said to be not as participating in “to be” but as itself being “to be”. But because subsistent “to be” can be only one, as was pointed out above,159 then necessarily all other things under it must be as participating in “to be”. Therefore there must take place a certain common resolution in all such things according as each of them is reduced by the intellect into that which is and its “to be”. Therefore, above the mode of coming to be, by which something becomes when form comes to matter, we must presuppose another origin for things according as “to be” is bestowed upon the whole universe of things by the First Being that is its own “to be”. 


		

		
			49. Again, in every order of causes, a universal cause must exist prior to the particular cause, since particular causes act only in the power of universal causes. Now it is clear that every cause that makes something through motion is a particular cause, since it has a particular effect. For every motion is from this determinate point to that determinate point, and every change is the terminus of some motion. Therefore, over and above the mode of becoming by which something comes to be through change or motion, there must be a mode of becoming or origin of things, without any mutation or motion through the influx of being. 


		

		
			Further, that which exists by accident must be reduced to that which exists through itself. Now in every thing that comes to be through change or motion, there comes to be that which is in itself this or that being. But “being” taken in its community, comes to be accidentally, for it does not arise from non-being but from non-being this, as if dog arises from horse. To use the example of Aristotle, if a dog were to come to be from a horse, that which is essentially a dog comes to be, but an animal does not come to be essentially but only accidentally, since animal existed previously.160 It is therefore necessary to consider in things a certain origin according to which “to be” taken in its community, is granted essentially to things—which transcends all change and motion. 


		

		
			And if one should consider the order of things, he will always find that that which is most such is always the cause of those things that come after it. For example, fire which is hottest, is the cause of heat in other elementary bodies.161 Now the First Principle which we call God is most a being. For in the order of things, we cannot proceed to infinity but we must come to something highest because it is better to be one than to be many. But that which is better in the universe, must necessarily be because the universe depends on the essence of God’s goodness. Therefore the First Being must of necessity be the cause of being for all things. 


		

		
			50. Having seen these points,162 we can easily solve the arguments brought forth. That the ancient Naturalists assumed as a first principle that nothing comes to be from nothing was due to the fact that they were able to reach only a particular mode of coming to be, namely, that which is through change and motion. 


		

		
			The second argument likewise was based on this mode of coming to be. For among things which come to be through change or motion, a subject is presupposed to the making, but in the highest mode of coming to be, which takes place through the influx of being, no subject is presupposed to the making; for according to this kind of making, for a subject to come to be is for the subject to participate in “to be” through the influence of a higher being. 


		

		
			So, too, the third argument is likewise based on the coming to be, which is through change or motion. For when the form is reached, there will be no further motion. Nevertheless, we must understand that through its form, a generated thing receives its “to be” from the universal cause of being. For the causes that are acting towards the production of determinate forms are causes of being only insofar as they act in the power of the first and universal principle of being. 


		

		
			51. The fourth argument likewise applies in the same way to those things which come to be through change or motion, in which it is necessary that non-existence precede the existence of things that come to be, for their “to be” is the terminus of a change or motion. But in those things which come to be without change or motion through a simple emanation or influx, we are able to understand that something has been made without including that at some time, it did not exist. For when change or motion has been removed, there is not found in the action of the causal principle, the succession of “before” and “after”. It is therefore necessary that the effect which is produced through the influence of a cause be so related to that influencing cause while it is acting, in the same way that things which come to be through motion are related to their acting cause at the terminus of the action that exists through motion; for at that time, the effect then exists. Therefore, in the case of those things that come to be without motion, it is necessary that the produced effect be simultaneous with the influx of the acting cause. If, however, the action of the acting cause be without motion, no disposition will come to the agent so that he might be able to act afterwards when previously he could not do so, because this disposition would already be a certain change. Hence he could always act by an influx. Therefore the effect produced can be understood to have always existed. And this appears somewhat among corporeal things themselves. For in the presence of an illuminating body, light is produced in the air without any preceding change of the air. Accordingly, if the illuminating body had always been present to the air, the air would always have light from it. 


		

		
			52. But this appears more clearly in the case of intellectual beings which are more removed from motion. For the truth of the principles is the cause of the truth in conclusions that are always true. For there are certain necessary things which have a cause of their necessity, as Aristotle himself says in the fifth book of the Metaphysics:163 and in the eighth book of the Physics.164 Therefore, although Plato and Aristotle did posit that immaterial substances or even heavenly bodies always existed, we must not suppose on that account that they denied to them a cause of their being.165 For they did not depart from the position of the Catholic faith by holding such substances to be uncreated, but because they held them to have always existed — of which the Catholic faith holds the contrary. 


		

		
			For although the origin of certain things be from an unmoved principle without motion, it is not necessary that their “to be” be everlasting. For an effect proceeds from any given agent according to the mode of the “to be” of the agent. Now the “to be” of the First Principle is His “to understand” and “to will”. Therefore the universe of things proceeds from the First Principle as from a being that understands and wills. But it belongs to one understanding and willing to produce something not of necessity as it itself is, but as it wills and understands. Now in the intellect of the first understanding being, there is included every mode of being and every measure of quantity and duration. Therefore, just as the First Principle did not give to things the same mode of being by which He exists and enclosed the quantity of bodies under a determinate measure — since all measures are contained in His power as well as in His intellect — so He gave to things such a measure of duration as He willed, not as He has. Accordingly, just as the quantity of bodies is enclosed under a given measure, not because the action of the First Principle is determined to this measure of quantity but because a measure of quantity actually follows as the intellect of the cause has prescribed; so, too, from the action of the First Cause, there follows a determinate measure of duration because the divine Intellect so prescribed; not, indeed, in the sense that God is subject to successive duration, so that He now wills or does something which He previously did not will, but because the whole duration of things is included under His Intellect, so that He determines from eternity the measure of duration that He Wills for things. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER X 
THE OPINION OF AVICENNA ON THE COMING OF THINGS FROM THE FIRST PRINCIPLE AND ITS REFUTATION


		

		
			53. Therefore, other thinkers, considering these and similar points, assert that all things do indeed derive the origin of their being from the first and highest Principle of things Whom we call God, yet they do not do so immediately but in a certain order. Since the First Principle of things is absolutely one and simple, they thought that only that which is one proceeded from Him. And although this effect be more simple and more one than all the other lesser things, it falls short of the simplicity of the First Principle, insofar as it is not its own “to be” but is a substance having “to be”. This substance they call the First Intelligence, from which they say that it is possible for a plurality of beings to proceed. For according as the First Intelligence is turned to the understanding of its simple and first Principle, they say that the second intelligence proceeds from it. Then, according as it understands itself in terms of the intellectuality in it, it produces the soul of the first sphere; but according as it understands itself in terms of that which is potential within it, the first body proceeds from it.166 And thus, according to a certain order down to the lowest bodies, they determine the procession of things from the First Principle. This is the position of Avicenna167 which seems to be presupposed in the Book of Causes.168 


		

		
			54. But it is immediately evident that this position is open to criticism. For the good of the universe is stronger than the good of any particular nature. Since the nature of the good and of the end is the same, if anyone withdraws the perfection of the effect from the intention of the agent, he destroys the nature of the good in the particular effects of nature or art. For this reason, Aristotle criticized the opinion of the ancient Naturalists, who posited that the forms of the things that are generated by nature and other natural goods are not intended by nature but come about from the necessity of matter. All the more unbefitting is it therefore that the good of the universe proceed not from the intention of the universal agent but by a certain necessity in the order of things. Moreover, if the good of the universe which consists in the distinction and order of its parts, does come from the intention of the first and universal agent, then it is necessary that the very distinction and order of the parts of the universe preexist in the intellect of the First Principle. And because things proceed from Him as from a principle with an intellect, which acts in accordance with conceived forms, we may not posit that from the First Principle — granting that It is simple in Its essence — there proceeds only one effect; and that it is from another being, according to the mode of its composition and power, there proceeds a multitude, and so on. This would mean that such a distinction and order in things proceeded from a certain necessity in things and not from the intention of the first Agent. 


		

		
			55. Now it can be replied that the distinction and order of things does indeed proceed from the intention of the First Principle, which intends to produce not only the first effect but also the whole universe; yet this happens according to a certain order so that the First Principle produces the first effect immediately and through the mediation of the first effect, He brings things into being in a certain order. But since there is a twofold mode of producing things, namely, one according to change and motion, and the other, without change and motion — as we have already said above169 — in the mode of production which takes place through motion, we clearly see that some things come to be from the First Principle through the mediation of second causes. For thus we see plants and animals brought into being through motion according to the powers of higher causes, in an orderly way extending to the First Principle. But in the mode of production that takes place without motion through a simple influx of “to be” itself, this cannot take place. But in the mode of production according to which a thing is brought into being, not only does it itself come to be this thing, but it itself comes to be a being absolutely, as we have said.170 


		

		
			56. But there must be a proportion between effect and causes so that, namely, a particular effect corresponds to a particular cause and a universal effect to a universal cause. just as therefore, when through motion some thing itself comes to be this being, an effect of this sort is reduced to a particular cause that moves towards a determinate form, so too, when some thing comes to be absolutely and not by accident a being, this effect must be reduced to the universal cause of being. This, however, is the First Principle, namely God. By way of change and motion, certain effects can be brought into being by the First Principle through the mediation of second causes; but according to that mode of production which takes place without motion, called creation, an effect171 is reduced to God alone as its Author. In this way, alone, can immaterial substances be brought into being, as well as the matter of such bodies as could not exist prior to form, as we have said concerning the matter of the heavenly bodies which is not in potency to other forms.172 It remains, therefore, that all immaterial substances and the heavenly bodies, which cannot be brought into being through motion, have God alone as the Author of their being. And therefore, that which is prior among them is not the cause of being for those that come later. 


		

		
			57. Moreover, the higher a cause, by so much the higher and more universal is it and by so much does its power extend to more things. But that which is found to be prime in each and every being is especially common to all beings, for whatever is added, contracts that which is given as prior, for that which is understood in a thing as subsequent in reality is related to the prior as act is to potency. But potency is determined through act. Thus, therefore, that which is first in each and every thing must be the effect of the highest power. But the later the effect is, the more it is reduced to the power of a lower cause. Therefore that which is found to be in each and every being — as matter in bodies and what is proportional to immaterial substances — is the proper effect of the prime power of the universal agent. Consequently, it is impossible that certain things should be brought into being by second causes, without presupposing the effect of a higher agent; and thus, no agent after the first, brings a thing as a whole into being, in the sense of producing a being absolutely in itself and not accidentally — which is to create, as we have said.173 


		

		
			58. Again, a given nature or form has a two-fold cause: one, which is essentially and absolutely the cause of such a nature or form; the other, which is the cause that such a nature or form is in such a being. The necessity of this distinction is apparent to any one considering the causes of the things which axe generated. For when a horse is generated, the generating horse is indeed the reason why the nature of horse begins to exist in this being, but it is not the essential cause of equinity. For that which is essentially the cause of a certain specific nature, must be the cause of that nature of all the beings that have that species. Since, then, the generating horse has the same nature, it would have to be its own cause, which is impossible. It remains, therefore, that above all those participating in equinity, there must be some universal cause of the whole species. This cause the Platonists posited as a Form separate from matter in the manner in which the principle of all artifacts is the artistic form that does not exist in matter.174 According to Aristotle’s opinion, however, this universal cause must be located in some one of the heavenly bodies and therefore he himself, distinguishing between these two causes, said that man and the sun generate man.175 But when something is caused through motion, the common nature comes to some preexisting being through the coming of a form to matter or to a substance. For in this way, something that has that nature in a particular way, can be through motion the cause of some being, as man is the cause of man or a horse the cause of horse. When a thing is not caused through motion, then such a making refers to the nature itself according to itself. Therefore it must be reduced to that which is essentially the cause of that nature, but not to something which participates in that nature in a particular way. For such a making is compared to the procession or causality which is found in intelligibles, in which the nature of a thing according to itself depends only on a First Principle, just as the nature and essence of six do not depend on three or two but on unity itself. For according to the very nature of its species, six is not twice three but once six; otherwise, there would have to be many substances of one thing. Consequently, when the being of some thing is caused without motion, the causality involved cannot be attributed to any one of the particular beings that participate in being; it must be reduced to the universal and first cause of being, namely God, Who is being itself. 


		

		
			59. Further, the more distant a potency is from act, the greater the power it needs to be reduced to act. For a fire of a greater strength is needed to melt stone than to melt wax. But as between no potency and some potency howsoever undisposed176 and removed,177 there is no proportion; for between non-being and a being there is no proportion, for the power which produces an effect from no preceding potency infinitely exceeds the power which produces an effect from some potency, however remote it might be. Now an infinite power can belong to other things in a qualified sense, but an infinite power with respect to all of being can belong only to the first agent, which is its own being, and is thereby in all ways infinite, as we said above.178 Therefore only the power of the first agent can produce an effect without the presupposition of any potency.179 Such, however, must be the production of all ingenerable and incorruptible things, which are produced without motion. Such things, therefore, must be produced by God alone. Hence, it is impossible that immaterial substances should come into being from God according to the order which the aforementioned position laid down. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XI 
CONCERNING PLATO’S OPINION ON THE IDEAS AND ITS REFUTATION


		

		
			60. Influenced by these reasons, the Platonists held that in the case of all immaterial substances and, in general, all existing things, God is immediately the cause of being according to the aforementioned mode of production which is without change or motion.180 But they posited a certain order of causality in the aforementioned substances according to other participations in the divine goodness. For, as we said above181 the Platonists posited abstract principles according to the order of our intelligible conceptions. This would mean that just as unity and being are most common and are the first to fall in the intellect, after which comes life, then intellect and so forth, so likewise, the first and highest among these separate principles is that which is being itself, and this is the First Principle, God, of Whom we have said that He is His own being.182 Under this principle, they posited another separate principle, life, and again, another, intellect. If, therefore, there be some immaterial substance which is intelligent, living, and being, it will be a being through participation in the First Principle which is being itself; it will be living through participation in the second separate principle which is life; and it will be intelligent through a participation in another separate principle which is the intellect itself.183 This would be the same as if it were posited that man is an animal through participation in the separate principle which is animal; and a biped through participation in a second principle which is biped.184 


		

		
			61. Now this position can be true in a certain way but, absolutely speaking, it cannot be true. For among those qualities which come accidentally to some being, nothing prevents that which is prior from coming from a more universal cause and that, which is subsequent, from coming from some subsequent principle. For example, animals and plants participate in heat and cold from the elements but they obtain the determinate mode of complexion which pertains to their own species from the seminal power through which they are generated. Nor is it awkward that a thing have quantity or be white or hot from different principles. But this is absolutely impossible in the case of substantial attributes. For all attributes which are predicated of some thing substantially, are essentially and absolutely one. Now a single effect is not reduced to several first principles according to the same notion of principle because an effect cannot be simpler than its cause. Whence, Aristotle himself uses this argument against the Platonists, namely, that if animal were one thing and biped another thing in separate principles, then there would not be “one two-footed animal” without qualification.185 If, therefore, among immaterial substances, that which is the “to be” were different from the “to live” and from the “to be intelligent” in such a way that “living” would come to an existing being or “being intelligent” would come to a living being as an accident to a subject or form to matter, then what is said would be correct. For we see that something is the cause of the accident which is not the cause of the subject, and something is the cause of the substantial form that is not the cause of matter. But in immaterial substances, their “to be” itself is their “to live”, and their “to live” is not other than their “to be intelligent”. Therefore they are living and understanding from the same principle that they are beings. Therefore if all immaterial substances have their being immediately from God, then they have immediately from Him their life and intelligence. And if anything comes to them over and above their essence, for example, intelligible species or the like, in this respect, the position of the Platonists can hold, namely, that such qualities among lower immaterial substances may have been derived according to a certain order from higher ones. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XII 
ON THE ERROR OF THOSE WHO HOLD THAT ALL SPIRITUAL SUBSTANCES ARE CREATED EQUAL AND ITS REFUTATION


		

		
			62. Just as the aforementioned positions,186 considering the order of immaterial substances, taught that they proceeded from the First Principle not immediately but according to a certain order, so, some thinkers, contrariwise, wishing to save their immediate procession from the First Principle, completely took away an order of nature among them. The author of this position is recognized to have been Origen.187 For it was his opinion that diverse and unequal things could not proceed from an author who is one and just unless some diversity were presupposed. But no diversity could precede the first production of things by God, which presupposes nothing at all. Whence he posits that all the things which were first produced by God were equal. Hence, because bodies cannot be made equal to non-bodily substances, he posited that there were no bodies in the first production of things. Afterwards, when the things had been produced by God, a diversity entered creation as a result of the diversity in the motions of the will of the non-bodily substances which, of their nature, have freedom of choice. 


		

		
			According to this view, some of them, turning to their principle188 by an orderly motion of their will, advanced in goodness, and this diversely, according to the diversity of their voluntary motion. Whence, some among them were made superior to others. Some others, however, were turned away from their principle by a disorderly motion of the will and these deteriorated in goodness, some more and some less; so that this was the occasion for the production of bodies, namely, that non-bodily substances having turned away from the order of the good, might be bound to them as having fallen down to the level of a lower nature. Whence Origen was wont to say that the whole diversity of bodies was based on the diversity in the disorderliness of the voluntary motion of non-bodily substance, so that those that had turned in a lesser way from God, were bound to nobler bodies, and those that were turned away more, were bound to less noble bodies. 


		

		
			63. The principle of this position is groundless and the position itself is impossible. The ground of this impossibility can be gathered from what we have already said. For we said above that spiritual substances are immaterial.189 If, therefore, there is any diversity in them, this must be according to a formal difference. Now among those beings which differ by a formal difference, no equality can be found, for every formal difference must be reduced to the first opposition which is the opposition of privation to form.190 Therefore, among all beings that differ formally, the nature of one that is imperfect with respect to another is related to that other in the disposition of privation to form. And this is apparent to us in the diversity of the species known to us. Thus among animals and plants and metals and elements, we find that a difference of species proceeds according to the order of nature so that step by step, nature rises from the lower to the most perfect. This is likewise apparent in the species of colors and flavors and other sensible qualities. But in things which differ materially, nothing prevents things that have the same form from being equal. For diverse subjects can participate in the same form either equally or by excess and defect. Consequently, it would be possible for all spiritual substances to be equal, if, having specifically the same form, they differed only in matter. And perhaps this is what Origen thought them to be by not distinguishing noticeably between spiritual and corporeal natures. But because spiritual substances are immaterial, there must be an order of nature among them. 


		

		
			64. Further, according to this position, it is necessary that spiritual substances be either imperfect or superfluous. For we do not find a multitude of beings on the same grade of nature except through some imperfection of any one of them or because of the necessity of continuing in existence, so that those things that cannot endure in numerical sameness, might endure through multiplication; just as among corruptible things, we find many individuals equal according to the nature of the species; or through the necessity of some operation for which the power of one is not sufficient but the power of many must be joined together as constituting one complete power, as is evident in a number of warriors and in a multitude of persons pulling a boat. But those things whose power is complete and which are enduring in the order of their nature are not multiplied numerically in the equality of the same species. For there is only one sun which suffices for permanent endurance and to produce all the effects which belong to it according to the grade of its nature; the same is clear in the case of the other heavenly bodies. But spiritual substances are much more perfect than even the heavenly bodies. Therefore, there is not among them a multitude in the same grade of nature, for, since one of them is sufficient, others would be superfluous. 


		

		
			65. Again, the aforementioned position takes away the perfection of goodness from the universe of things produced by God. For the perfection of each and every effect consists in this, that it is likened to its cause,191 for that which according to its nature is something generated is then perfect, when it reaches the likeness of its generator. Artifacts are likewise made perfect when they achieve the form of the art. But in the case of the First Principle, we recognize not only that He is good, and being, and one, but also that He possesses this perfection above and beyond all other things and that He leads other things to a participation in His own goodness. Therefore, the perfect assimilation of the universe produced by God requires not only that each thing be good and be a being, but also that one thing should excel another and that one thing should move the other to its end. Hence the good of the universe, like the good of an army, is the good of an order.192 Accordingly, the aforementioned position, by establishing a complete equality in the production of things, takes away the good of order from the universe of things.193


		

		
			Moreover, it is unbefitting to attribute that which is best in the universe to chance. For that which is best has most especially the nature of the intended end. Now the good of order is that which Is best in the universe of things, for this is the “common good; while other goods are singular goods. This order, which is now found in things, the aforementioned position attributes to chance according, namely, as it happens that one spiritual substance is moved in a certain way according to its will, and another spiritual substance in another way. Therefore the above opinion must be completely rejected. 


		

		
			66. Furthermore, the basis of this position is clearly absurd. For the same notion of justice is not involved in the constitution of some whole out of several and diverse parts and in the distribution of some thing common among singulars. For he who intends to make a given whole, aims that the whole be perfect and accordingly, brings together diverse and unequal parts to its constitution. For if all the parts were equal, then the whole would not be perfect, which is evident both in a physical whole and in a civil whole.194 For the body of man would not be perfect, unless it had members that are diverse and of unequal importance, nor would the body politic be perfect unless there were found in it unequal conditions and diverse offices. But in the distribution of something common, the concern is with the good of each singular; and therefore diverse things are assigned to diverse beings according to a preexisting diversity in them, in accordance with which, diverse things befit them. Therefore in the first production of things, God brought forth diverse and unequal things in being, looking to that which the perfection of the universe requires and not to any preexisting diversity in things. But He will look to this point in the rewarding of final judgment by giving to each according to his merit. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XIII 
ON THE ERROR OF THOSE WHO SAY THAT GOD AND THE ANGELS DO NOT HAVE A KNOWLEDGE OF SINGULARS


		

		
			67. But not only did some thinkers err concerning the substance and the order of spiritual substances, judging of them after the manner of lower beings, but some of them also fell into error concerning the knowledge and the providence of these substances. For in wanting to judge of the intelligence and the operation of spiritual substances after the manner of human intelligence and operation, they held that God and the other immaterial substances did not have a knowledge of singulars, nor did they exercise a providence over any lower beings and especially human acts.195 


		

		
			For, since in our own case, it is the sense that deals with singulars whereas the intellect, because of its immateriality, deals not with singulars but with universals, as a consequence, they thought that the intellects of spiritual substances which are much more simple than our intellect, could not grasp singulars. Now since they axe completely incorporeal, there is in spiritual substances no sense, whose operation cannot take place without a body. Accordingly, they thought that it was impossible for spiritual “substances to have any knowledge of singulars.196 


		

		
			68. Further, proceeding to a greater folly, they thought that God knew only Himself by His intellect. For thus in our own case, we see that to understand is the perfection and the act of the one understanding, for it is thus that the intellect becomes actively understanding. Now nothing other than God is nobler than He so that it can be His perfection. Therefore, they hold that it necessarily follows that God understands only His own essence.197 Further, that which proceeds from the providence of any one cannot be by chance. If, therefore, all things that happen in this world proceed from the divine providence, there is no fortune or chance in things.198 


		

		
			They likewise use an argument of Aristotle in the sixth book of the Metaphysics,199 where he proves that if we posit that every effect has an essential cause and that, given any cause whatsoever, its effect must necessarily be posited, it will follow that all futures will happen of necessity, since any future effect will be reduced to some preceding cause, and that to another and so on, until we come to the cause which already is or already was. But this cause is now posited because it is in the present or it was in the past. If, therefore, to posit the cause means necessarily for the effect to be posited, then all future effects will follow of necessity. But if all things that are in the world, are subject to the divine providence, the cause of all things is not only present or past but has preceded them from eternity. But it is not possible that when this cause is posited, its effect will not follow. For the divine providence on which no defect falls, is not thwarted either through ignorance or through the impotence of the one providing. Therefore if follows that all things come about of necessity.200 


		

		
			69. Further, if God is the good itself, the order of His providence must necessarily proceed according to the nature of the good. Therefore either divine providence is inefficacious or it completely excludes evil from things. We see, however, many evils occurring among singular, generable, and corruptible things, and especially among men in whom, in addition to physical evils which are natural defects and corruptions common to them and to other corruptible things, there are added also the evils of vices and of disorderly happenings, as when numerous evils befall the just, and good things happen to the unjust. On this account, therefore, some people have thought that divine providence extends only to immaterial substances and the incorruptible and heavenly bodies, in which they saw no evil. But the lower beings, according to them, were subject to the providence of ‘God in genus but not individually nor to other spiritual substances. 


		

		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XIV
WHICH SHOWS THAT GOD HAS KNOWLEDGE OF EVERTHING


		

		
			70. And because the things which have been said above are opposed to the common opinion of mankind and this, not only of men in general but also of the wise, we must show by certain arguments that the above positions have no truth and that the above arguments do not establish the conclusion they intend. This applies first to the knowledge of God and secondly, to His providence. 


		

		
			Now we must, of necessity, hold firmly this point, namely, that God has a most certain knowledge of all things that are knowable at any time or by any knower whatsoever. For as we have maintained above,201 the substance of God is His very act of being. Furthermore, His being and His understanding are one and the same; otherwise, He would not be a perfectly simple being nor the absolutely prime being. Therefore, just as His substance is His act of being, so is His substance His understanding or His intelligence as likewise the Philosopher concludes in Metaphysics XII.202 Just as therefore His substance is His separate act of being, so likewise, is His substance His separate understanding. But if there should be some separate form, nothing that could belong to the nature of that form would be lacking to it, just as if there were a separate whiteness, nothing understood under the nature of whiteness would be lacking to it. Now the knowledge of any knowable is included under the universal nature of knowing. Therefore God cannot be lacking in the knowledge of any knowable. 


		

		
			But the knowledge of any knower is according to the mode of his substance, just as any operation is according to the mode of the one operating. All the more so, divine knowledge which is God’s substance, is according to the mode of His being. Now His being is one, simple, abiding, and eternal. It follows therefore that by one simple glance, God has an eternal and fixed knowledge of all things. 


		

		
			71. Further, that which is abstract203 can be only one in each nature. For if whiteness could exist as abstracted, the only whiteness would be the one that is separate and all the others would be white by participation. Now just as the sole substance of God is His separate existence, so His substance is His absolutely separate understanding. All other things consequently understand or know by participation, just as they are by participation. But that which befits a being by participation is found more perfectly in that in which it is essentially and from which it is derived to others.204 Therefore God must have a knowledge of all things which are known by any being whatsoever. And therefore the Philosopher considers it unfitting that something which is known by us should be unknown to God, as is clear in On the Soul I205 and in Metaphysics III.206 


		

		
			72. Likewise, if God knows Himself, He must know Himself perfectly because if His understanding is His substance, then whatever is in His substance must be included in His knowledge. But when the substance of anything is known perfectly, its power must likewise be known perfectly. God therefore knows His power perfectly and consequently He must know all the things to which His power extends. But His power extends to everything that in any way is in reality or can be, — whether it be proper or common, immediately produced by Him or through the mediation of second causes — since the power of the First Cause acts on the effect more than does the power of a second cause.207 Therefore God must have a knowledge of all things that in any way are found in things. 


		

		
			Furthermore, just as the cause is in a manner present in its effect through a participated likeness of itself, so, every effect is in its cause in a more excellent way according to the power of the cause. Therefore all things must exist more eminently in their First Cause, which is God, than in themselves. But whatever is in a thing, must be in it according to the substance of that thing. But the substance of God is His understanding. Therefore, however things may be in reality, they must exist in God in an intelligible way according to the eminence of His substance. Therefore God must know all things most perfectly. 


		

		
			73. But because they208 have found an occasion to err in the demonstration of Aristotle in Metaphysics XII,209 we must show that they do not attain to the Philosopher’s intention. Therefore it must be known that according to the Platonists, an order of intelligibles existed prior to the order of intellect, so that an intellect became actually understanding by participating in an intelligible, as we have already said.210 And in the same way Aristotle showed earlier in the same book that above the intellect and the intellectual appetite by which the heavens are moved, there is a certain intelligible, participated by the intellect moving the heavens. His words are: “The receiver of the intelligible substance and of the intellect acts as possessing them,”211 as if to say it actually understands as it already possesses its participated intelligible from above. And from this, he further concludes that that intelligible is more divine. And after he has interposed certain matters, he raises the question concerning the intellect of this most divine being by participation in which the mover of the heavens is actually understanding.212 


		

		
			For if that most divine being does not understand, he will not be something outstanding but will act as one who is asleep. But if he understands, the first query will then be how he understands. For if he understands by participating in something else above him — just as a lower intellect understands by participating in him — it will follow that there will be something else which will be a principle with respect to it, because by the fact that he understands by participating in another, he is not understanding through his own essence; so that his substance is not his understanding, but rather, his substance will be in potency in relation to understanding.213 For this is the condition of the substance of any participating being in relation to what it obtains by participation. And thus, it further follows that that divine being will not be the most excellent substance — which is contrary to the position. 


		

		
			74. As a result, he advances another query concerning that which is understood about the noblest substance. Whether it be granted that the first substance is its very understanding or whether its substance is an intellect that is compared as potency to understanding, there will be a question as to what it is that the first substance understands.214 For it understands either itself or something other than itself. If it be granted that it understands something other than itself, there will arise the further query whether it always understands the same thing, or at one time one thing and at another time another. And because some one could say that it makes no difference what it understands, Aristotle raises on this point the query whether it makes some difference or none in any being to understand something good or to understand something contingent.215 And he answers in reply to this query that to know certain things is trivial. The meaning of this statement can be two-fold: either that it is trivial to know concerning certain things, whether to understand them is as good as to understand certain other things, whether much lesser or much greater. The other meaning is that in our own case it seems trivial for us to have an actual understanding of certain things. Whence another reading has it, “Or meditating about certain things something is inappropriate.” 


		

		
			Having determined that it is better to understand something good than to understand something less good, he concludes that what the first substance understands is the best; and that in understanding, it is not changed so that it understands now one thing and now another. He proves this in a two-fold way: First, since it understands that which is noblest, it would follow, as has been said,216 that if it were changed to some intelligible object, then there would be change to something less noble. Secondly, because such a change of intelligibles is already a certain motion.217 The first being, however, must be in every way immobile. 


		

		
			75. He then returns to the resolution of the first question, namely, whether God’s substance is His understanding. This, he proves in a two-fold way as follows: First, because if His substance is not His understanding but is as potency to it, it is probable that to understand without stop would be laborious to Him.218 He says that it is “probable” because that is how it happens in our own case. But since this can happen in our case not because of the nature of the intellect but because of the lower powers that we use in understanding, he therefore did not say that this is necessary in all cases. If, however, this probability is accepted as true, it will follow that it might be laborious for the First Substance to understand without stop and therefore it will not be able to understand everlastingly, which is contrary to what has been accepted. 


		

		
			Secondly, he proves it by the fact that if His substance were not His understanding, it would follow that something else would be nobler than His intellect, namely, the known thing, through participation in which, it becomes understanding. Relinquitur ergo quod se ipsum intelligat, cum ipse sit nobilissimum entium.219 For whenever a substance is not its own understanding, the substance of the intellect must be ennobled and perfected by the fact that it understands some intelligible actually, even if this object be a most humble one. For every thing by which some thing becomes actual, is more noble than it. Hence it would follow that some most humble intelligible is nobler than the intellect which is not understanding through its essence. Hence this must be denied, namely, that something else understood by Him is the perfection of the divine intellect because the nobility of the thing itself understood belongs to the perfection of His act of understanding. This point is manifest from the fact that in our case, among whom the substance of the knower differs from actual knowledge, it is more worthy for certain things not to be seen than to be seen. And so if it be thus in the case of God, that His intellect is not His understanding and that He understands something else, then, His understanding will not be the best because it will not have the best intelligible object.220 It remains, therefore, since He is the noblest of things, that He understands Himself. 


		

		
			76. It is therefore apparent to anyone who considers carefully the above words of the Philosopher, that it is not his intention to exclude absolutely from God a knowledge of other things, but rather, that God does not understand other things through themselves as participating in them in order that He then may become understanding through them; as happens in the case of any intellect whose substance is not its understanding. He rather understands all things other than Himself by understanding Himself, inasmuch as His being is the universal and fontal source of all being and His understanding is the universal root of understanding encompassing all understanding.221 


		

		
			The lower separate intellects, however, that we call angels, understand themselves in each case through their essence, but according to the Platonists’ position, they understand other things by participating in the separate intelligible forms that they call gods, as we have said.222 According to Aristotle’s principles, they understand other things partly through their essence and partly through a participation in the First Intelligible, Who is God, from Whom they participate in both being and understanding. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XV 
IN WHICH IT IS SHOWN THAT GOD’S PROVIDENCE EXTENDS TO ALL THINGS


		

		
			77. Furthermore just as divine knowledge, according to what has been set down,223 must extend to the least of things, so it is necessary that the care of divine providence should enfold all things. For in all things the good is to be found in a certain order, according as things help one another and are ordered to an end.224 Just as every being is derived from the First Being Who is His own act of being, so it is necessary that every good be derived from the First ‘Good Who is goodness itself. Therefore the order of individuals is derived from the first and pure Truth, from which, however, something is derived according to its manner, namely, in an intelligible way. And in this the nature of providence consists, that an order be established by an understanding being in the things that are subject to its providence. Therefore all things must be subject to the divine providence. 


		

		
			Further, the First Unmoved Mover, Who is God, is the source of all motions, just as the First Being is the source of all beings. In essentially ordered causes, something is by so much more a cause, according as it is prior in the order of causes, since it confers on others that they be causes. Therefore according to this, God is more strongly the cause of all motions than are the individual moving causes themselves. Now God is the cause of something only as understanding, since His substance is His understanding, as is clear from the words of Aristotle mentioned above.225 Each thing, however, acts according to the mode of its substance. Therefore God moves all things to their proper ends through His intellect and this is providence. Therefore all things are subject to divine providence. 


		

		
			78. Moreover, things are arranged in the universe in the best way because all of them depend on the highest goodness. But it is better for certain things to be ordered essentially rather than accidentally. Therefore the order of the whole universe is not accidental but essential. But that certain things be ordered essentially, it is required that the intention of the First Cause be directed even to the last. For if the First Cause intends to move the second, and Its intention goes no further, if the second then moves the third, this will be outside the intention of the First Mover; therefore such an order will be accidental. Consequently the intention of the First Mover and Orderer, namely God, must extend not only to certain beings but even to the very last ones. Therefore all things are subject to His providence. 


		

		
			Likewise, that which befits a cause and an effect is found more eminently in the cause than in the effect for it flows into the effect from the cause. Accordingly anything that is found in lower causes and is attributed to the First Cause of all, belongs to it in a most excellent way. But some providence must be attributed to God, or otherwise the universe would be moved by chance. Therefore divine providence must be most perfect. 


		

		
			79. Two things, however, must be considered in providence: These are disposition and the execution of what has been disposed in which, in a way, a different kind of perfection is found. For in disposition, providence is the more perfect as the one providing is more able with his mind to consider and order individual things. Accordingly, all operative arts are considered the more perfect as each one of them is more able to join together singulars. With respect to execution, however, providence seems to be the more perfect according as the one providing moves as a more universal agent through more intermediaries and instruments. Therefore, divine providence has an intelligible disposition of each and every thing but it executes what it disposes through many and varied causes. Among these, the spiritual substances whom we call angels, because they are closer to the First Cause, carry out the divine providence in a more universal way. Accordingly, the angels are the universal executors of the divine providence; whence they are pointedly called “angels”, that is, “messengers”, for it belongs to messengers to carry out what God has disposed. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XVI 
RESOLUTION OF THE AFOREMENTIONED POSITIONS


		

		
			80. With these points in mind, we may easily reply to the objections set down above. For it is not necessary, as the first argument226 alleged, that the intellect of God and the angels cannot know singulars if the human intellect cannot know them. And that the nature of this difference might appear more clearly, we must consider that the order of knowledge is according to the proportion of the order found in things according to their being. For the perfection and truth of knowledge consists in this, that it has the likeness of the things known. In things, however, the order that obtains is that the higher among beings have being and goodness more universally; not indeed, that they should come to have being and goodness only according to their common nature — insofar as the universal is said to be that which is predicated of many — but because whatever is found in lower beings is found more eminently in the higher; and this is seen from the operative power that is found in things. 


		

		
			For lower beings have powers which are restricted to determinate effects, whereas higher beings have powers that extend universally to many effects; and yet, a higher power among particular effects, is more effectual than a lower power; and this is especially evident among bodies. For in lower bodies, fire heats through its own heat and the seed of this animal or plant so determinately produces an individual of this species, that it does not produce an individual of another species.227 


		

		
			It is clear from this that among higher beings, a power is called universal not because it does not extend to particular effects but because it extends to more effects than does a lower power and acts more strongly on singulars among them. 


		

		
			81. In this way, therefore, the higher the knowing power, the more universal it is; not indeed, in such a way that it knows only a universal nature, for thus the higher it would be, the more imperfect it would be. For to know something universally is to know it imperfectly and, in a manner, midway between potency and act. But a higher knowledge is called more universal on this account, that it extends to more individuals and knows singulars better. In the order of knowing powers, however, the sensitive power is lower and thus it can know singulars only through the proper species of singulars. 


		

		
			And because matter is the principle of individuation among material things, hence it is that the sensitive power knows singulars through individual species received in corporeal organs. Among intellectual cognitions, however, that of the human intellect is the lowest. Therefore intelligible species are received in the human intellect according to the weakest mode of intellectual knowledge, so that through them, the human intellect can know things only according to the universal nature of genus or species; to the representation of which, in its sole universality, the species are determined and in a manner limited by the fact that they are abstracted from the phantasms of singulars. And thus man knows singulars, through the sense but universals through the intellect. But the higher intellects are of a more universal power in knowing, so that, namely, they axe able to know both the universal and the singular through an intelligible species. 


		

		
			82. The second argument has no force.228 For when it is said that the thing understood is a perfection of the one understanding, this indeed is true according to the intelligible species which is the form of the intellect so far as it is actually understanding. For it is not the nature of the stone in matter that is the perfection of the human intellect, but the intelligible species abstracted from the phantasms through which species the intellect understands the nature of the stone. Accordingly, since every form that is by derivation in some being must proceed from an agent, and since an agent is more noble than the patient or recipient, it is necessary that the agent from which the intellect has an intelligible species is more perfect than the intellect; just as in the case of the human intellect, we see that the agent intellect is nobler than the possible intellect, which receives species made actually intelligible by the agent intellect. But the physical things themselves that are known are not nobler than the possible intellect. The higher intellects of the angels, however, receive intelligible species either from the Ideas — according to the Platonists229 — or from the first substance, which is God — according to that which follows from Aristotle’s position230 and what is in reality true. 


		

		
			The intelligible species of the divine intellect, however, through which it knows all things, is nothing other than his substance, which is likewise his understanding as was proved above through the words of the Philosopher.231 Hence it remains that in the case of the divine intellect there is nothing nobler through which it is perfected; but from the divine intellect itself as from a higher source, intelligible species come to the intellects of the angels; whereas to the human intellect, intelligible species come from sensible things through the action of the agent intellect. 


		

		
			83. It is easy to solve the third argument.232 For nothing prevents something from being fortuitous and by chance, when it is referred to the intention of a lower agent which, yet, is ordered according to the intention of a higher agent. This is evident if some person treacherously sends someone else to a certain place where he knows that there are robbers or enemies. For the one who is sent, the meeting with these persons is fortuitous, being beyond his intention. But it is not by chance to the sender who knew this in advance. Consequently, nothing prevents certain things from taking place fortuitously or by chance so far as pertains to human knowledge, which yet axe ordered according to divine providence. 


		

		
			84. We can derive the answer to the fourth argument233 from the fact that the necessary order of consecution of an effect to cause must be understood according to the nature of the cause. For not every cause produces an effect in the same way. A natural cause does it through a natural form, through which it is in act. Therefore a natural agent must produce an effect like unto itself. A rational cause, however, produces an effect according to the nature of an understood form which it intends to bring into being; and thus an intellectual agent produces such an effect as it understands should be produced, unless the producing power fail. 


		

		
			Furthermore, whatsoever power is concerned with the production of any genus, must be concerned with the production of the proper differences of that genus. For example, if it pertains to some one to make a triangle, it likewise pertains to him to make an equilateral or isosceles triangle. For the necessary and the possible are proper differences of being. Therefore it pertains to God, to Whom the power to produce being properly belongs, to give to things produced by Him according to His foreknowledge, either the necessity or possibility of being. Therefore it must be conceded that divine providence, preexisting from eternity is the cause of all the effects which axe made in accordance with it and which proceed from it by an immutable disposition. Nevertheless all do not so proceed as to be necessary. But just as the providence of God disposes that such effects be, so it likewise disposes that certain of these effects be necessary for which it has ordained necessarily acting proper causes, while certain others should be contingent for which it has ordained proper contingent causes. 


		

		
			85. The answer to the fifth argument234 is evident from these points. For just as from God Whose being is essentially and supremely necessary, there proceed contingent effects because of the condition of their proper causes, so likewise, from Him Who is the highest good there proceed certain effects which, to be sure, are good in that they exist and are from God; and yet they are affected by certain defects of secondary causes because of which they are called evil. But this, too, is a good, namely, that such effects are allowed by God to take place in reality, both because it befits the order of things, in which the good of the universe consists, that effects follow according to the condition of their causes, and also because from the evil of one, the good of another arises; just as in natural things the corruption of one thing is the generation of another; and in the case of moral realities, from the persecution of the tyrant there follows the patience of the just person. Accordingly, it was not fitting that evils should be completely prevented through divine providence. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XVII 
THE ERROR OF THE MANICHEANS CONCERNING THE AFOREMENTIONED POINTS AND ITS REFUTATION


		

		
			86. All the preceding errors were surpassed by the error of the Manicheans,235 who erred gravely in all the aforementioned points of doctrine. 


		

		
			First of all, they reduced the origin of things not to one but to two, principles of creation.236 They said that one of these was the author of good, while the other was the author of evils. 


		

		
			Secondly, they erred concerning the condition of the nature of these principles.237 For they posited both principles to be corporeal, saying that the author of good things was a certain infinite corporeal light with a power of understanding. But they said that certain infinite corporeal darknesses were the author of evils. 


		

		
			Thirdly, they erred as a consequence, in the government of things, in a manner establishing all things not under one dominion but under contraries.238 These notions which we have just set down, contain a manifest falsity as can be seen if we take them up one by one. 


		

		
			87. In the first place, it is completely irrational that something should be posited as the first principle of evils as contrary to the highest good. For nothing can be active except insofar as it is a being in act because each being produces something else like itself; and furthermore, a thing is produced in order to be actually. 


		

		
			Now we call each thing “good” because it achieves act and its proper perfection; and it is evil because it is deprived of its due act and perfection. For example, life is a good of the body, for the body lives according to the soul, which is its perfection and its act. Hence, death, through which the body is deprived of the soul, is called an evil of the body. Nothing therefore acts or is done except insofar as it is good. 


		

		
			However, insofar as anything is evil, to that extent it falls short of being done perfectly or of acting perfectly. For example, we say that a house is badly built if it is not brought through to its due perfection, and we call a builder “bad” if he falls short in the art of building. Therefore evil as such neither has an active principle nor can it be an active principle, but follows from a defect of some agent. 


		

		
			88. In the second place, it is impossible for any body to be intellective or to have an intellective power. For the intellect is neither a body nor is it the act of a body; otherwise, it would not know all things, as the Philosopher proves in the third book of On The Soul.239 Therefore if they admit that the First Principle has intellective power — which is held by all who speak of God it is impossible for the First Principle to be something corporeal. 


		

		
			89. Thirdly, it is clear that the good has the nature of an end, for we call that thing good, towards which the appetite tends. All government however is according to an order to some end, and according to the nature of this order, the things that are directed to the end are ordered to it. Now all government is according to the nature of good. Therefore evil as evil cannot have a government or a dominion or rulership. In vain, therefore do they posit two kingdoms or governments, one of the good and the other of the evil. 


		

		
			This error like those mentioned above240 seems to have come about because the Manicheans tried to transfer to the universal cause of things, what we find among particular causes. They saw particular contrary effects proceed from particular contrary causes, for example that fire heats and water causes cold. Hence, they believed that this process from contrary effects to contrary causes holds right up to the first principles of things. And because all contraries are seen to be contained under good and evil, insofar as one of two contraries is always deficient, for example, the black and the bitter, and the other is realized, as the sweet and the white, for this reason they thought that good and evil are the first active principles of all things. 


		

		
			90. But they manifestly failed in considering the nature of contraries. For contraries are not altogether diverse, but they agree in one respect and differ in another. For they agree in genus and they differ according to specific differences. Therefore, just as there are contrary proximate causes of contraries, so far as they differ by their specific differences, so they have one common cause of the whole genus in which they agree. A common cause, however, is prior to and higher than the proper causes. For the higher a cause is, by so much is its power greater and reaching out to more effects. It remains, therefore, that contraries are not the first active principles of things but that there is one active cause of all things. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XVIII 
WHAT MUST BE HELD ACCORDING TO THE CATHOLIC FAITH WITH RESPECT TO THE ORIGIN OF THE ANGELS


		

		
			91. Since therefore it has been shown what the foremost philosophers, Plato241 and Aristotle242 believed about the spiritual substances as to their origin, the condition of their nature, their distinction and order of government, and in what respect others243 disagreed with them, through error, it remains to show what the teaching of the Christian religion holds about each individual point. For this purpose, we shall use especially the writings of Dionysius who excelled all others in teaching what pertains to spiritual substances. 


		

		
			First, as to the origin of the spiritual substances, Christian tradition244 teaches most firmly that all spiritual substances — like all other creatures — were made by God, and this is proved by the authority of the canonical scriptures. For it is said in the Psalms,245 “Praise ye Him, all His angels; praise ye Him all His hosts”. And after all the other creatures have been enumerated, it is added, “For He spoke and they were created: He commanded and they were created.” And Dionysius explains this origin finely in the fourth chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy246 when he says, “In the first place, it is true to say that the super-essential dignity, by its universal goodness, in establishing the essences of all the things that are, brought them to being.” And after a few words he adds247 that “The celestial substances are first and in many ways made in the participation of God.” And in the fourth chapter of On The Divine Names,248 he says that “Because of the rays of divine goodness, all intelligible and intellectual substances and powers and operations were established. Because of these rays, they are and live and have an inexhaustible life.” 


		

		
			92. Furthermore, that all spiritual substances and not only the highest were immediately produced he expressly states in the fifth chapter of On the Divine Names:249 “The existing powers of the most holy and exalted and, as if, on the threshold of the super-substantial Trinity, have been established by It and in It they have both being and being in a God-like way. And after those they are subjected,” that is the lower to the higher. “Subjected,” that is they have being from God in a lower way; “and the lowest”, that is at the bottom; “extremely”, that is in the lowest manner with respect to the angels but the highest, however, with respect to us. Through this statement, he gives us to understand that all the orders of spiritual substances are established by divine disposition and not from the fact that one of them is caused by another. And this is said more expressly in the fourth chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy,250 “It is fitting”, he says, “for the cause of all things and of the goodness which is above all, to call to its communion all those things which are, so that each being which is should be determined by a proper analogy.” For He established each thing in the order which befits its nature. 


		

		
			93. Likewise, it is repugnant to Christian teaching that spiritual substances should have goodness, being, and life, and other such attributes that pertain to their perfection, from different principles. For in the canonical scriptures, it is attributed to the one and the same God that He is the very essence of goodness. Accordingly it is said in Matthew 19:17, “One is good, God”: and that He is being itself — therefore in Exodus 3:14, God answers Moses who asks what is God’s name, “I am Who am”; and that He Himself is the life of living beings — accordingly it is said in Deuteronomy 3:20, “He is the life of the living.” 


		

		
			And this truth, Dionysius most expressly teaches in the fifth chapter of On the Divine Names,251 when he says that Sacred Scripture “... does not say that to be good is one thing and to be a being is another and that life or wisdom is something else, nor that there are many causes and lesser productive deities of whom some extended to some things and others to others.” In this statement he removes the opinion of the Platonists who posited that the very essence of goodness was the highest God,252 under Whom there was another god who is being itself253 and so forth, with the rest as has been said above.254 And he adds, “But the opinion saysthat all the good processions belong to one, i.e., one deity,” namely because both being and life and all other such characteristics proceed to things from the highest deity. 


		

		
			This point he explains at greater length in the eleventh chapter of On the Divine Names255 saying, “For we do not say that a certain divine or angelic substance is through itself the esse which is the cause that all things are; for only the super-substantial being itself (namely of the highest God) is the principle and substance and cause that all things are by nature” — a principle which is indeed productive, a substance in the manner of an exemplary form and a cause which is final. And he adds: “Nor do we say that there is any other deity that generates life besides the super-divine life which is the cause of all things whatsoever that live, and of life itself in its essence, that life, namely which formally inheres in living things; nor, to say in conclusion, do we call causes the principles of existing things and the creative substances and persons, whom they have called both the gods of existing things and the self-acting creators.256 


		

		
			To exclude this position, moreover, “under the essential goodness”, which the Platonists said was the highest god, Dionysius pointedly says “Spiritual substances have being, and life, and intelligence and all other such attributes pertaining to their perfection”. He likewise repeats the same point in the individual chapters showing that they owe to the divine being that they are, and to the divine life that they are living and so forth. 


		

		
			94. Furthermore, it is contrary to Christian teaching that spiritual substances should be said to derive their origin from the highest deity in such a way that they should have been from eternity—as the Platonists and the Peripatetics, held.’ But, on the contrary, the declaration of the Catholic faith has it that they began to be after they had previously not existed. Accordingly, it is said in Isaiah 40:26: “Lift up your eyes on high and see who created these things,” — namely, all the higher beings. And lest it be understood about the bodies alone, he adds, “Who brings out their host by number.” Now Sacred Scripture is in the habit of calling the heavenly host of spiritual substances, “the heavenly army” because of their order and power in carrying out the divine will. Therefore it is said in Luke 2:13: “There was with the angel a multitude of heavenly army.” It is therefore given to be understood that not only bodies but also spiritual substances were brought into being from non-being by creation. Accordingly, it is said in Romans 4:17: “He calls those things that are not as those that are.” Therefore Dionysius says in the tenth chapter of On the Divine Names,257 “Sacred Scripture does not exclusively apply the name ‘eternal’ to that which is absolutely ungenerated and truly eternal, but the incorruptible and immortal and invariable and unchanging, it calls ‘eternal’, as when it says, ‘Lift up, O eternal gates’ and the like, which seems especially to be said concerning spiritual substances”. And afterwards he adds, “Therefore the eternal beings cannot be thought to be absolutely coeternal with God, Who is before eternity”. 


		

		
			95. But because in the succession of the creation of things, Sacred Scripture in Genesis I makes no explicit mention of the production of spiritual substances — lest an occasion of idolatry be given to an unlettered people to whom the law was proposed, if the divine work should bring in many spiritual substances above all corporeal creatures — it cannot be expressly ascertained from the canonical Scriptures when the angels were created. That they indeed should not have been created after the corporeal beings, reason itself makes clear, for it was not fitting that the more perfect should be created later. This point is also expressly gathered from the authority of Sacred Scripture, for it is said in Job 38:7: “When the morning stars praised me together, and all the sons of God made a joyful melody through which are understood the spiritual substances. 


		

		
			Furthermore, Augustine argues in Book XI of On the City of God:258 “Therefore the angels already existed when the skies were made. The latter, however, were created on the fourth day. Do we therefore say that the angels were created on the third day? No. For it is well known what was made on that day: the earth was separated from the waters. Perhaps on the second day? Indeed not, for the firmament was made then.” And afterwards he adds, “No wonder, therefore, if the very angels pertain to these works of God, just as that light which receives the name of day.” 


		

		
			Therefore according to Augustine’s259 opinion, the spiritual creature, which is signified by the name “heaven”, was created along with the corporeal beings, when it is said in the beginning of Genesis (1:1): “In the beginning God created heaven and earth.” But the formation and perfection of this spiritual creature is signified in the production of light, as is described many times at length in the second book of A Literal Commentary on Genesis.260 


		

		
			96. But as Damascene says in the second book,261 certain thinkers say that the angels were begotten before all creation, namely, of corporeal creatures — as Gregory the Theologian says, “First, indeed, He thought out the angelic and celestial powers and His thinking was the deed.” And Damascene himself agreed with this opinion. And Jerome, a pupil of the aforementioned Gregory Nazianzen, follows the same opinion, for he says in commenting on the Epistle to Titus,262 “Six thousand years of our time are not yet completed and how many eternities, how many times, how many origins of ages are we to think first existed in which the Angels, Thrones, and Dominations and the other orders served God without the succession and measurement of time and did God’s bidding.” 


		

		
			But I do not consider either one of these positions to be contrary to sound teaching because it seems too presumptuous to assert that such great doctors of the Church had strayed from the sound teaching of faith. Nevertheless, Augustine’s opinion seems to agree more with his position according to which he posits that in the production of things, there was no order of time according to the six days which Scripture recounts; but on the contrary, he refers those six days to the understanding of the angels brought face to face with the six kinds of things. The opinion of Gregory Nazianzen, of Jerome, and of Damascene, however, is more fitting according to the position of those who posit in the production of things, a succession of time according to the aforesaid six days. For if all the creatures were not made at the same time, it is quite probable that spiritual creatures preceded all bodies. 


		

		
			97. If, however, it should be asked where the angels were created, it is clear that such a question has no place if they were created before all corporeal creatures, since place is something corporeal, unless perhaps, we should take for place, a spiritual clarity by which the angels are illumined by God. Accordingly, Basil says in II Hexaemeron,263 “We believe that if anything did exist before the establishment of this sensible and corruptible world, it was effected in light. For neither the dignity of the angels nor the armies of all the heavenly beings, whether named or unnamed, whether some rational power or ministration of the spirit, could have endured in darkness but it was fittingly clothed in light and joy. No one, I think, will contradict this point.” If, however, the angels had been created at the same time as the corporeal creature, the question can have a place only in that way in which it befits the angels to be in a place — about which we shall speak below.264 


		

		
			And according to this position, certain individuals said that the angels were created in a certain highest, brilliant heaven which they call the empyrean heavens, that is, the fiery heavens-not from the heat but from the brilliance. And it is of this heaven that Strabo and Bede interpret the words, “In the beginning God created heaven and earth,” though this interpretation is not touched upon by Augustine and the other more ancient doctors of the Church. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XIX 
WHAT MUST BE HELD CONCERNING THE CONDITION OF THE ANGELS’ NATURE


		

		
			98. Next, we must consider what must be held concerning the condition of spiritual substances according to the opinion of Catholic teaching. 


		

		
			There were certain thinkers who thought that the angels were corporeal or composed of matter and form. Origen seems to have held this opinion in the Peri Archon265 where he says, “It is proper to the nature of God alone, that is, of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, that it be understood to exist without material substance and without any association of a corporeal adjunct.” The words of Sacred Scripture, which seems to attribute certain corporeal characteristics to angels and which pronounces the angels as being with corporeal things in a corporeal place, could have moved these thinkers to posit the angels as being corporeal: — According to the words of Matthew 18:10: “Their angels in heaven always see the face of my Father Who is in heaven.” And Scripture asserts them to be moved, according to the words of Isaiah (6:6,2), “And one of the seraphim flew to me.” And what is more, that it should describe them as having a corporeal form, just as is said in the same place of the seraphim, “The one bad six wings and the other had six wings”. And it is said about Gabriel in Daniel 10:5-6: “Behold a man clothed in linen, and his loins were girded with the finest gold... And his body was like the chrysolite,” — and other points which are pertinent to these are described in the same place. 


		

		
			99. Furthermore, we have already stated above,266 on the basis of arguments they may wish to hold, that there is in the angels a composition of form and matter, even though they are not corporeal. But that the angels are incorporeal, is proved from the authority of Sacred Scripture, which calls them “spirits”. For it is said in the Psalm (103:4): “You make your angels spirit.” And the Apostle in speaking of the angels, says to the Hebrews (1:14): “All are ministering spirits, but to minister for them, who shall receive the inheritance of salvation.” Scripture, however, was accustomed to designate something corporeal by the name of “spirit” according to the words of John 4:24: “God is a spirit and they who adore Him, must adore Him in spirit and in truth”; and according to the words of Isaiah 31:3: “Egypt is man and not God: and their horses, flesh and not spirit.” 


		

		
			Therefore it is unfitting according to the view of Sacred Scripture, that angels should be corporeal. If, however, one should wish to examine diligently the words of Sacred Scripture, he will be able to gather from them that the angels are immaterial, for Sacred Scripture calls them certain powers. For it is said in the Psalm (102:20,21): “Bless the Lord, all ye His angels”, and later it is added, “Bless the Lord all His powers.” And it is said in Luke 21:26: “For the powers of the heavens shall be moved,” which all the doctors apply to the holy angels. Furthermore, that which is material is not a power but it has power, just as it is not an essence but it has essence, for power follows upon essence. For neither is man his humanity nor is he his power; and the same is the case with every other composite of matter and form. It remains, therefore, that according to the intention of the Scriptures, angels are immaterial. 


		

		
			100. Furthermore, both of these points are expressly ascribed to the words of Dionysius who, speaking of the angels, says in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names267 that “the intellectual substances exist free from all corruption and death and matter and generation and are understood to be incorporeal and immaterial.” He likewise says in the first chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy268 that the divine government made certain material figures to stand for the various immaterial hierarchies of angels. And in the second chapter of the same book269 he asks why the Sacred Doctors, coming to the corporeal representation of incorporeal beings, i.e., the angels, did not picture them with the most resplendent figures but gave earthly figures to immaterial and Godlike simple beings. 


		

		
			It is clear from all these words that Dionysius’ opinion was that the angels are immaterial and simple substances. This is likewise clear from the fact that he frequently calls them celestial intellects or divine minds. The intellect or the mind, however, is something incorporeal and immaterial, as the Philosopher proves in Book III of On the Soul.270 Augustine likewise says in the second book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis271 that on the first day when the light was made, the condition of the spiritual and intellectual creature is announced by the name of “light”, in which nature are understood all the holy angels and powers. Damascene272 likewise says that the angel is “an intellectual and incorporeal substance.” But what he later adds creates a doubt, “It is called an incorporeal and immaterial nature with reference to us, for everything compared to God is found to be coarse and material.” This point is introduced so that the angel, because of his incorporeity and immateriality would not be considered to be equal to the simplicity of the divine substance. 


		

		
			101. The corporeal shapes or forms, however, which are sometimes attributed to the angels in Sacred Scripture must be understood in the manner of a likeness because, as Dionysius says in the first chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy,273 “It is not possible for our mind to be raised up to the immaterial imitation and contemplation of the celestial hierarchies, unless in accord with its nature, it makes use of some material guidance”; — just as many corporeal things are said about God in the Scriptures through a certain likeness. Accordingly, Dionysius expounds in the fifteenth chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy274 what spiritual thing might be signified in the angels through all such corporeal figures. He asserts that not only corporeal forms of such a kind are predicated of the angels by likeness, but also, these things which pertain to the affection of the sensitive appetite, so that thereby, we might be given to understand not only that angels are not bodies, but likewise, that they are not spirits united to bodies that they perfect with sense life so that, thus, there maybe found in them operations of the sensitive soul. 


		

		
			For he says in the second chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy275 “Rage is begotten in irrational beings from a passible movement, but in angels, the irascible must be understood in a different way, namely as showing — as I believe — their strength and reason.” Another translation has it thus, “But in angels, rage shows their strength of reason.” And in like manner, he says that concupiscence in the angels signifies a divine love. Agreeing with this, Augustine says in the ninth book of the City of God276 : “The holy angels punish without anger those whom they receive for punishment by the eternal law of God; they help the suffering without the compassion of pity; and when those whom they love fall in danger, they minister without fear; and yet, the names of these passions are applied to them from a habit of human speech because of a kind of likeness in works and not because of a weakness in affections.” 


		

		
			102. Furthermore, that angels are said to be in the heavens or in some other corporeal place must not be understood that they might be in them in a corporeal manner, namely, through a contact of measurable quantity but in a spiritual manner through a certain contact of power. Now the proper place of the angels is spiritual according to what Dionysius says in the fifth chapter of On the Divine Names,277 “The highest spiritual substances are stationed on the threshold of the Trinity.” And Basil says in II Hexaemeron278 that “they are in spiritual light and joy.” And Gregory of Nyssa says in the book, On Man:279 “The existing intelligibles are in intelligible places for either they are in themselves or in superior intelligibles. Since, therefore, something intellectual is said to be locally in a body, it is said to be in a body not as in a place but in disposition and in the sense of being present, as we say that God is in us”. And after a few words he adds, “Since, therefore, there was something understandable in the disposition either of place or of some thing as existing in a place, we say by improper use, taking the place for the condition, that that is there because of the act of that which is there; since, ‘indeed, we should have said, ‘It acts there,’ we say ‘It is there’.” And following this, Damascene280 says that “where the angel acts, there he is.” Augustine likewise says in Book VIII of the Literal Commentary on Genesis281 that “the Creator spirit moves the created spirit through time and without place; He moves the body, however, through time and place.” 


		

		
			103. From all these arguments, we may understand that angels are in a place not in a corporeal but in a kind of spiritual manner. And because it befits a thing to be moved and to be in place in the same way, as a consequence, neither are angels moved in place in a corporeal manner; but rather, their movement, which is described in the Scriptures — if it is referred to a corporeal place — must be understood as a succession of contacts of power at diverse places; or it must be understood according to a mystical meaning, just as in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names,282 Dionysius says: “The divine minds are said to be moved in a circular manner when they are united to the illuminations of the beautiful and the good; they are moved in a straight line, however, when they proceed to the providence of what is subject to them; then, they are moved obliquely, however, when in their providence over lesser beings, they remain fixed before God.”283 


		

		
			Therefore it is clear from these statements what the Sacred Doctors taught concerning the condition of the spiritual substances, that is, of the angels, when they asserted that the angels are incorporeal and immaterial. 


		

	


	

	

	
		
			



		

		


	




CHAPTER XX 
ON THE DISTINCTION OF SPIRITUAL SUBSTANCES ACCORDING TO SACRED TEACHING


		

		
			104. Furthermore, we consequently consider next what we must hold according to Sacred Teaching concerning the distinction of spirits. Our first consideration is the difference between good and evil. For it has been accepted among many thinkers that certain spirits are good and certain others, evil. This is likewise proved by the authority of Sacred Scripture. For it is said about the good spirits in Hebrews 1:14: “They are all ministering spirits, sent to minister for them who receive the inheritance of salvation.” About the evil spirits, however, it is said in Matthew 12:43,45: “And when an unclean spirit is gone out of a man, he walks through dry places, seeking rest and finds none.” And afterwards it is added, “Then he goes and takes with him seven other spirits more wicked than himself.” And although, as Augustine narrates in the ninth book of On the City of God,284 certain thinkers posited both good and evil spirits to be gods, and likewise good and evil spirits to be called demons, nevertheless, others more correctly assert only the good spirits to be gods. These we call “angels”, whereas according to the received manner of speaking, “demons” are accepted only as evil. This distinction, as he says, is reasonable.285 For the demons are named from the word “science” in Greek, which, without charity, according to the opinion of the Apostle,5 puffs up through pride. 


		

		
			105. But the cause of the wickedness of the demons is not assigned by all thinkers in the same way. For some of them assert that demons are naturally evil, as having been produced by an evil principle and thus their nature must be evil — which is part and parcel of the error of the Manicheans, as is clear from what has been said.286 But Dionysius refutes this error most effectively in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names287 when he says, “But neither are the demons evil by nature.” He proves this first, because if they were naturally evil, it would be necessary to say at one and the same time that neither had they been produced by a good principle nor should they be numbered among existing beings, since evil is not something existing, nor if there existed an evil nature, was it caused by a good principle. 


		

		
			In the second place, because if they are evil by nature, they are evil to themselves or to others: if to themselves, they would destroy themselves (which is impossible), since evil has the nature of something corruptive; but if they axe evil to others, then they would have to destroy those things to which they are evil. However, what is such by nature, must be completely such with respect to all. It would follow therefore that they would destroy all things and this completely. This is impossible, both because certain beings are incorruptible and cannot be destroyed and also because those which are destroyed, are not destroyed completely. Therefore the nature itself of the demons is not evil. 


		

		
			In the third place, if they were naturally evil, they would not have been made by God because good produces good effects and makes them subsist. This is impossible according to that which has been proved above288 namely, that God must be the source of all things. 


		

		
			In the fourth place, because if the demons are always disposed in the same way, they are not evil, for that which is always the same, belongs to the good. If, however, they are not always evil, they are not evil by nature. 


		

		
			In the fifth place, they are not completely devoid of good, for according as they are and live and have understanding, they desire some good. 


		

		
			106. Now there were others who held that the demons were naturally evil, not because their nature is evil, but because they have a certain natural inclination to evil, as Augustine advances in the tenth book of On the City of God289 through Porphyry, who says in the Epistle to Anebontes: “Some men thought that there is a certain class of spirits which it is proper to obey and which is deceitful by nature in all forms and in many ways, imitating the gods and demons and the very souls of the dead.” This opinion cannot have any truth if it be posited that demons are incorporeal and certain separate intellects. For, since every nature is good, it is impossible that some nature should have an inclination to evil, except under the character of some particular good. For nothing prevents some thing which is good in a particular manner, to be called “bad” with respect to a certain nature, insofar as it is opposed to the perfection of a higher nature; just as to be raging is a certain good with respect to a dog - nevertheless, it is an evil with respect to man who has reason. Yet it is possible that there should be in man, according to his sensible and corporeal nature which he shares with brutes, a certain inclination to raging which is evil for man. But this cannot be said of an intellectual nature because the intellect has an order to the good in general. Accordingly, it is impossible for a natural inclination to evil to be found in demons, if they are290 purely intellectual and have no admixture of a corporeal nature. 


		

		
			107. It must be known, therefore, that the Platonists posited, as has likewise been said above,291 that the demons are certain corporeal animals which have an intellect. And inasmuch as they have a corporeal and sensible nature, they are subject to various passions of the soul, just as men are subject to passions, which incline them towards evil. Accordingly, when Apuleius was defining the demons in the book, On the God of Socrates292 he said that they are “animals in genus, passible in soul, rational in mind, airy in body, eternal in time.” And just as he himself says: “The mind of the demons is subject to the passions of lusts, fears, and angers and all other such things. Therefore the demons are likewise locally separated from the gods — whom we call angels — attributing the airy places to the demons but the ethereal ones to the angels or gods.” 


		

		
			Certain of the Doctors of the Church follow this position in some respect. For in the third book of the Literal Commentary On Genesis,293 Augustine seems to say or to leave unsettled that the demons are airy animals because they have the nature of airy bodies; and, for that reason, they are not destroyed by death, because there prevails in them an element, namely air, which is quite suitable both for acting as well as being acted upon — and he says the same thing in several other places. And Dionysius seems to posit in demons those attributes which belong to a sensible soul; for he says in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names294 that there is in demons an evil — “an irrational rage, a mad concupiscence, and wanton fancy.” And it is clear that fancy and concupiscence and anger or rage pertain not to the intellect but to a part of the sensitive soul. And with respect to place, certain doctors agreed with these thinkers because they did not consider the demons to be either celestial or super-celestial angels, as Augustine relates in the third book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis.295 And Damascene says in the Second Book296 that the demons were among the angelic powers which were in command of the earthly order. And the Apostle in Ephesians (2:2) calls the devil a “prince of the power of this air.” 


		

		
			108. But something presents itself here which is worthy of consideration. For, since matter is attributed to each species according to the suitability of its form, it does not seem possible that there should be in a whole of a given species a natural inclination to that which is evil for that species according to the nature of its proper form; just as there is not present in all men, a natural inclination to the immoderation of concupiscence or anger. Therefore, it is not possible that all demons should have a natural inclination to deception and to other evils, even if they were all of one species. Much less ‘ therefore, if there should be individuals in individual species; although if they are corporeal, nothing seems to prevent many of them from being contained under one species; for a diversity of individuals of one species could be caused according to a diversity of matter. Therefore we shall have to say that the demons were not always evil but some of them began to be evil, when by their own choice, they followed the inclination of the passions. And accordingly, Dionysius says in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names297 that “aversion”, namely from God, “is an evil for the demons themselves, and it is a forsaking of those things which are fitting to them because they were carried away by pride beyond themselves.” And later on, he adds certain remarks pertaining to punishment as “not reaching the ultimate end” and imperfection through a lack of a due perfection, and “impotence” of pursuing that which they desire by nature and an “infirmity” of the power conserving in them, a natural order, calling them back from evil. 


		

		
			109. Augustine likewise says in the third book of the Literal Commentary On Genesis298 that the transgressing angels were before their transgression, along with their leader, now a devil and formerly an archangel, in the higher part of the air near the heaven. He gives us clearly to understand that through their transgression, some of the angels were made evil. And Damascene says in the second book,299 “The devil was not created evil in nature but, existing as good and begotten in the good, he used the election of his own choice.” In addition, both Origen in I Peri Archon300 and Augustine in Book XI of On the City of God301 confirm this with texts of the Sacred Scriptures, when they introduce what is contained in Isaiah 14:12 about the devil under the likeness of the king of Babylon, “How have you fallen, O Lucifer, who rose in the morning?” And in Ezechiel 28:12,13,15 it is said to him in the person of the king of Tyre, “Seal of resemblance, full of wisdom, and perfect in beauty, you were in the pleasures of the paradise of God.” And afterwards, it is added, “You were perfect in your ways from the day of your creation, until iniquity was found in you.” In the same place, Augustine302 resolves what is said in John 8:44: “He was a murderer from the beginning, and he stood not in the truth”; and what is said in the canonical Epistle of St. John (1 Jn 3:8) that “the devil sinned from the beginning,” referring this to the “beginning” when he began to sin, or to the “beginning” of the human state when he killed man spiritually after having deceived him. 


		

		
			110. Furthermore, the opinion of the Platonists, who say that certain demons are good and others are evil — as if having been made good or evil by their own free choice — seems to agree with this opinion.303 Accordingly, Plotinus, proceeding further, says that the souls of men become demons and the Lares are made of men if the latter are of good merit; the Lemures or Larvae, however, if they are of evil merit, and they are called Manes, if it is uncertain whether they are of good or evil merit, as Augustine sets forth in IX of On the City of God.304 This opinion, agrees with the aforementioned position305 of the saints in this that the latter assert some demons to be good and others evil because of good or evil merits, although it is not customary for us to call the good spirits “demons” but rather “angels.” 


		

		
			As to what he says, namely that the souls of the dead become demons, his position is in error. Accordingly, Chrysostom,306 expounding on what is contained in Matthew 8:28 that two men possessed with devils came out of the sepulchres says, “Through this fact, namely that they were going out of the sepulchres, they wanted to impose a pernicious doctrine, that the souls of the dying become demons. Accordingly, many soothsayers killed children so that they might have their cooperating soul. And because of this, many demoniacs shout that ‘I am that one’s soul.’ However, it is not the dead person’s soul which shouts, but the demon pretends so that he might deceive the hearers. For if it were possible for the soul of one dead to enter the body of another, it would be much more possible for it to enter its own body. Nor is it reasonable for a soul suffering iniquities to cooperate with the one that brings iniquities on it. Nor likewise is it reasonable that a soul separated from the body should still be wandering here. ‘The souls of the just are in the hand of God’ (Wis 3:1). But those which are of sinners are led away from here at once, as is evident from Lazarus and Dives.” Nevertheless, we must not think that in this respect, Plotinus deviated from the opinion of the Platonists who posited the demons to be airy bodies — namely, because Plotinus thought that the souls of men become demons after death — for according to the Platonists’ opinion, even the souls of men have, over and above these corruptible bodies, certain ethereal bodies to which they are always joined as to something incorruptible, even after the dissolution of these sensible bodies. Accordingly, Proclus says in the Book of the Divine Elementations307 that “every soul capable of participating, uses the first and perpetual body and one having an ungenerated and incorruptible hypostasis.” And thus, according to them, the souls separated from the bodies, do not cease to be airy animals. 


		

		
			111. But according to the opinion of other Saints, the demons, whom we call evil angels, not only came from a lower order of angels but also from the higher orders, whom we have shown to be incorporeal and immaterial,308 so that among them, there was one who was the highest of all. Accordingly, Gregory309 explaining in a certain homily the words of Ezechiel 28:13 “Every precious stone has covering,” says that the leader of the evil angels was, in comparison with the other angels, more brilliant than the rest. And in this respect, he seems to agree with those who asserted some demons to be good and others to be evil, according to which demons are called angels. And therefore it is said in Job 4:18: “Behold they who serve him are not steadfast, and in his angels he found wickedness.” But this presents many difficulties. For in an incorporeal and intellectual substance, there seems to be no appetite except the intellectual, which is of that which is absolutely good, as appears through the Philosopher in XII Metaphysics.310 Now no one is made evil from the fact that his intellect tends toward that which is good absolutely, but from the fact that it tends toward a qualifiedly good thing, as though it were absolutely good. Therefore it does not seem possible that an incorporeal and intellectual substance should be made evil by its own appetite. 


		

		
			112. Again, appetite can be only of the good or of the seeming good, for the good is that which all beings seek and one is not rendered evil because he seeks the true good. Therefore, every individual who is made evil through his own appetite, must seek a seeming good as though it were truly good. This, however, cannot be unless he is deceived in his judgment, which does not seem capable of happening in an incorporeal and intellectual substance which, as it seems, cannot have a false apprehension. For even in our case, insofar as we understand something, there can be no falsity. Accordingly, Augustine says in the Book of Eighty-Three Questions311 “Everyone who is deceived, that, indeed, in which he is deceived, he does not understand.” And accordingly, concerning those things which we grasp properly by our intellect as well as concerning the first principles, no one can be deceived. Therefore it seems impossible that some incorporeal and intellectual substance should become evil through its own appetite. 


		

		
			113. Furthermore, a substance which is of an intellectual nature and separate from a body must be absolutely free of time. For the nature of a thing is grasped from its operation while the character of an operation is known from its object. The intelligible, however, as such, is neither here nor now; but it is rather something abstracted both from the dimensions of place as well as from the succession of time. Therefore, the intellectual operation itself, if it be considered by itself, must likewise rise above all temporal succession just as it is abstracted from all corporeal dimension. And if a magnitude or time be joined to any intellectual operation, this happens only accidentally, just as it happens in our case, in so far as our intellect abstracts intelligible species from phantasms which it likewise considers in them-which can have no place in an incorporeal and intellectual substance. It remains therefore that the operation of such a substance and consequently the substance itself should be altogether outside all temporal succession. And accordingly, Proclus312 says, “Every intellect has in eternity, substance, and power, and operation.” And in the Book On Causes313 it is said that understanding “is on a par with eternity.” Therefore, whatever befits those incorporeal and intellectual substances, befits them always and without succession. Therefore either they were always evil — which is against what has been set down — or they could in no way have been made evil. 


		

		
			114. Moreover, since God is the very essence of goodness, as Dionysius says in the first chapter of On the Divine Names,314 it is necessary that the closer they are to God, the more firmly are certain beings strengthened in the participation of goodness. But it is evident that intellectual, incorporeal substances are above all bodies. If, therefore, the highest bodies, namely, the heavenly bodies are not receptive of any disorder or evil, much less could those super-celestial substances be capable of disorder and evil. Accordingly, Dionysius says in the fourth chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy,315 “The holy ornaments of the celestial substances participated in the divine teaching in greater measure than those beings that only exist, those that live with an irrational life and those that we call rational; and they have more abundant communications with God, with their minds fixed and, as is befitting, stretched towards what is above them in the power of a love that is divine and unswerving.” The order of things then seems to have this, that just as the lower bodies can be subject to disorder and evil but not the heavenly bodies, so likewise, the intellects joined to the lower bodies can be subject to evil, but not those super-celestial substances. And this view those thinkers seemed to follow who posited that the demons, who for us are the bad angels, are from a lower order and corporeal. 
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	1. Dubium apud multos esse solet quomodo elementa sint in mixto.
There is usually a question among many men how the elements exist in a blend. 

	2. Videtur autem quibusdam quod, qualitatibus activis et passivis elementorum ad medium aliqualiter reductis per alterationem, formae substantiales elementorum manent:
Now it seems to certain ones that the substantial forms of the elements remain, with the active and passive qualities of the elements having been reduced somehow to a mean through alteration. 

	3. Si enim formae substantiales non maneant, corruptio quaedam elementorum esse videbitur et non mixtio.
For if the substantial forms do not remain, there will seem to be a corruption of certain elements, and not a blend. 

	4. Rursus si forma substantialis corporis mixti sit actus materiae non praesuppositis formis simplicium corporum, simplicia corpora elementorum rationem amittent.
On the other hand, if the substantial form of the blended body be the act of matter, with the forms of the simple bodies not having been presupposed, the simple bodies would lose the notion of elements. 

	5. Est enim elementum ex quo componitur aliquid primo, et est in eo, et est indivisibile secundum speciem;
For an element is [that] from which something is primarily composed, and it is in that [something], and it is indivisible according to species. 

	6. Sublatis enim formis substantialibus, non sic ex simplicibus corporibus corpus mixtum componetur, quod in eo remaneant.
For with the substantial forms having been withdrawn, the blended body is not then composed from the simple bodies such that they would remain in it. 

	7. Est autem impossibile sic se habere;
But it is impossible that they exist this way. 

	8. impossibile est enim materiam secundum idem diversas formas elementorum suscipere.
For it is impossible that matter admit the different forms of the elements in the same respect. 

	9. Si igitur in corpore mixto formae substantiales elementorum salventur, oportebit diversis partibus materiae eas inesse.
Therefore, if in a blended body the substantial forms of the elements be preserved, they must be present in diverse parts of matter. 

	10.Materiae autem diversas partes accipere est impossibile, nisi praeintellecta quantitate in materia;
However, it is impossible that diverse parts of matter receive [these forms] unless through the quantity in matter having been pre-understood. 

	11. sublata enim quantitate, substantia indivisibilis permanet, ut patet in primo physic.
For when the quantity has been withdrawn, the substance remains indivisible, as is clear in I Physics [185b 16]. 

	12. Ex materia autem sub quantitate existente, et forma substantiali adveniente, corpus physicum constituitur.
Now a physical body is constituted out of matter under existing quantity and through the arriving substantial form. 

	13. Diversae igitur partes materiae formis elementorum subsistentes plurium corporum rationem suscipiunt.
Therefore, the diverse parts of matter subsisting by means of the forms of the elements admits the notion of many bodies. 

	14. Multa autem corpora impossibile est esse simul.
But it is impossible that [a thing] be many bodies at the same time. 

	15. Non igitur in qualibet parte corporis mixti erunt quatuor elementa;
Therefore, the four elements will not be in any part of the blended body whatever; 

	16. et sic non erit vera mixtio, sed secundum sensum, sicut accidit in aggregatione corporum insensibilium propter parvitatem.
and thus there will not be a blend in truth, but according to sense, just as happens in the aggregation of bodies imperceptible because of [their] smallness. 

	17. Amplius, omnis forma substantialis propriam dispositionem in materia requirit, sine qua esse non potest:
Furthermore, every substantial form requires a proper disposition in matter, without which it is not able to be; 

	18. unde alteratio est via ad generationem et corruptionem.
whence the way towards generation and corruption is alteration. 

	19. Impossibile est autem in idem convenire propriam dispositionem, quae requiritur ad formam ignis, et propriam dispositionem quae requiritur ad formam aquae, quia secundum huiusmodi dispositiones ignis et aqua sunt contraria.
But it is impossible that the proper disposition which is required for the form of fire, and the proper disposition which is required for the form of water should come together in the same thing, because according to such dispositions fire and water are contraries. 

	20. Contraria autem impossibile est esse in eodem.
Now it is impossible that contraries be in the same thing. 

	21. Impossibile est igitur quod in eadem parte mixti sint formae substantiales ignis et aquae.
Therefore, it is impossible that the substantial forms of fire and water be in the same part of the blend. 

	22. Si igitur mixtum fiat remanentibus formis substantialibus simplicium corporum, sequitur quod non sit vera mixtio, sed solum ad sensum, quasi iuxta se positis partibus insensibilibus propter parvitatem.
Therefore, if the blend is made when the substantial forms of the simple bodies remain, it follows that it is not a blend in truth, but only to sense, as it were, when the juxtaposed parts are imperceptible because of their smallness. 

	23. Quidam autem utrasque rationes vitare volentes, in maius inconveniens inciderunt.
Some, however, wishing to avoid both accounts, have fallen into more unfitting [ones]. 

	24. Ut enim mixtionem ab elementorum corruptione distinguerent, dixerunt formas substantiales elementorum aliqualiter remanere in mixto.
For in order that they might distinguish the blending from the corruption of the elements, they said that the substantial forms of the elements somehow remain in the blend. 

	25. Sed rursus ne cogerentur dicere esse mixtionem ad sensum, et non secundum veritatem, posuerunt quod formae elementorum non manent in mixto secundum suum complementum, sed in quoddam medium reducuntur;
But on the other hand, lest they should be forced to say that it is only a blend to sense, and not according to truth, they maintained that the forms of the elements do not remain in the blend according to their entirety but are reduced into some mean. 

	26. dicunt enim quod formae elementorum suscipiunt magis et minus et habent contrarietatem ad invicem.
For they say that the forms of the elements admit of more and less, and they have contrariety to one another. 

	27. Sed quia hoc manifeste repugnat communi opinioni et dictis aristotelis dicentis in praedic. , quod substantiae nihil est contrarium, et quod non recipit magis et minus;
But because this is manifestly repugnant to common opinion and to the statement of Aristotle saying in the Categories [5 (3b 24)] that nothing is contrary to substance, and that it does not admit of more and less, 

	28. ulterius procedunt, dicentes quod formae elementorum sunt imperfectissimae, utpote materiae primae propinquiores:
they go on further, saying that the forms of the elements are most imperfect, as [they are] nearer to prime matter. 

	29. unde sunt mediae inter formas substantiales et accidentales;
Hence they are middles between substantial and accidental forms. 

	30. Et sic, inquantum accedunt ad naturam formarum accidentalium, magis et minus suscipere possunt.
And thus, insofar as they approach to the nature of accidental forms, they are able to admit of more and less. 

	31. Haec autem positio multipliciter improbabilis est.
This position, however, is multiply improbable. 

	32. Primo quidem quia esse aliquid medium inter substantiam et accidens est omnino impossibile: First, indeed, because to be a certain mean between substance and accident is wholly impossible; 

	33. esset enim aliquid medium inter affirmationem et negationem.
for there would be some mean between affirmation and negation. 

	34. Proprium enim accidentis est in subiecto esse, substantiae vero in subiecto non esse. For it is proper to an accident to be in a subject, but to a substance not to be in a subject. 

	35. Formae autem substantiales sunt quidem in materia, non autem in subiecto:
Substantial forms, however, are in fact in matter, but not in a subject; 

	36. nam subiectum est hoc aliquid; forma autem substantialis est quae facit hoc aliquid, non autem praesupponit ipsum.
for a subject is a "this something", but a substantial form is what makes a "this something" - it does not, however, presuppose it. 

	37. Item ridiculum est dicere medium esse inter ea quae non sunt unius generis; ut probatur in decimo Metaph. Likewise, it is ridiculous to say that the mean is something between those which are not of one genus, as is proved in X. Metaphysics [7 (1057a 20)]. 

	38. Medium enim et extrema ex eodem genere esse oportet;
For the mean and extremes must be from the same genus. 

	39. nihil igitur medium esse potest inter substantiam et accidens.
Nothing, therefore, is able to be a mean between substance and accident. 

	40. Deinde impossibile est formas substantiales elementorum suscipere magis et minus.
Furthermore, it is impossible that the substantial forms of the elements admit of more and less. 

	41. Omnis enim forma suscipiens magis et minus est divisibilis per accidens, inquantum scilicet subiectum eam potest participare vel magis vel minus.
For every form admitting of more and less is divisible per accidens, inasmuch as, namely, the subject can partake of it either more or less. 

	42. Secundum autem id quod est divisibile per se vel per accidens, contingit esse motum continuum, ut patet in sexto Physic.
However, it happens that a motion is continuous according as something is divisible per se or per accidens, as is clear in VI. Physics [1 (231b 15)]. 

	43. Est enim loci mutatio et augmentum et decrementum, secundum quantitatem et locum quae sunt per se divisibilia, alteratio autem secundum qualitates quae suscipiunt magis et minus, ut calidum et album.
For there is change of place and augmentation and dimunition according to quantity and place which are divisible per se; but alteration [is] according to qualities which admit of more and less, such as hot and white. 

	44. Si igitur formae elementorum suscipiunt magis et minus, tam generatio quam corruptio elementorum erit motus continuus, quod est impossibile.
Therefore, if the forms of the elements admit of more and less, both the generation and corruption of the elements will be a continuous motion, which is impossible. 

	45. Nam motus continuus non est nisi in tribus generibus, scilicet in quantitate et qualitate, et ubi, ut probatur in quinto Physic.
For motion is not continuous except in three genera, namely, in quantity and quality, and where, as is proved in V. Physics [1 (225b9)]. 

	46. Amplius, omnis differentia secundum formam substantialem variat speciem.
Furthermore, every difference according to substantial form variegates the species. 

	47. Quod autem recipit magis et minus, differt quod est magis ab eo quod est minus et quodammodo est ei contrarium, ut magis album et minus album.
But that which receives more and less distinguishes what is more from that which is less and which in some way is contrary to it, such as the more white and the less white. 

	48. Si igitur forma ignis suscipiat magis et minus, magis facta vel minus facta speciem variabit, et non erit eadem forma, sed alia.
If, then, the form of fire admits of more and less, the more having been made or the less having been made, it will variegate the species, and it will not be the same form, but another. 

	49. Et hinc est quod philosophus dicit in octavo Metaph., quod sicut in numeris variatur species per additionem et subtractionem, ita in substantiis.
And this is what the Philosopher says in VIII. Metaphysics [3 (1043b 36)], that just as in numbers the species is variegated through addition and subtraction, so also in substances. 

	50. Oportet igitur alium modum invenire, quo et veritas mixtionis salvetur, et tamen elementa non totaliter corrumpantur, sed aliqualiter in mixto remaneant.
Therefore, one must find another way by which both the truth of blends is preserved and yet the elements are not totally corrupted but, in some way, remain in the blend. 

	51. Considerandum est igitur quod qualitates activae et passivae elementorum contrariae sunt ad invicem et magis et minus recipiunt.

	It ought to be considered, therefore, that the active and passive qualities of the elements are contraries to each other, and they receive of more and less. 

	52. Ex contrariis autem qualitatibus quae recipiunt magis et minus constitui potest media qualitas, quae sapiat utriusque extremi naturam, sicut pallidum inter album et nigrum, et tepidum inter calidum et frigidum.
Now a medium quality can be constituted from contrary qualities which receive of more and less, which are flavored with the nature of both extremes, such as gray between white and black, and tepid between hot and cold. 

	53. Sic igitur, remissis excellentiis qualitatum elementarium, constituitur ex his quaedam qualitas media, quae est propria qualitas corporis mixti, differens tamen in diversis secundum diversam mixtionis proportionem:
So, then, by remitting the greatest qualities of the elements, there is constituted from out of these qualities some medium quality which is the proper quality of the blended body, differing nevertheless in diverse things according to the diverse proportion of the blend. 

	54. et haec quidem qualitas est propria dispositio ad formam corporis mixti, sicut qualitas simplex ad formam corporis simplicis.
And this quality is, in fact, the proper disposition for the form of the blended body, just as the simple quality is for the form of the simple body. 

	55. Sicut igitur extrema inveniuntur in medio, quod participat naturam utriusque, sic qualitates simplicium corporum inveniuntur in propria qualitate corporis mixti.
Therefore, just as the extremes are found in the mean, which partakes of the nature of both, so the qualities of the simple body are found in the proper quality of the blended body. 

	56. Qualitas autem simplicis corporis est quidem aliud a forma substantiali ipsius, agit tamen in virtute formae substantialis.
The quality of the simple body, however, is indeed other than the substantial form itself; nevertheless, it acts in virtue of the substantial form. 

	57. Alioquin calor calefaceret tantum, non autem per eius actionem forma substantialis educeretur in actum; cum nihil agat ultra suam speciem.
Otherwise, the hot would only heat, but the substantial form would not be educed into act through its action, since nothing acts beyond its own species. 

	58. Sic igitur virtutes formarum substantialium simplicium corporum in corporibus mixtis salvantur.
So, therefore, the virtues of the substantial forms of the simple bodies are preserved in the blended bodies. 

	59. Sunt igitur formae elementorum in corporibus mixtis non quidem actu, sed virtute:
Therefore, the forms of the elements are in blended bodies, not indeed by act, but by virtue: 

	60. Et hoc est quod aristoteles dicit in primo de gener.: non manent igitur elementa scilicet in mixto actu, ut corpus et album, nec corrumpuntur nec alterum nec ambo: salvatur enim virtus eorum.
and this is what Aristotle says in I. De Generatione [10 (327b 30)]: "Therefore, the elements evidently do not remain in the blend by act, as body and white do; nor are they corrupted, neither the other nor both: for their virtue is preserved." 

	

	

	NOTES TO THE READER ON MY TRANSLATION

	First, a word about my method of translation. Wherever possible, I try to avoid interpretation by strictly following the Latin text, even if that means giving unnatural english expressions. Less of a translation, this is meant to be an aid to the reader who wishes to tackle the Latin, but who is not altogether confident in his own Latin grammar and vocabulary. With this end, I have divided the text up into 60 phrases, each individually translated into English. 

	Only a few points of the translation might require explanation. First of all, one may wonder why I have translated "mixtio" as "blend" throughout this work since there are several more common translations which one could use, such as "mixture" and "compound." I have preferred "blend," however, since it seems closer to the meaning of the doctrine of St. Thomas. It calls to mind something like the painter's blending of colors, wherein a medium is achieved which shares some of the powers of each of the colors blended. The reader ought to be aware of this bit of interpretation on my part, and verify for himself whether "blend" is the best word-choice here. 

	I think that the problem with using the transliteration "mixture" is that it has a different meaning than "mixtio" as it is used in this context. The modern usage of "mixture," especially amongst chemists, corresponds to what Aquinas would call "non vera mixtio sed solum ad sensum." Examples of this would be a mixture of iron filings and sand. The components remain distinct in truth, though they appear to combine. 

	I think that "compound" is closer than "mixture" to "mixtio" in Aquinas' sense, but it carries certain nuances that "mixtio" does not. When a chemical is called a compound, it implies that the parts continue to exist in some other ways in addition to power. For example, when the chemist says that water is compounded of hydrogen and oxygen, he implies not only that these elements go into the makeup of the new unity, which unity retains certain powers of the components, but that the compound retains a certain heterogeneity of parts whose parts have some of the properties corresponding to the those of the original components. Thus, when a college student calls something a compound, e.g. water, he imagines a mickey mouse head, with the ears being more hydrogen-like and the face more oxygen-like. This modern understanding of chemical unity, where the components are like the organs of the whole, may not be inconsistent with the doctrine of Aquinas, but I think it would be inaccurate to imply Aquinas was intending this notion by transLating "mixtio" as "compound." 

	In any case, I think "blend" is better than either of the alternatives which occurred to me. 

	I debated how I ought to translate to few instances of "virtus." In my first draft, I preferred "power," as did my proof reader, (despite a possible ambiguity with "potestas",) but while I was studying another Latin text which used "virtus" in a similar context, (sci. "De Occultis Operibus Naturae,") I decided that "virtue" was a better translation, since it retained the equivocation of the Latin and the association with excellence that this implied. I changed my translation here, but I hesitate nonetheless, since in many circles "virtue" is primarily understood to mean a Victorian woman's chastity, and not manly excellence nor power, as it does in the Latin or Greek. 

	I have tried as much as possible to be literal, so as to avoid too much interpretation, even when the correct sense seemed clear. This is difficult, especially for constructions like the ablative absolute. One can translate these into English using the preposition "by" and the perfect passive particle, but it is not a natural construction in English. My personal preference is to torture the English so as to leave the interpretation up to the reader, but I received so many objections from my proof reader for indulging in this, that I have not always followed my preferences in this version. 

	Finally, I decided not to footnote the text. I was tempted to identify the various objections with Avicenna et al. in footnotes, and reference the parallel texts, but decided that this might distract a student from the argument. A parallel passage in the Summa can be referred to should the student wish to identify these objectors. Since Aquinas himself supplements his arguments with those of Aristotle, and refers to his works, I did take the liberty to suggest in square brackets the exact place in the text of Aristotle of which Aquinas is thinking. Eventually, I hope to hypertext link all these references. 

	In any case, I offer this translation for your use. Since the Latin is next to the English, it is very easy to check the translation against the original, and alter it as one prefers, e.g. changing the rarely used adverb "multiply" in line 31 to "in many ways", or the particle "saying" in line 27 to "who says". The Latin is not difficult and minor changes could easily be made. If greater changes are needed, the reader should be free to make them, e.g. if one preferred to have the Latin in a column beside the English, or if one wanted the Latin removed altogether, or if one wanted a more idiomatic English construction. The reader need simply download the electronic text and make one's own private changes. If the reader thinks that some portion of the translation is misleading, however, or correct, but overinterpreted, he can readily reach me by e-mail and suggest the corrections. 

	God bless,
Peter Orlowski 
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TO THE KING OF CYPRUS

	[1] As I was turning over in my mind what I might present to Your Majesty as a gift at once worthy of Your Royal Highness and befitting my profession and office, it seemed to me a highly appropriate offering that, for a king, I should write a book on kingship, in which, so far as my ability permits, I should carefully expound, according to the authority of Holy Writ and the teachings of the philosophers as well as the practice of worthy princes, both the origin of kingly government and the things which pertain to the office of a king, relying for the beginning, progress and accomplishment of this work, on the help of Him, Who is King of Kings, Lord of Lords, through Whom kings rule, God the Mighty Lord, King great above all gods.

	 

	


BOOK ONE

	


CHAPTER 1
WHAT IS MEANT BY THE WORD ‘KING’

	[2] The first step in our undertaking must be to set forth what is to be understood by the term king.

	[3] In all things which are ordered towards an end, wherein this or that course may be adopted, some directive principle is needed through which the due end may be reached by the most direct route. A ship, for example, which moves in different directions. according to the impulse of the changing winds, would never reach its destination were it not brought to port by the skill of the pilot. Now, man has an end to which his whole life and all his actions are ordered; for man is an intelligent agent, and it is clearly the part of an intelligent agent to act in view of an end. Men also adopt different methods in proceeding towards their proposed end, as the diversity of men’s pursuits and actions clearly indicates. Consequently man needs some directive principle to guide him towards his end.

	[4] To be sure, the light of reason is placed by nature in every man, to guide him in his acts towards his end. Wherefore, if man were intended to live alone, as many animals do, he would require no other guide to his end. Each man would be a king unto himself, under God, the highest King, inasmuch as he would direct himself in his acts by the light of reason given him from on high. Yet it is natural for man, more than for any other animal, to be a social and political animal,1 to live in a group.

	[5] This is clearly a necessity of man’s nature.2 For all other animals, nature has prepared food, hair as a covering, teeth, horns, claws as means of defence or at least speed in flight, while man alone was made without any natural provisions for these things. Instead of all these, man was endowed with reason, by the use of which he could procure all these things for himself by the work of his hands. Now, one man alone is not able to procure them all for himself, for one man could not sufficiently provide for life, unassisted. It is therefore natural that man should live in the society of many.

	[6] Moreover, all other animals are able to, discern, by inborn skill, what is useful and what is injurious, even as the sheep naturally regards the wolf as his enemy. Some animals also recognize by natural skill certain medicinal herbs and other things necessary for their life. Man, on the contrary, has a natural knowledge of the things which are essential for his life only in a general fashion, inasmuch as he is able to attain knowledge of the particular things necessary for human life by reasoning from natural principles. But it is not possible for one man to arrive at a knowledge of all these things by his own individual reason. It is therefore necessary for man to live in a multitude so that each one may assist his fellows, and different men may be occupied in seeking, by their reason, to make different discoveries—one, for example, in medicine, one in this and another in that.

	[7] This point is further and most plainly evidenced by the fact that the. use of speech is a prerogative proper to man. By this means, one man is able fully to express his conceptions to others. Other animals, it is true, express their feelings to one another in a general way, as a dog may express anger by barking and other animals give vent to other feelings in various fashions. But man communicates with his kind more completely than any other animal known to be gregarious, such as the crane, the ant or the bee.—With this in mind, Solomon says: “It is better that there be two than one; for they have the advantage of their company.”’

	[8] If, then, it is natural for man to live in the society of many, it is necessary that there exist among men some means by which the group may be governed. For where there are many men together and each one is looking after his own interest, the multitude would be broken up and scattered unless there were also an agency to take care of what appertains to the commonweal. In like manner, the body of a man or any other animal would disintegrate unless there were a general ruling force within the body which watches over the common good of all members. With this in mind, Solomon says [Eccl. 4:9]: “Where there is no governor, the people shall fall.”

	[9] Indeed it is reasonable that this should happen, for what is proper and what is common are not identical. Things differ by what is proper to each: they are united by what they have in common. But diversity of effects is due to diversity of causes. Consequently, there must exist something which impels towards the common good of the many, over and above that which impels towards the particular good of each individual. Wherefore also in all things that are ordained towards one end, one thing is found to rule the rest. Thus in the corporeal universe, by the first body, i.e. the celestial body, the other bodies are regulated according to the order of Divine Providence; and all bodies are ruled by a rational creature. So, too in the individual man, the soul rules the body; and among the parts of the soul, the irascible and the concupiscible parts are ruled by reason. Likewise, among the members of a body, one, such as the heart or the head, is the principal and moves all the others. Therefore in every multitude there must be some governing power.

	 

	


CHAPTER 2
DIFFERENT KINDS OF RULE

	[10] Now it happens in certain things which are, ordained towards an end that one may proceed in a right way and also in a wrong way. So, too, in the government of a multitude there is a distinction between right and wrong. A thing is rightly directed when it is led towards a befitting end; wrongly when it is led towards an unbefitting end. Now the end which befits a multitude of free men is different from that which befits a multitude of slaves, for the free man is one who exists for his own sake, while the slave, as such, exists for the sake of another. If, therefore, a multitude of free men is ordered by the ruler towards the common good of the multitude, that rulership will be right and just, as is suitable to free men. If, on the other hand, a rulership aims, not at the common good of the multitude, but at the private good of the ruler, it will be an unjust and perverted rulership. The Lord, therefore, threatens such rulers, saying by the mouth of Ezekiel: “Woe to the shepherds that feed themselves (seeking, that is, their own interest): should not the flocks be fed by the shepherd?” Shepherds indeed should seek the good of their flocks, and every ruler, the good of the multitude subject to him.

	[11] If an unjust government is carried on by one man alone,3 who seeks his own benefit from his rule and not the good of the multitude subject to him, such a ruler is called a tyrant—a word derived from strength—because he oppresses by might instead of ruling by justice. Thus among the ancients all powerful men were called tyrants. If an. unjust government is carried on, not by one but by several, and if they be few, it is called an oligarchy, that is, the rule of a few. This occurs when a few, who differ from the tyrant only by the fact that they are more than one, oppress the people by means of their wealth. If, finally, the bad government is carried on by the multitude, it is called a democracy, i.e. control by the populace, which comes about when the plebeian people by force of numbers oppress the rich. In this way the whole people will be as one tyrant.

	[12] In like manner we must divide just governments. If the government is administered by many, it is given the name common to all forms of government, viz. polity, as for instance when a group of warriors exercise dominion over a city or province. If it is administered by a few men of virtue, this kind of government is called an aristocracy, i.e. noble governance, or governance by noble men, who for this reason are called the Optimates. And if a just government is in the hands of one man alone, he is properly called a king. Wherefore the Lord says by the mouth of Ezekiel:” “My servant, David, shall be king over them and all of them shall have one shepherd.”

	[13] From this it is clearly shown that the idea of king implies that he be one man who is chief and that he be a shepherd, seeking the common good of the multitude and not his own.

	[14] Now since man must live in a group, because he is not sufficient unto himself to procure the necessities of life were he to remain solitary, it follows that a society will be the more perfect the more it is sufficient unto itself to procure the necessities of life.4 There is, to some extent, sufficiency for life in one family of one household, namely, insofar as pertains to the natural acts of nourishment and the begetting of offspring and other things of this kind. Self-sufficiency exists, furthermore, in one street5 with regard to those things which belong to the trade of one guild. In a city, which is the perfect community, it exists with regard to all the necessities of life. Still more self-sufficiency is found in a province6 because of the need of fighting together and of mutual help against enemies. Hence the man ruling a perfect community, i.e. a city or a province, is antonomastically called the king. The ruler of a household is called father, not king, although he bears a certain resemblance to the king, for which reason kings are sometimes called the fathers of their peoples.

	[15] It is plain, therefore, from what has been said, that a king is one who rules the people of one city or province, and rules them for the common good. Wherefore Solomon says [Eccl. 5:8]: “The king rules over all the land subject to him.”

	


CHAPTER 3
WHETHER IT IS MORE EXPEDIENT FOR A CITY OR PROVINCE TO BE RULED BY ONE MAN OR BY MANY

	[16] Having set forth these preliminary points we must now inquire what is better for a province or a city: whether to be ruled by one man or by many.

	[17] This question may be considered first from the viewpoint of the purpose of government. The aim of any ruler should be directed towards securing the welfare of that which he undertakes to rule. The duty of the pilot, for instance, is to preserve his ship amidst the perils of the sea. and to bring it unharmed to the port of safety. Now the welfare and safety of a multitude formed into a society lies in the preservation of its unity, which is called peace. If this is removed, the benefit of social life is lost and, moreover, the multitude in its disagreement becomes a burden to itself. The chief concern of the ruler of a multitude, therefore, is to procure the unity of peace. It is not even legitimate for him to deliberate whether he shall establish peace in the multitude subject to him, just as a physician does not deliberate whether he shall heal the sick man encharged to him,7 for no one should deliberate about an end which he is obliged to seek, but only about the means to attain that end. Wherefore the Apostle, having commended the unity of the faithful people, says: “Be ye careful to keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace.” Thus, the more efficacious a. government is in keeping the unity of peace, the more useful it will be. For we call that more useful which leads more directly to the end. Now it is manifest that what is itself one can more efficaciously bring about unity than several—just as the most efficacious cause of heat is that which is by its nature hot. Therefore the rule of one man is more useful than the rule of many.

	[18] Furthermore, it is evident that several persons could by no means preserve the stability of the community if they totally disagreed. For union is necessary among them if they are to rule at all: several men, for instance, could not pull a ship in one direction unless joined together in some fashion. Now several are said to be united according as they come closer to being one. So one man rules better than several who come near being one.

	[19] Again, whatever is in accord with nature is best, for in all things nature does what is best. Now, every natural governance is governance by one. In the multitude of bodily members there is one which is the principal mover, namely, the heart; and among the powers of the soul one power presides as chief, namely, the reason. Among bees there is one king bee’ and in the whole universe there is One God, Maker and Ruler of all things. And there is a reason for this. Every multitude is derived from unity. Wherefore, if artificial things are an imitation of natural things’ and a work of art is better according as it attains a closer likeness to what is in nature, it follows that it is best for a human multitude to be ruled by one person.

	[20] This is also evident from experience. For provinces or cities which are not ruled by one person are torn with dissensions and tossed about without peace, so that the complaint seems to be fulfilled which the Lord uttered through the Prophet [Jer 12:10]: “Many pastors have destroyed my vineyard.” On the other hand, provinces and cities which are ruled under one king enjoy peace, flourish in justice, and delight in prosperity. Hence, the Lord by His prophets promises to His people as a great reward that He will give them one head and that “one Prince will be in the midst of them” [Ez 34:24, Jer 30:21].

	 

	


CHAPTER 4
THAT THE DOMINION OF A TYRANT IS THE WORST

	[21] Just as the government of a king is the best, so the government of a tyrant is the worst.

	[22] For democracy stands in contrary opposition to polity, since both are governments carried on by many persons, as is clear from what has already been said; while oligarchy is the opposite of aristocracy, since both are governments carried on by a few persons; and kingship is the opposite of tyranny since both are carried on by one person. Now, as has been shown above, monarchy is the best government. If, therefore, “it is the contrary of the best that is worst.” it follows that tyranny is the worst kind of government.

	[23] Further, a united force is more efficacious in producing its effect than a force which is scattered or divided. Many persons together can pull a load which could not be pulled by each one taking his part separately and acting individually. Therefore, just as it is more useful for a force operating for a good to be more united, in order that it may work good more effectively, so a force operating for evil is more harmful when it is one than when it is divided. Now, the power of one who rules unjustly works to the detriment of the multitude, in that he diverts the common good of the multitude to his own benefit. Therefore, for the same reason that, in a just government, the government is better in proportion as the ruling power is one-thus monarchy is better than aristocracy, and aristocracy better than polity—so the contrary will be true of an unjust government, namely, that the ruling power will be more harmful in proportion as it is more unitary. Consequently, tyranny is more harmful than oligarchy; and oligarchy more harmful than democracy.

	[24] Moreover, a government becomes unjust by the fact that the ruler, paying no heed to the common good, seeks his own private good. Wherefore the further he departs from the common good the more unjust will his government be. But there is a greater departure from the common good in an oligarchy, in which the advantage of a few is sought, than in a democracy, in which the advantage of many is sought; and there is a still greater departure from the common good in a tyranny, where the advantage of only one man is sought. For a large number is closer to the totality than a small number, and a small number than only one. Thus, the government of a tyrant is the most unjust.

	[25] The same conclusion is made clear to those who consider the order of Divine Providence, which disposes everything in the best way. In all things, good ensues from one perfect cause, i.e. from the totality of the conditions favourable to the production of the effect, while evil results from any one partial defect. There is beauty in a body when all its members are fittingly disposed; ugliness, on the other hand, arises when any one member is not fittingly disposed. Thus ugliness results in different ways from many causes; beauty in one way from one perfect cause. It is thus with all good and evil things, as if God so provided that good, arising from one cause, be stronger, and evil, arising from many causes, be weaker. It is expedient therefore that a just government be that of one man only in order that it may be stronger; however, if the government should turn away from justice, it is more expedient that it be a government by many, so that it may be weaker and the many may mutually hinder one another. Among unjust governments, therefore, democracy is the most tolerable, but the worst is tyranny.

	[26] This same conclusion is also apparent if one considers the evils which come from tyrants. Since a tyrant, despising the common good, seeks his private interest, it follows that he will oppress his subjects in different ways according as he is dominated by different passions to acquire certain goods. The one who is enthralled by the passion of cupidity seizes the goods of his subjects; whence Solomon says [Prov 29:4]: “A just king sets up the land; a covetous man shall destroy it.” If he is dominated by the passion of anger, he sheds blood for nothing; whence it is said by Ezekiel: ‘ “Her princes in the midst of her are like wolves ravening the prey to shed blood.” Therefore this kind of government is to be avoided as the Wise man admonishes [Sirach 9:13]: “Keep far from the man who has the power to kill,” because he kills not for justice’ sake but by his power, for the lust of his will. Thus there can be no safety. Everything is uncertain when there is a departure from justice. Nobody will be able firmly to state: This thing is such and such, when it depends upon the will of another, not to say upon his caprice. Nor does the tyrant merely oppress his subjects in corporal things but he also hinders their spiritual good. Those who seek more to use, than to be of use to, their subjects prevent all progress, suspecting all excellence in their subjects to be prejudicial to their own evil domination. For tyrants hold the good in greater suspicion than the wicked, and to them the valour of others is always fraught with danger.

	[27] So the above-mentioned tyrants strive to prevent those of their subjects who have become virtuous from acquiring valour and high spirit in order that they may not want to cast off their iniquitous domination. They also see to it that there be no friendly relations among these so that they may not enjoy the benefits resulting from being on good terms with one another, for as long as one has no confidence in the other, no plot will be set up against the tyrant’s domination. Wherefore they sow discords among the people, foster any that have arisen, and forbid anything which furthers society and co-operation among men, such as marriage, company at table and anything of like character, through which familiarity and confidence are engendered among men. They moreover strive to prevent their subjects from becoming powerful and rich since, suspecting these to be as wicked as themselves, they fear their power and wealth; for the subjects might become harmful to them even as they are accustomed to use power and wealth to harm others.8 Whence in the Book of Job it is said of the tyrant [15:21]: “The sound of dread is always in his ears and when there is peace (that is, when there is no one to harm him), he always suspects treason.”

	[28] It thus results that when rulers, who ought to induce their subjects to virtue,” are wickedly jealous of the virtue of their subjects and hinder it as much as they can, few virtuous men are found under the rule of tyrants. For, according to Aristotle’s sentence [Eth. III, 11: 1116a 20], brave men are found where brave men are honoured. And as Tullius says [Tuscul. Disp. I, 2, 4]: “Those who are despised by everybody are disheartened and flourish but little.” It is also natural that men, brought up in fear, should become mean of spirit and discouraged in the face of any strenuous and manly task. This is shown by experience in provinces that have long been under tyrants. Hence the Apostle says to the Colossians: “Fathers, provoke not your children to indignation, lest they be discouraged.”

	[29] So, considering these evil effects of tyranny King Solomon says [Prov 28:12]: “When the wicked reign, men are ruined” because, forsooth, through the wickedness of tyrants, subjects fall away from the perfection of virtue. And again he says [Prov 29:2]: “When the wicked rule the people shall mourn, as though led into slavery.” And again [Prov 28:28]: “When the wicked rise up men shall hide themselves”, that they may escape the cruelty of the tyrant. It is no wonder, for a man governing without reason, according to the lust of his soul, in no way differs from the beast. Whence Solomon says [Prov 28:15]: ”As a roaring lion and a hungry bear, so is a wicked prince over the poor people.” Therefore men hide from tyrants as from cruel beasts and it seems that to be subject to a tyrant is the same thing as to lie prostrate beneath a raging beast.

	 

	


CHAPTER 5
WHY THE ROYAL DIGNITY IS RENDERED HATEFUL TO THE SUBJECTS

	[30] Because both the best and the worst government are latent in monarchy, i.e. in the rule of one man, the royal dignity is rendered hateful to many people on account of the wickedness of tyrants. Some men, indeed, whilst they desire to be ruled by a king, fall under the cruelty of tyrants, and not a few rulers exercise tyranny under the cloak of royal dignity.

	[31] A clear example of this is found in the Roman Republic. When the kings had been driven out by the Roman people, because they could not bear the royal, or rather tyrannical, arrogance, they instituted consuls and other magistrates by whom they began to be ruled and guided. They changed the kingdom into an aristocracy, and, as Sallust relates [Bellum Catilinae VI, 7]: “The Roman city, once liberty was won, waxed incredibly strong and great in a remarkably short time.” For it frequently happens that men living under a king strive more sluggishly for the common good, inasmuch as they consider that what they devote to the common good, they do not confer upon themselves but upon another, under whose power they see the common goods to be. But when they see that the common good is not under the power of one man, they do not attend to it as if it belonged to another, but each one attends to it as if it were his own.

	[32] Experience thus teaches that one city administered by rulers, changing annually, is sometimes able to do more than some kings having, perchance, two or three cities; and small services exacted by kings weigh more heavily than great burdens imposed by the community of citizens. This held good in the history of the Roman Republic. The plebs were enrolled in the army and were paid wages for military service. Then when the common treasury was failing, private riches came forth for public uses, to such an extent that not even the senators retained any gold for themselves save one ring and the one bulla (the insignia of their dignity).

	[33] On the other hand, when the Romans were worn out by continual dissensions taking on the proportion of civil wars, and when by these wars the freedom for which they had greatly striven was snatched from their hands, they began to find themselves under the power of emperors who, from the beginning, were unwilling to be called kings, for the royal name was hateful to the Romans. Some emperors, it is true, faithfully cared for the common good in a kingly manner, and by their zeal the commonwealth was increased and preserved. But most of them became tyrants towards their subjects while indolent and vacillating before their enemies, and brought the Roman commonwealth to naught.

	[34] A similar process took place, also, among the Hebrew people. At first, while they were ruled by judges, they were ravished by their enemies on every hand, for each one “did what was good in his sight” (1 Sam 3:18). Yet when, at their own pressing, God gave them kings, they departed from the worship of the one God and were finally led into bondage, on account of the wickedness of their kings.

	[351 Danger thus lurks on either side. Either men are held by the fear of a tyrant and they miss the opportunity of having that very best government which is kingship; or, they want a king and the kingly power turns into tyrannical wickedness.

	 

	


CHAPTER 6
THAT IT IS A LESSER EVIL WHEN A MONARCHY TURNS INTO TYRANNY THAN WHEN AN ARISTOCRACY BECOMES CORRUPT

	[36] When a choice is to be made between two things, from both of which danger impends, surely that one should be chosen from which the lesser evil follows. Now, lesser evil follows from the corruption of a monarchy (which is tyranny) than from the corruption of an aristocracy.

	[37] Group government [polyarchy] most frequently breeds dissension. This dissension runs counter to the good of peace which is the principal social good. A tyrant, on the other hand, does not destroy this good, rather he obstructs one or the other individual interest of his subjects—unless, of course, there be an excess of tyranny and the tyrant rages against the whole community. Monarchy is therefore to be preferred to polyarchy, although either form of government might become dangerous.

	[38] Further, that from which great dangers may follow more frequently is, it would seem, the more to be avoided. Now, considerable dangers to the multitude follow more frequently from polyarchy than from monarchy. There is a greater chance that, where there are many rulers, one of them will abandon the intention of the common good than that it will be abandoned when there is but one ruler. When any one among several rulers turns aside from the pursuit of the common good, danger of internal strife threatens the group because, when the chiefs quarrel, dissension will follow in the people. When, on the other hand, one man is in command, he more often keeps to governing for the sake of the common good. Should he not do so, it does not immediately follow that he also proceeds to the total oppression of his subjects. This, of course, would be the excess of tyranny and the worst wickedness in government, as has been shown above. The dangers, then, arising from a polyarchy are more to be guarded against than those arising from a monarchy.

	[39] Moreover, in point of fact, a polyarchy deviates into tyranny not less but perhaps more frequently than a monarchy. When, on account of there being many rulers, dissensions arise in such a government, it often happens that the power of one preponderates and he then usurps the government of the multitude for himself. This indeed may be clearly seen from history. There has hardly ever been a polyarchy that did not end in tyranny. The best illustration of this fact is the history of the Roman Republic. It was for a long time administered by the magistrates but then animosities, dissensions and civil wars arose and it fell into the power of the most cruel tyrants. In general, if one carefully considers what has happened in the past and what is happening in the present, he will discover that more men have held tyrannical sway in lands previously ruled by many rulers than in those ruled by one.

	[40] The strongest objection why monarchy, although it is “the best form of government”, is not agreeable to the people is that, in fact, it may deviate into tyranny. Yet tyranny is wont to occur not less but more frequently on the basis of a polyarchy than on the basis of a monarchy. It follows that it is, in any case, more expedient to live under one king than under the rule of several men.

	 

	


CHAPTER 7
HOW PROVISION MIGHT BE MADE THAT THE KING MAY NOT FALL INTO TYRANNY

	[41] Therefore, since the rule of one man, which is the best, is to be preferred, and since it may happen that it be changed into a tyranny, which is the worst (all this is clear from what has been said), a scheme should be carefully worked out which would prevent the multitude ruled by a king from falling into the hands of a tyrant.

	[42] First, it is necessary that the man who is raised up to be king by those whom it concerns should be of such condition that it is improbable that he should become a tyrant. Wherefore Daniel, commending the providence of God with respect to the institution of the king says [1 Sam 13:14]: “The Lord sought a man according to his own heart, and the Lord appointed him to be prince over his people.” Then, once the king is established, the government of the kingdom must be so arranged that opportunity to tyrannize is removed. At the same time his power should be so tempered that he cannot easily fall into tyranny.9 How these things may be done we must consider in what follows.

	[43] Finally, provision must be made for facing the situation should the king stray into tyranny.10

	[44] Indeed, if there be not an excess of tyranny it is more expedient to tolerate the milder tyranny for a while than, by acting against the tyrant, to become involved in many perils more grievous than the tyranny itself. For it may happen that those who act against the tyrant are unable to prevail and the tyrant then will rage the more. But should one be able to prevail against the tyrant, from this fact itself very grave dissensions among the people frequently ensue: the multitude may be broken up into factions either during their revolt against the tyrant, or in process of the organization of the government, after the tyrant has been overthrown. Moreover, it sometimes happens that while the multitude is driving out the tyrant by the help of some man, the latter, having received the power, thereupon seizes the tyranny. Then, fearing to suffer from another what he did to his predecessor, he oppresses his subjects with an even more grievous slavery. This is wont to happen in tyranny, namely, that the second becomes more grievous than the one preceding, inasmuch as, without abandoning the previous oppressions, he himself thinks up fresh ones from the malice of his heart. Whence in Syracuse, at a time when everyone desired the death of Dionysius, a certain old woman kept constantly praying that he might be unharmed and that he might survive her. When the tyrant learned this he asked why she did it. Then she said: “When I was a girl we had a harsh tyrant and I wished for his death; when he was killed, there succeeded him one who was a little harsher. I was very eager to see the end of his dominion also, and we began to have a third ruler still more harsh—that was you. So if you should be taken away, a worse would succeed in your place.”11

	[45] If the excess of tyranny is unbearable, some have been of the opinion that it would be an act of virtue for strong men to slay the tyrant and to expose themselves to the danger of death in order to set the multitude free. An example of this occurs even in the Old Testament, for a certain Aioth slew Eglon, King of Moab, who was oppressing the people of God under harsh slavery, thrusting a dagger into his thigh; and he was made a judge of the people [Judges 3:14 ff].

	[46] But this opinion is not in accord with apostolic teaching. For Peter admonishes us to be reverently subject to our masters, not only to the good and gentle but also the froward [1 Pet 2:18-19]: “For if one who suffers unjustly bear his trouble for conscience’ sake, this is grace.” Wherefore, when many emperors of the Romans tyrannically persecuted the faith of Christ, a great number both of the nobility and the common people were converted to the faith and were praised for patiently bearing death for Christ. They did not resist although they were armed, and this is plainly manifested in the case of the holy Theban legion.” Aioth, then, must be considered rather as having slain a foe than assassinated a ruler, however tyrannical, of the people. Hence in the Old Testament we also read that they who killed Joas, the king of Juda, who had fallen away from the worship of God, were slain and their children spared according to the precept of the law” (2 Sam 14:5-6).

	[47] Should private persons attempt on their own private presumption to kill the rulers, even though tyrants, this would be dangerous for the multitude as well as for their rulers. This is because the wicked usually expose themselves to dangers of this kind more than the good, for the rule of a king, no less than that of a tyrant, is burdensome to them since, according to the words of Solomon [Prov 20:26]: “A wise king scatters the wicked.” Consequently, by presumption of this kind, danger to the people from the loss of a good king would be more probable than relief through the removal of a tyrant.

	[48] Furthermore, it seems that to proceed against the cruelty of tyrants is an action to be undertaken, not through the private presumption of a few, but rather by public authority.

	[49] If to provide itself with a king belongs to the right of a given multitude, it is not unjust that the king be deposed or have his power restricted by that same multitude if, becoming a tyrant, he abuses the royal power. It must not be thought that such a multitude is acting unfaithfully in deposing the tyrant, even though it had previously subjected itself to him in perpetuity, because he himself has deserved that the covenant with his subjects should not be kept, since, in ruling the multitude, he did not act faithfully as the office of a king demands. Thus did the Romans, who had accepted Tarquin the Proud as their king, cast him out from the kingship on account of his tyranny and the tyranny of his sons; and they set up in their place a lesser power, namely, the consular power. Similarly Domitian, who had succeeded those most moderate emperors, Vespasian, his father, and Titus, his brother, was slain by the Roman senate when he exercised tyranny, and all his wicked deeds were justly, and profitably declared null and void by a decree of the senate. Thus it came about that Blessed John the Evangelist, the beloved disciple of God, who had been exiled to the island of Patmos by that very Domitian, was sent back to Ephesus by a decree of the senate.12

	[50] If, on the other hand, it pertains to the right of a higher authority to provide a king for a certain multitude, a remedy against the wickedness of a tyrant is to be looked for from him. Thus when Archelaus, who had already begun to reign in Judaea in the place of Herod his father, was imitating his father’s wickedness, a complaint against him having been laid before Caesar Augustus by the Jews, his power was at first diminished by depriving him of his title of king and by dividing one-half of his kingdom between his two brothers. Later, since he was not restrained from tyranny even by this means, Tiberius Caesar sent him into exile to Lugdunum, a city in Gaul.13

	[51] Should no human aid whatsoever against a tyrant be forthcoming, recourse must be had to God, the King of all, Who is a helper in due time in tribulation. For it lies in his power to turn the cruel heart of the tyrant to mildness. According to Solomon [Prov 21:1]: “The heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord, withersoever He will He shall turn it.” He it was who turned into mildness the cruelty of King Assuerus, who was preparing death for the Jews. He it was who so filled the cruel king Nabuchodonosor with piety that he became a proclaimer of the divine power. “Therefore,” he said, “I, Nabuchodonosor do now praise and magnify and glorify the King of Heaven; because all His works are true and His ways judgments, and they that walk in pride He is able to abase” (Dan 4:34). Those tyrants, however, whom he deems unworthy of conversion, he is able to put out of the way or to degrade, according to the words of the Wise Man [Sirach 10:17]: “God has overturned the thrones of proud princes and has set up the meek in their stead.” He it was who, seeing the affliction of his people in Egypt and hearing their cry, hurled Pharaoh, a tyrant over God’s people, with all his army into the sea. He it was who not only banished from his kingly throne the above-mentioned Nabuchodonosor because of his former pride, but also cast him from the fellowship of men and changed him into the likeness of a beast. Indeed, his hand is not shortened that He cannot free His people from tyrants. For by Isaiah (14:3) He promised to give his people rest from their labours and lashings and harsh slavery in which they had formerly served; and by Ezekiel (34:10) He says: “I will deliver my flock from their mouth,” i.e. from the mouth of shepherds who feed themselves.

	[52] But to deserve to secure this benefit from God, the people must desist from sin, for it is by divine permission that wicked men receive power to rule as a punishment for sin, as the Lord says by the Prophet Hosea [13:11]: “I will give you a king in my wrath” and it is said in Job (34:30) that he “makes a man that is a hypocrite to reign for the sins of the people.” Sin must therefore be done away with in order that the scourge of tyrants may cease.

	 

	


CHAPTER 8
THAT MUNDANE HONOUR AND GLORY ARE NOT AN ADEQUATE REWARD FOR A KING

	[53] Since, according to what has been said thus far, it is the king’s duty to seek the good of the multitude, the task of a king may seem too burdensome unless some advantage to himself should result from it. It is fitting therefore to consider wherein a suitable reward for a good king is to be found.

	[54] By some men this reward was considered to be nothing other than honour and glory. Whence Tullius says in the book On the Republic [De Republica V, 7, 9]: “The prince of the city should be nourished by glory,” and Aristotle seems to assign the reason for this in his Book on Ethics [V, 10: 1134b 7]: “because the prince for whom honour and glory is not sufficient consequently turns into tyrant.” For it is in the hearts of all men to seek their proper good. Therefore, if the prince is not content with glory and honour, he will seek pleasures an riches and so will resort to plundering and injuring his subjects.

	[55] However, if we accept this opinion a great many incongruous results follow. In the first place, it would be costly to kings if so many labours and anxieties were to be endured for a reward so perishable, for nothing, it seems, is more perishable among human things than the glory and honour of men’s favour since it depends upon the report of men and their opinions, than which nothing in human life is more fickle. And this is why the Prophet Isaiah calls such glory “the flower of grass.”

	[56] Moreover, the desire for human glory takes away greatness of soul. For he who seeks the favour of men must serve their will in all he says and does, and thus, while striving to please all, he becomes a slave to each one. Wherefore the same Tullius says in his book On Duties [De officiis, I, 20, 68] that “the inordinate desire for glory is to be guarded against; it takes away freedom of soul, for the sake of which high-minded men should put forth all their efforts.” Indeed there is nothing more becoming to a prince who has been set up for the doing of good works than greatness of soul. Thus, the reward of human glory is not enough for the services of a king.

	[57] At the same time it also hurts the multitude if such a reward be set up for princes, for it is the duty of a good man to take no account of glory, just as he should take no account of other temporal goods. It is the mark of a virtuous and brave soul to despise glory as he despises life, for justice’ sake: whence the strange thing results that glory ensues from virtuous acts, and out of virtue glory itself is despised: and therefore, through his very contempt for glory, a man is made glorious—according to the sentence of Fabius:14 “He who scorns glory shall have true glory,” and as Sallust [Bellum Catilinae 54, 6] says of Cato: “The less he sought glory the more he achieved it.” Even the disciples of Christ “exhibited themselves as the ministers of God in honour and dishonour, in evil report and good report” (2 Cor 6:8). Glory is, therefore, not a fitting reward for a good man; good men spurn it. And, if it alone be set up as the reward for princes, it will follow that good men will not take upon themselves the chief office of the city, or if they take it, they will go unrewarded.

	[58] Furthermore, dangerous evils come from the desire for glory. Many have been led unrestrainedly to seek glory in warfare, and have sent their armies and themselves to destruction, while the freedom of their country was turned into servitude under an enemy. Consider Torquatus, the Roman chief. In order to impress upon the people how imperative it is to avoid such danger, “he slew his own son who, being challenged by an enemy, had, through youthful impetuosity, fought and vanquished him. Yet he had done so contrary to orders given him by his father. Torquatus acted thus, lest more harm should accrue from the example of his son’s presumption than advantage from the glory of slaying the enemy.” [Cf. Augustine, De civ. Dei, V, 18.]

	[59] Moreover, the desire for glory has another vice akin to it, namely, hypocrisy. Since it is difficult to acquire true virtues, to which alone honour and glory are due, and it is therefore the lot of but a few to attain them, many who desire glory become simulators of virtue. On this account, as Sallust says [Bellum Catilinae 10, 5]: “Ambition drives many mortals to become false. They keep one thing shut up in their heart, another ready on the tongue, and they have more countenance than character.” But our Saviour also calls those persons hypocrites, or simulators, who do good works that they may be seen by men. Therefore, just as there is danger for the multitude, if the prince seek pleasures and riches as his reward, that he become a plunderer and abusive, so there is danger, if glory be assigned to him as reward, that he become presumptuous and a hypocrite.

	[60] Looking at what the above-mentioned wise men intended to say, they do not seem to have decided upon honour and glory as the reward of a prince because they judged that the king’s intention should be principally directed to that object, but because it is more tolerable for him to seek glory than to desire money or pursue pleasure. For this vice is akin to virtue inasmuch as the glory which men desire, as Augustine says [De civ. Dei V, 12], is nothing else than the judgment of men who think well of men. So the desire for glory has some trace of virtue in it, at least so long as it seeks the approval of good men and is reluctant to displease them. Therefore, since few men reach true virtue, it seems more tolerable if one be set up to rule who, fearing the judgment of men, is restrained from manifest evils. For the man” who desires glory either endeavours to win the approval of men in the true way, by deeds of virtue, or at least strives for this by fraud and deceit. But if the one who desires to domineer lacks the desire for glory, he will have no fear of offending men of good judgment and will commonly strive to obtain what he chooses by the most open crimes. Thus he will surpass the beasts in the vices of cruelty and lust, as is evidenced in the case of the Emperor Nero, who was so effete, as Augustine says [loc. cit.], “that he despised everything virile, and yet so cruel that nobody would have thought him to be effeminate.” Indeed all this is quite clearly contained in what Aristotle says in his Ethics [IV, 7:1124a 16] regarding the magnanimous man: True, he does seek honour and glory, but not as something great which could be a sufficient reward of virtue. And beyond this he demands nothing more of men, for among all earthly goods the chief good, it seems, is this, that men bear testimony to the virtue of a man.

	 

	


CHAPTER 9
THAT THE KING SHOULD LOOK TO GOD FOR ADEQUATE REWARD

	[61] Therefore, since worldly honour and human glory are not a sufficient reward for royal cares, it remains to inquire what sort of reward is sufficient.

	[62] It is proper that a king look to God for his reward, for a servant looks to his master for the reward of his service. The king is indeed the minister of God in governing the people, as the Apostle says: “All power is from the Lord God” (Rom 13:1) and God’s minister is “an avenger to execute wrath upon him who does evil” (Rom 13:4). And in the Book of Wisdom (6:5), kings are described as being ministers of God. Consequently, kings ought to look to God for the reward of their ruling. Now God sometimes rewards kings for their service by temporal goods, but such rewards are common to both the good and the wicked. Wherefore the Lord says to Ezechiel (29:18): “Nabuchodonosor, king of Babylon, has made his army to undergo hard service against Tyre, and there has been no reward given him nor his army for Tyre, for the service he rendered Me against it,” for that service namely, by which, according to the Apostle, power is “the minister of God and the avenger to execute wrath upon him who does evil.” Afterwards He adds, regarding the reward: “Therefore, thus says the Lord God, ‘I will set Nabuchodonosor the king of Babylon in the land of Egypt, and he shall rifle the spoils thereof, and it shall be wages for his army.’” Therefore, if God recompenses wicked kings who fight against the enemies of God, though not with the intention of serving Him but to execute their own hatred and cupidity, by giving them such great rewards as to yield them victory over their foes, subject kingdoms to their sway and grant them spoils to rifle, what will He do for kings who rule the people of God and assail His enemies from a holy motive? He promises them not an earthly reward indeed but an everlasting one and in none other than in Himself. As Peter says to the shepherds of the people (1 Pet 5:2, 4): “Feed the flock of God that is among you and when the prince of pastors shall appear (i.e. the King of kings, Christ) you shall receive a never-fading crown of glory,” concerning which Isaiah says (28:5): “The Lord shall be a crown of glory and a garland of joy to His people.”

	[63] This is also clearly shown by reason. It is implanted in the minds of all who have the use of reason that the reward of virtue is happiness. The virtue of anything whatsoever is explained to be that which makes its possessor good and renders his deed good. Moreover, everyone strives by working well to attain that which is most deeply implanted in desire, namely, to be happy. This, no one is able not to wish. It is therefore fitting to expect as a reward for virtue that which makes man happy. Now, if to work well is a virtuous deed, and the king’s work is to rule his people well, then that which makes him happy will be the king’s reward. What this is has now to be considered.” Happiness, we say, is the ultimate end of our desires. Now the movement of desire does not go on to infinity else natural desire would be vain, for infinity cannot be traversed. Since, then, the desire of an intellectual nature is for universal good, that good alone can make it truly happy which, when attained, leaves no further good to be desired. Whence happiness is called the perfect good inasmuch as it comprises in itself all things desirable. But no earthly good is such a good. They who have riches desire to have more, they who enjoy pleasure desire to enjoy more, and the like is clear for the rest: and if they do not seek more, they at least desire that those they have should abide or that others should follow in their stead. For nothing permanent is found in earthly things. Consequently there is nothing earthly which can calm desire. Thus, nothing earthly can make man happy, so that it may be a fitting reward for a king.

	[64] Again, the last perfection and perfect good of anything one chooses depends upon something higher, for even bodily things are made better by the addition of better things and worse by being mixed with baser things. If gold is mingled with silver, the silver is made better, while by an admixture of lead it is rendered impure. Now it is manifest that all earthly things are beneath the human mind. But happiness is the last perfection and the perfect good of man, which all men desire to reach. Therefore there is no earthly thing which could make man happy, nor is any earthly thing a sufficient reward for a king. For, as Augustine” says, “we do not call Christian princes happy merely because they have reigned a long time, or because after a peaceful death they have left their sons to rule, or because they subdued the enemies of the state, or because they were able to guard against or to suppress citizens who rose up against them. Rather do we call them happy if they rule justly, if they prefer to rule their passions rather than nations, and if they do all things not for the love of vainglory but for the love of eternal happiness. Such Christian emperors we say are happy, now in hope, afterwards in very fact when that which we await shall come to pass. But neither is there any other created thing which would make a man happy and which could be set up as the reward for a king. For the desire of each thing tends towards its source, whence is the cause of its being. But the cause of the human soul is none other than God Who made it to His own image. Therefore it is God alone Who can still the desires of man and make him happy and be the fitting reward for a king.

	[65] Furthermore, the human mind knows the universal good through the intellect, and desires it through the will: but the universal good is not found except in God. Therefore there is nothing which could make man happy, fulfilling his every desire, but God, of Whom it is said in the Psalm (102:5): “Who satisfies your desire with good things.” In this, therefore, should the king place his reward. Wherefore, King David,” with this in mind, said (Ps 72:25, 28): “What have I in heaven? And besides You what do I desire upon earth?” and he afterwards adds in answer to this question: “It is good for me to adhere to my God and to put my hope in the Lord God.” For it is He Who gives salvation to kings, not merely temporal salvation by which He saves both men and beasts together, but also that salvation of which He says by the mouth of Isaiah (51:6): “But my salvation shall be for ever,” that salvation by which He saves man and makes them equal to the angels.

	[66] It can thus also be verified that the reward of the king is honour and glory. What worldly and frail honour can indeed be likened to this honour that a man be made a “citizen with the Saints and a kinsman of God” (Eph 2:19), numbered among the sons of God, and that he obtain the inheritance of the heavenly kingdom with Christ? This is the honour of which King David, in desire and wonder, says (Ps 138:17): “Your friends, O God, are made exceedingly honourable.” And further, what glory of human praise can be compared to this, not uttered by the false tongue of flatterers nor the fallacious opinion of men, but issuing from the witness of our inmost conscience and confirmed by the testimony of God, Who promises to those who confess Him that He will confess them before the Angels of God in the glory of the Father? They who seek this glory will find it and they will win the glory of men which they do not seek: witness Solomon, who not only received from the Lord wisdom which he sought, but was made glorious above other kings.

	 

	


CHAPTER 10
WHAT DEGREE OF HEAVENLY BEATITUDE THE KING MAY OBTAIN

	[67] Now it remains further to consider that they who discharge the kingly office worthily and laudably will obtain an elevated and outstanding degree of heavenly happiness.

	[68] For if happiness is the reward of virtue, it follows that a higher degree of happiness is due to greater virtue. Now, that indeed is signal virtue by which a man can guide not only himself but others, and the more persons he rules the greater his virtue. Similarly, in regard to bodily strength, a man is reputed to be more powerful the more adversaries he can beat or the more weights he can lift. Thus, greater virtue is required to rule a household than to rule one’s self, and much greater to rule a city and a kingdom. To discharge well the office of a king is therefore a work of extraordinary virtue. To it, therefore, is due an extraordinary reward of happiness.

	[69] Again, those who rule others well are more worthy of praise than those who act well under others’ direction. This applies to the field of all arts and sciences. In the speculative sciences, for instance, it is nobler to impart truth to others by teaching than to be able to grasp what is taught by others. So, too, in matters of the crafts, an architect who plans a building is more highly esteemed and paid a higher wage than is the builder who does the manual labour under his direction; also, in warfare the strategy of the general wins greater glory from victory than the bravery of the soldier. Now the ruler of a multitude stands in the same relation to the virtuous deeds performed by each individual as the teacher to the matters taught the architect to the buildings, and the general to the wars. Consequently, the king is worthy of a greater reward if he governs his subjects well than any of his subjects who act well under him.

	[70] Further, if it is the part of virtue to render a man’s work good, it is, it seems, from greater virtue that one does greater good. But the good of the multitude is greater and more divine than the good of one man. Wherefore the evil of one man is sometimes endured if it redounds to the good of the multitude, as when a robber is killed to bring peace to the multitude. God Himself would not allow evils to be in the world were it not for the fact that He brings good out of them for the advantage and beauty of the universe. Now it belongs to the office of the king to have zealous concern for the good of the multitude. Therefore a greater reward is due to the king for good ruling than to the subject for acting according to rule.

	[71] This will become clearer if considered in greater detail. For a private person is praised by men, and his deed reckoned for reward by God, if he helps the needy, brings peace to those in discord, rescues one oppressed by a mightier; in a word, if in any way he gives to another assistance or advice for his welfare How much the more, then, is he to be praised by men and rewarded by God who makes a whole province rejoice in peace, who restrains violence, preserves justice and arranges by his laws and precepts what is to be done by men?

	[72] The greatness of kingly virtue also appears in this, that he bears a special likeness to God, since he does in his kingdom what God does in the world; wherefore in Exodus (22:9) the judges of the people are called gods, and also among the Romans the emperors received the appellative Divus. Now the more a thing approaches to the likeness of God the more acceptable it is to Him. Hence, also, the Apostle urges (Eph 5:1): “Be therefore imitators of God as most dear children.” But if according to the saying of the Wise Man (Sirach 13:9), every beast loves its like inasmuch as causes bear some likeness to the caused, it follows that good kings are most pleasing to God and are to be most highly rewarded by Him.

	[73] Likewise, if I may use the words of Gregory [Regula Pastoralis I, 9]: “What else is it (for a king) to be at the pinnacle of power if not to find himself in a mental storm? When the sea is calm even an inexperienced man can steer a ship straight; when the sea is troubled by stormy waves, even an experienced sailor is bewildered. Whence it frequently happens that in the business of government the practice of good works is lost which in tranquil times was maintained.” For, as Augustine says [De civ. Dei V, 24], it is very difficult for rulers “not to be puffed up amid flattering and honouring tongues and the obsequiousness of those who bow too humbly, but to remember that they are men.” It is said also in Sirach (31:8,10): “Blessed is the rich man who has not gone after gold nor put his trust in money nor in treasures, who could have transgressed with impunity and did not transgress, who could do evil and did not do it.” Wherefore, having been tried in the work of virtue, he is found faithful and so, according to the proverb of Bias [Aristotle, Eth. Nic. V, 3: 1130a 1]: “Authority shows the man.” For many who seemed virtuous while they were in lowly state fall from virtue when they reach the pinnacle of power. The very difficulty, then, of acting well, which besets kings, makes them more worthy of greater reward; and if through weakness they sometimes do amiss, they are rendered more excusable before men and more easily obtain forgiveness from God provided, as Augustine says (De civ. Dei, V, 24), they do not neglect to offer up to their true God the sacrifice of humility, mercy, and prayer for their sins. As an example of this, the Lord said to Elias concerning Achab, king of Israel, who had sinned a great deal: “Because he has humbled himself for My sake, I will not bring the evil in his days.”

	[74] That a very high reward is due to kings is not only demonstrated by reason but is also confirmed by divine authority. It is said in the prophecy of Zachariah (12:8) that, in that day of blessedness wherein God will be the protector of the inhabitants of Jerusalem (i.e. in the vision of eternal peace), the houses of others will be as the house of David, because all will then be kings and reign with Christ as the members with their head. But the house of David will be as the house of God, because just as he carried out the work of God among the people by ruling faithfully, so in his reward he will adhere more closely to God. Likewise, among the Gentiles this was dimly realized, as in a dream, for they thought to transform into gods the rulers and preservers of their cities.

	 

	


CHAPTER 11
WHAT ADVANTAGES WHICH ARE RENDERED TO KINGS ARE LOST BY THE TYRANT

	[75] Since such a magnificent reward in heavenly blessedness is in store for kings who have acted well in ruling, they ought to keep careful watch over themselves in order not to turn to tyranny. Nothing, indeed, can be more acceptable to them than to be transferred from the royal honour, to which they are raised on earth, into the glory of the heavenly kingdom. Tyrants, on the contrary, who desert justice for a few earthly advantages, are deprived of such a great reward which they could have obtained by ruling justly. How foolish it is to sacrifice the greatest and eternal goods for trifling, temporal goods is clear to everyone but a fool or an infidel.

	[76] It is to be added further, however, that the very temporal advantages for which tyrants abandon justice work to the greater profit of kings when they observe justice.

	[77] First of all, among all worldly things there is nothing which seems worthy to be preferred to friendship. Friendship unites good men and preserves and promotes virtue. Friendship is needed by all men in whatsoever occupations they engage. In prosperity it does not thrust itself unwanted upon us, nor does it desert us in adversity. It is what brings with it the greatest delight, to such an extent that all that pleases is changed to weariness when friends are absent, and all difficult things are made easy and as nothing by love. There is no tyrant so cruel that friendship does not bring him pleasure. When Dionysius, sometime tyrant of Syracuse, wanted to kill one of two friends, Damon and Pythias, the one who was to be killed asked leave to go home and set his affairs in order, and the other friend surrendered himself to the tyrant as security for his return. When the appointed day was approaching and he had not yet returned, everyone said that his hostage was a fool, but he declared he had no fear whatever regarding his friend’s loyalty. The very hour when he was to be put to death, his friend returned. Admiring the courage of both, the tyrant remitted the sentence on account of the loyalty of their friendship, and asked in addition that they should receive him as a third member in their bond of friendship. [Cf. Valerius Maximus IV, 7, Ext. 1; Vincent of Beauvais, Specul. Doctrinale V, 84.]

	[78] Yet, although tyrants desire this very benefit of friendship, they cannot obtain it, for when they seek their own good instead of the common good there is little or no communion between them and their subjects. Now all friendship is concluded upon the basis of something common among those who are to be friends, for we see that those are united in friendship who have in common either their natural origin, or some similarity in habits of life, or any kind of social interests. Consequently there can be little or no friendship between tyrants and their subjects. When the latter are oppressed by tyrannical injustice and feel they are not loved but despised, they certainly do not conceive any love, for it is too great a virtue for the common man to love his enemies and to do good to his persecutors. Nor have tyrants any reason to complain of their subjects if they are not loved by them, since they do not act towards them in such a way that they ought to be loved by them. Good kings, on the contrary, are loved by many when they show that they love their subjects and are studiously intent on the common welfare, and when their subjects can see that they derive many benefits from this zealous care. For to hate their friends and return evil for good to their benefactors—this, surely, would be too great a malice to ascribe fittingly to the generality of men.

	[79] The consequence of this love is that the government of good kings is stable, because their subjects do not refuse to expose themselves to any danger whatsoever on behalf of such kings. An example of this is to be seen in Julius Caesar who, as Suetonius relates [Divus Iulius 67], loved his soldiers to such an extent that when he heard that some of them were slaughtered, “he refused to cut either hair or beard until he had taken vengeance.” In this way, he made his soldiers most loyal to himself as well as most valiant, so that many, on being taken prisoner, refused to accept their lives when offered them on the condition that they serve against Caesar. Octavianus Augustus, also, who was most moderate in his use of power, was so loved by his subjects that some of them “on their deathbeds provided in their wills a thank-offering to be paid by the immolation of animals, so grateful were they that the emperor’s life outlasted their own” [Suetonius, Divus Augustus 59]. Therefore it is no easy task to shake the government of a prince whom the people so unanimously love. This is why Solomon says (Prov 29:14): “The king that judgeth the poor in justice, his throne shall be established forever.”

	[80] The government of tyrants, on the other hand, cannot last long because it is hateful to the multitude, and what is against the wishes of the multitude cannot be long preserved. For a man can hardly pass through this present life without suffering some adversities, and in the time of his adversity occasion cannot be lacking to rise against the tyrant; and when there is an opportunity there will not be lacking at least one of the multitude to use it. Then the people will fervently favour the insurgent, and what is attempted with the sympathy of the multitude will not easily fail of its effects. It can thus scarcely come to pass that the government of a tyrant will endure for a long time.

	[81] This is very clear, too, if we consider the means by which a tyrannical government is upheld. It is not upheld by love, since there is little or no bond of friendship between the subject multitude and the tyrant, as is evident from what we have said. On the other Aand, tyrants cannot rely on the loyalty of their subjects, for such a degree of virtue is not found among the generality of men, that they should be restrained by the virtue of fidelity from throwing off the yoke of unmerited servitude, if they are able to do so. Nor would it perhaps be a violation of fidelity at all, according to the opinion of many,’ to frustrate the wickedness of tyrants by any means whatsoever. It remains, then, that the government of a tyrant is maintained by fear alone and consequently they strive with all their might to be feared by their subjects. Fear, however, is a weak support. Those who are kept down by fear will rise against their rulers if the opportunity ever occurs when they can hope to do it with impunity, and they will rebel against their rulers all the more furiously the more they have been kept in subjection against their will by fear alone, just as water confined under pressure flows with greater impetus when. it finds an outlet. That very fear itself is not without danger, because many become desperate from excessive fear, and despair of safety impels a man boldly to dare anything. Therefore the government of a tyrant cannot be of long duration.

	[82] This appears clearly from examples no less than from reason. If we scan the history of antiquity and the events of modern times, we shall scarcely find one government of a tyrant which lasted a long time. So Aristotle, in his Politics [V, 12: 1315b 11-39], after enumerating many tyrants, shows that all their governments were of short duration; although some of them reigned a fairly long time because they were not very tyrannical but in many things imitated the moderation of kings.

	[83] All this becomes still more evident if we consider the divine judgment, for, as we read in Job (24:30), “He makes a man who is a hypocrite to reign for the sins of the people.” No one, indeed, can be more truly called a hypocrite than the man who assumes the office of king and acts like a tyrant, for a hypocrite is one who mimics the person of another, as is done on the stage. Hence God permits tyrants to get into power to punish the sins of the subjects. In Holy Scripture it is customary to call such punishment the anger of God. Thus in Hosea (13:11) the Lord says: “I will give you a king in my wrath.” Unhappy is a king who is given to the people in God’s wrath, for his power cannot be stable, because “God does not forgets to show mercy nor does He shut up His mercies in His anger” (Ps 76:10). On the contrary, as we read in Joel (2:13): “He is patient and rich in mercy and ready to repent of the evil.” So God does not permit tyrants to reign a long time, but after the storm brought on the people through these tyrants, He restores tranquillity by casting them down. Therefore the Wise Man” says (Sirach 10:17): “God has overturned the thrones of proud princes and hath set up the meek in their stead.”

	[84] Experience further shows that kings acquire more wealth through justice than tyrants do through rapine. Because the government of tyrants is displeasing to the multitude subject to it, tyrants must have a great many satellites to safeguard themselves against their subjects. On these it is necessary to spend more than they can rob from their subjects. On the contrary, the government of kings, since it is pleasing to their subjects, has for its protection, instead of hirelings, all the subjects. And they demand no pay but, in time of need, freely give to their kings more than the tyrants can take. Thus the words of Solomon are fulfilled (Prov 11:24): “Some (namely, the kings) distribute their own goods (doing good to their subjects) and grow richer; others (namely, the tyrants) take away what is not their own and are always in want.” In the same way it comes to pass, by the just judgment of God, that those who unjustly heap up riches, uselessly scatter them or are justly deprived of them. For, as Solomon says (Eccles. 5:9): “A covetous man shall not be satisfied with money and he who loves riches shall reap no fruit from them.” Rather, we read in Proverbs (15:27): “He who is greedy of gain troubles his own house.” But to kings who seek justice, God gives wealth, as He did to Solomon who, when he sought wisdom to do justice, received a promise of an abundance of wealth.”

	[85] It seems superfluous to speak about fame, for who can doubt that good kings live in a sense in the praises of men, not only in this life, but still more, after their death, and that men yearn for them? But the name of wicked kings straightway vanishes or, if they have been excessive in their wickedness, they are remembered with execration. Thus Solomon says (Prov 10:7): “The memory of the just is with praises, and the name of the wicked shall rot,” either because it vanishes or it remains with stench.

	 

	


CHAPTER 12
WHAT PUNISHMENTS ARE IN STORE FOR A TYRANT

	[86] From the above arguments it is evident that stability of power, wealth, honour and fame come to fulfil the desires of kings rather than tyrants, and it is in seeking to acquire these things unduly that princes turn to tyranny. For no one falls away from justice except through a desire for some temporal advantage.

	[87] The tyrant, moreover, loses the surpassing beatitude which is due as a reward to kings and, which is still more serious, brings upon himself great suffering as a punishment. For if the man who despoils a single man, or casts him into slavery, or kills him, deserves the greatest punishment (death in the judgment of men, and in the judgment of God eternal damnation), how much worse tortures must we consider a tyrant deserves, who on all sides robs everybody, works against the common liberty of all, and kills whom he will at his merest whim?

	[88] Again, such men rarely repent; but puffed up by the wind of pride, deservedly abandoned by God for their sins, and besmirched by the flattery of men, they can rarely make worthy satisfaction. When will they ever restore all those things which they have received beyond their just due? Yet no one doubts that they are bound to restore those ill-gotten goods. When will they make amends to those whom they have oppressed and unjustly injured in their many ways?

	[89] The malice of their impenitence is increased by the fact that they consider everything licit which they can do unresisted and with impunity. Hence they not only make no effort to repair the evil they have done but, taking their customary way of acting as their authority, they hand on their boldness in sinning to posterity. Consequently they are held guilty before God, not only for their own sins, but also for the crimes of those to whom they gave the occasion of sin.

	[90] Their sin is made greater also from the dignity of the office they have assumed. Just as an earthly king inflicts a heavier punishment upon his ministers if he finds them traitors to him, so God will punish more severely those whom He made the executors and ministers of His government if they act wickedly, turning God’s judgment into bitterness. Hence, in the Book of Wisdom (6:5-7), the following words are addressed to wicked kings: “Because being ministers of His kingdom, you have not judged rightly nor kept the law of justice nor walked according to the will of God, horribly and speedily will He appear to you, for a most severe judgment shall be for them that bear rule; for to him that is little, mercy is granted, but the mighty shall be mightily tormented.” And to Nabuchodonosor it is said by Isaiah (14:15-16): “But you shall yet be brought down to hell, into the depth of the pit. They who see you shall turn toward you and gaze on you” as one more deeply buried in punishments.

	[91] So, then, if to kings an abundance of temporal goods is given and an eminent degree of beatitude prepared for them by God, while tyrants are often prevented from obtaining even the temporal goods which they covet, subjected also to many dangers and, worse still, deprived of eternal happiness and destined for most grievous punishment, surely those who undertake the office of ruling must earnestly strive to act as kings towards their subjects, and not as tyrants.

	[92] What has been said hitherto should suffice in order to show what a king is, and that it is good for the multitude to have a king, and also that it is expedient for a ruler to conduct himself towards the multitude of his subjects as a king, not as a tyrant.

	 

	


CHAPTER 13
ON THE DUTIES OF A KING

	[93] The next point to be considered is what the kingly office is and what qualities the king should have. Since things which are in accordance with art are an imitation of the things which are in accordance with nature (from which we accept the rules to act according to reason), it seems best that we learn about the kingly office from the pattern of the regime of nature.15

	[94] In things of nature there is both a universal and a particular government. The former is God’s government Whose rule embraces all things and Whose providence governs them all. The latter is found in man and it is much like the divine government. Hence man is called a microcosm.16 Indeed there is a similitude between both governments in regard to their form; for just as the universe of corporeal creatures and all spiritual powers come under the divine government, in like manner the members of the human body and all the powers of the soul are governed by reason. Thus, in a proportionate manner, reason is to man what God is to the world. Since, however, man is by nature a social animal living in a multitude, as we have pointed out above,’ the analogy with the divine government is found in him not only in this way that one man governs himself by reason, but also in that the multitude of men is governed by the reason of one man. This is what first of all constitutes the office of a king. True, among certain animals that live socially there is a likeness to the king’s rulership; so we say that there are kings among bees. Yet animals exercise rulership not through reason but through their natural instinct which is implanted in them by the Great Ruler the Author of nature.

	[95] Therefore let the king recognize that such is the office which he undertakes, namely, that he is to be in the kingdom what the soul is in the body, and what God is in the world.’ If he reflect seriously upon this, a zeal for justice will be enkindled in him when he contemplates that he has been appointed to this position in place of God, to exercise judgment in his kingdom; further, he will acquire the gentleness of clemency and mildness when he considers as his own members those individuals who are subject to his rule.

	 

	


CHAPTER 14
WHAT IT IS INCUMBENT UPON A KING TO DO AND HOW HE SHOULD GO ABOUT DOING IT

	[96] Let us then examine what God does in the world, for in this way we shall be able to see what it is incumbent upon a king to do.

	[97] Looking at the world as a whole, there are two works of God to be considered: the first is creation; the second, God’s government of the things created. These two works are, in like manner, performed by the soul in the body since, first, by the virtue of the soul the body is formed, and then the latter is governed and moved by the soul.

	[98] Of these works, the second more properly pertains to the office of kingship. Therefore government belongs to all kings (the very name rex is derived from the fact that they direct the government), while the first work does not fall to all kings, for not all kings establish the kingdom or city in which they rule but bestow their regal care upon a kingdom or city already established. We must remember, however, that if there were no one to establish the city or kingdom,’ there would be no question of governing the kingdom. The very notion of kingly office, then, comprises the establishment of a city and kingdom, and some kings have indeed established cities in which to rule; for example, Ninus founded Ninevah, and Romulus, Rome. It pertains also to the governing office to preserve the things governed, and to use them for the purpose for which they were established. If, therefore, one does not know how a kingdom is established, one cannot fully understand the task of its government.

	[99] Now, from the example of the creation of the world one may learn how a kingdom is established. In creation we may consider, first, the production of things; secondly, the orderly distinction of the parts of the world. Further, we observe that different species of things are distributed in different parts of the world: stars in the heavens, fowls in the air, fishes in the water, and animals on land. We notice further that, for each species, the things it needs are abundantly provided by the Divine Power. Moses has minutely and carefully set forth this plan of how the world was made. First of all, he sets forth the production of things in these words: “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth” (Gen 1:1). Next, he declares that all things were distinguished from one another by God according to a suitable order: day from night, higher things from lower, the sea from the dry land. He next relates that the sky was adorned with luminaries, the air with birds, the sea with fishes, the earth with animals; finally, dominion over earth and animals was given to men. He further states that, by Divine Providence, plants were made for the use of men and the other animals.

	[100] Of course the founder of a city and kingdom cannot produce anew men, places in which to dwell, and the other necessities of life. He has to make use of those which already exist in nature, just as the other arts derive the material for their work from nature; as, for example, the smith takes iron, the builder wood and stone, to use in their respective arts. Therefore the founder of a city and kingdom must first choose a suitable place which will preserve the inhabitants by its healthfulness, provide the necessities of life by its fruitfulness, please them with its beauty, and render them safe from their enemies by its natural protection. If any of these advantages be lacking, the place will be more or less convenient in proportion as it offers more or less of the said advantages, or the more essential of them. Next, the founder of a city and kingdom must mark out the chosen place according to the exigencies of things necessary for the perfection of the city and kingdom. For example, when a kingdom is to be founded, he will have to determine which place is suitable for establishing cities, and which is best for villages and hamlets, where to locate the places of learning, the military training camps, the markets—and so on with other things which the perfection of the kingdom requires. And if it is a question of founding a city, he will have to determine what site is to be assigned to the churches, the law courts, and the various trades! Furthermore, he will have to gather together the men, who must be apportioned suitable locations according to their respective occupations. Finally, he must provide for each one what is necessary for his particular condition and state in life; otherwise, the kingdom or city could never endure.

	[101] These are, briefly, the duties that pertain to the office of king in founding a city and kingdom, as derived from a comparison with the creation of the world.

	 

	


CHAPTER 15
THAT THE OFFICE OF GOVERNING THE KINGDOM SHOULD BE LEARNED FROM THE DIVINE GOVERNMENT

	[102] Just as the founding of a city or kingdom may suitably be learned from the way in which the world was created, so too the way to govern may be learned from the divine government of the world.

	[103] Before going into that, however, we should consider that to govern is to lead the thing governed in a suitable way towards its proper end. Thus a ship is said to be governed when, through the skill of the pilot, it is brought unharmed and by a direct route to harbour. Consequently, if a thing be directed to an end outside itself (as a ship to the harbour), it is the governor’s duty, not only to preserve the thing unharmed, but further to guide it towards this end. If, on the contrary, there be a thing whose end is not outside itself, then the governor’s endeavours will merely tend to preserve the thing undamaged in its proper perfection.

	[104] Nothing of this kind is to be found in reality, except God Himself, Who is the end of all. However, as concerns the thing which is directed to an end outside itself, care is exercised by different providers in different ways. One might have the task of preserving a thing in its being, another of bringing it to a further perfection. Such is clearly the case in the example of the ship; (the first meaning of the word gubernator [governor] is pilot.) It is the carpenter’s business to repair anything which might be broken, while the pilot bears the responsibility of bringing the ship to port. It is the same with man. The doctor sees to it that a man’s life is preserved; the tradesman supplies the, necessities of life; the teacher takes care that man may learn the truth; and the tutor sees that he lives according to reason.

	[105] Now if man were not ordained to another end outside himself, the above-mentioned cares would be sufficient for him. But as long as man’s mortal life endures there is an extrinsic good for him, namely, final beatitude which is looked for after death in the enjoyment of God, for as the Apostle’ says (2 Cor 5:6): “As long as we are in the body we are far from the Lord.” Consequently the Christian man, for whom that beatitude has been purchased by the blood of Christ, and who, in order to attain it, has received the earnest of the Holy Spirit, needs another and spiritual care to direct him to the harbour of eternal salvation, and this care is provided for the faithful by the ministers of the church of Christ.

	[106] Now the same judgment is to be formed about the end of society as a whole as about the end of one man. If, therefore, the ultimate end of man were some good that existed in himself, then the ultimate end of the multitude to be governed would likewise be for the multitude to acquire such good, and persevere in its possession. If such an ultimate end either of an individual man or a multitude were a corporeal one, namely, life and health of body, to govern would then be a physician’s charge. If that ultimate end were an abundance of wealth, then knowledge of economics would have the last word in the community’s government. If the good of the knowledge of truth were of such a kind that the multitude might attain to it, the king would have to be a teacher. It is, however, clear that the end of a multitude gathered together is to live virtuously. For men form a group for the purpose of living well17 together, a thing which the individual man living alone could not attain, and good life is virtuous life. Therefore, virtuous life is the end for which men gather together. The evidence for this lies in the fact that only those who render mutual assistance to one another in living well form a genuine part of an assembled multitude. If men assembled merely to live, then animals and slaves would form a part of the civil community. Or, if men assembled only to accrue wealth, then all those who traded together would belong to one city. Yet we see that only such are regarded as forming one multitude as are directed by the same laws and the same government to live well.

	[107] Yet through virtuous living man is further ordained to a higher end, which consists in the enjoyment of God, as we have said above. Consequently, since society must have the same end as the individual man, it is not the ultimate end of an assembled multitude to live virtuously, but through virtuous living to attain to the possession of God.

	[108] If this end could be attained by the power of human nature, then the duty of a king would have to include the direction of men to it. We are supposing, of course, that he is called king to whom the supreme power of governing in human affairs is entrusted. Now the higher the end to which a government is ordained, the loftier that government is. Indeed, we always find that the one to whom it pertains to achieve the final end commands those who execute the things that are ordained to that end. For example, the captain, whose business it is to regulate navigation, tells the shipbuilder what kind of ship he must construct to be suitable for navigation; and the ruler of a city, who makes use of arms, tells the blacksmith what kind of arms to make. But because a man does not attain his end, which is the possession of God, by human power but by divine according to the words of the Apostle (Rom 6:23): “By the grace of God life everlasting”—therefore the task of leading him to that last end does not pertain to human but to divine government.

	[109] Consequently, government of this kind pertains to that king who is not only a man, but also God, namely, our Lord Jesus Christ, Who by making men sons of God brought them to the glory of Heaven. This then is the government which has been delivered to Him and which “shall not be destroyed” (Dan 7:14), on account of which He is called, in Holy Writ, not Priest only, but King. As Jeremiah says (23:5): “The king shall reign and he shall be wise.” Hence a royal priesthood is derived from Him, and what is more, all those who believe in Christ, in so far as they are His members, are called kings and priests.

	[110] Thus, in order that spiritual things might be distinguished from earthly things, the ministry of this kingdom has been entrusted not to earthly kings but to priests, and most of all to the chief priest, the successor of St. Peter, the Vicar of Christ, the Roman Pontiff. To him all the kings of the Christian People18 are to be subject as to our Lord Jesus Christ Himself.19 For those to whom pertains the care of intermediate ends should be subject to him to whom pertains the care of the ultimate end, and be directed by his rule.

	[111] Because the priesthood of the gentiles and the whole worship of their gods existed merely for the acquisition of temporal goods (which were all ordained to the common good of the multitude, whose care devolved upon the king), the priests of the gentiles were very properly subject to the kings. Similarly, since in the old law earthly goods were promised to the religious people (not indeed by demons but by the true God), the priests of the old law, we read, were also subject to the kings. But in the new law there is a higher priesthood by which men are guided to heavenly goods. Consequently, in the law of Christ, kings must be subject to priests.

	[112] It was therefore also a marvellous disposition of Divine Providence that, in the city of Rome, which God had foreseen would be the principal seat of the Christian priesthood, the custom was gradually established that the rulers of the city should be subject to the priests, for as Valerius Maximus relates [De Bello Gallico VI, 13, 5]: “Our city has always considered that everything should yield precedence to religion, even those things in which it aimed to display the splendour of supreme majesty. We therefore unhesitatingly made the imperial dignity minister to religion, considering that the empire would thus hold control of human affairs if faithfully and constantly it were submissive to the divine power.

	[113] And because it was to come to pass that the religion of the Christian priesthood should especially thrive in France, God provided that among the Gauls too their tribal priests, called Druids, should lay down the law of all Gaul, as Julius Caesar relates in the book which he wrote about the Gallic war.

	 

	


CHAPTER 16
THAT REGAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE ORDAINED PRINCIPALLY TO ETERNAL BEATITUDE

	[114] As the life by which men live well here on earth is ordained, as to its end, to that blessed life which we hope for in heaven, so too whatever particular goods are procured by man’s agency—whether wealth, profits, health, eloquence, or learning—are ordained to the good life of the multitude. If, then, as we have said, the person who is charged with the care of our ultimate end ought to be over those who have charge of things ordained to that end, and to direct them by his rule, it clearly follows that, just as the king ought to be subject to the divine government administered by the office of priesthood, so he ought to preside over all human offices, and regulate them by the rule of his government.

	[115] Now anyone on whom it devolves to do something which is ordained to another thing as to its end is bound to see that his work is suitable to that end; thus, for example, the armourer so fashions the sword that it is suitable for fighting, and the builder should so lay out the house that it is suitable for habitation. Therefore, since the beatitude of heaven is the end of that virtuous life which we live at present, it pertains to the king’s office to promote the good life of the multitude in such a way as to make it suitable for the attainment of heavenly happiness, that is to say, he should command those things which lead to the happiness of Heaven and, as far as possible, forbid the contrary.

	[116] What conduces to true beatitude and what hinders it are learned from the law of God, the teaching of which belongs to the office of the priest, according to the words of Malachi (2:7): “The lips of the priest shall guard knowledge and they shall seek the law from his mouth.” Wherefore the Lord prescribes in the Book of Deuteronomy (17:18-19) that “after he is raised to the throne of his kingdom, the king shall copy out to himself the Deutoronomy of this law, in a volume, taking the copy of the priests of the Levitical tribe, he shall have it with him and shall read it all the days of his life, that he may learn to fear the Lord his God, and keep his words and ceremonies which are commanded in the law.” Thus the king, taught the law of God, should have for his principal concern the means by which the multitude subject to him may live well.

	[117] This concern is threefold:, first of all, to establish a virtuous life in the multitude subject to him; second, to preserve it once established; and third, having preserved it, to promote its greater perfection.

	[118] For an individual man to lead a good life two things are required. The first and most important is to act in a virtuous manner (for virtue is that by which one lives well); the second, which is secondary and instrumental, is a sufficiency of those bodily goods who se use is necessary for virtuous life. Yet the unity of man is brought about by nature, while the unity of multitude, which we call peace, must be procured through the efforts of the ruler. Therefore, to establish virtuous living in a multitude three things are necessary. First of all, that the multitude be established in the unity of peace. Second, that the multitude thus united in the bond of peace, be directed to acting well. For just as a man can do nothing well unless unity within his members be presupposed, so a multitude of men lacking the unity of peace will be hindered from virtuous action by the fact that it is fighting against itself. In the third place, it is necessary that there be at hand a sufficient supply of the things required for proper living, procured by the ruler’s efforts.

	[119] When virtuous living is set up in the multitude by the efforts of the king, it then remains for him to look to its conservation. Now there are three things which prevent the permanence of the public good. One of these arises from nature. The good of the multitude should not be established for one time only; it should be in a sense perpetual. Men, on the other hand, cannot abide forever, because they are mortal. Even while they are alive they do not always preserve the same vigour, for the life of man is subject to many changes, and thus a man is not equally suited to the performance of the same duties throughout the whole span of his life. A second impediment to the preservation of the public good, which comes from within, consists in the perversity of the wills of men, inasmuch as they are either too lazy to perform what the commonweal demands, or, still further, they are harmful to the peace of the multitude because, by transgressing justice, they disturb the peace of others. The third hindrance to the preservation of the commonweal comes from without, namely, when peace is destroyed through the attacks of enemies and, as it sometimes happens, the kingdom or city is completely blotted out.

	[120] In regard to these three dangers, a triple charge is laid upon the king. First of all, he must take care of the appointment of men to succeed or replace others in charge of the various offices. Just as in regard to corruptible things (which cannot remain the same forever) the government of God made provision that through generation one would take the place of another in order that, in this way, the integrity of the universe might be maintained, so too the good of the multitude subject to the king will be preserved through his care when he sets himself to attend to the appointment of new men to fill the place of those who drop out. In the second place, by his laws and orders, punishments and rewards, he should restrain the men subject to him from wickedness and induce them to virtuous deeds, following the example of God, Who gave His law to man and requites those who observe it with rewards, and those who transgress it with punishments. The king’s third charge is to keep the multitude entrusted to him safe from the enemy, for it would be useless to prevent internal dangers if the multitude could not be defended against external dangers.

	[121] Finally, for the proper direction of the multitude there remains the third duty of the kingly office, namely, that he be solicitous for its improvement. He performs this duty when, in each of the things we have mentioned, he corrects what is out of order and supplies what is lacking, and if any of them can be done better he tries to do so. This is why the Apostle exhorts the faithful to be “zealous for the better gifts” (1 Cor 12:31).

	[122] These then are the duties of the kingly office, each of which must now be treated in greater detail.

	 

	 


BOOK TWO

	


CHAPTER 1
THAT IT BELONGS TO THE OFFICE OF A KING TO FOUND THE CITY

	[123] We must begin by explaining the duties of a king with regard to the founding of a city or kingdom. For, as Vegetius [De Re Militari IV, prol.] declares, “the mightiest nations and most commended kings thought it their greatest glory either to found new cities or have their names made part of, and in some way added to, the names of cities already founded by others.” This, indeed, is in accord with Holy Scripture, for the Wise Man says in Sirach (40:19): “The building of a city shall establish a name.” The name of Romulus, for instance, would be unknown today had he not founded the city of Rome.

	[124] Now in founding a city or kingdom, the first step is the choice, if any be given, of its location. A temperate region should be chosen, for the inhabitants derive many advantages from a temperate climate. In the first place, it ensures them health of body and length of life; for, since good health consists in the right temperature of the vital fluids,20 it follows that health will be best preserved in a temperate clime, because like is preserved by like. Should, however, heat or cold be excessive, it needs must be that the condition of the body will be affected by the condition of the atmosphere; whence some animals instinctively migrate in cold weather to warmer regions, and in warm weather return to the colder places, in order to obtain, through the contrary dispositions of both locality and weather, the due temperature of their humours.

	[125] Again, since it is warmth and moisture that preserve animal life, if the heat is intense the natural moisture of the body is dried up and life fails, just as a lantern is extinguished if the liquid poured into it be quickly consumed by too great a flame. Whence it is said that in certain very torrid parts of Ethiopia a man cannot live longer than thirty years.21 On the other hand, in extremely cold regions the natural moisture is easily frozen and the natural heat soon lost.

	[126] Then, too, a temperate climate is most conducive to fitness for war, by which human society is kept in security. As Vegetius tells us [De Re Militari 1, 2], “all peoples that live near the sun and are dried up by the excessive heat have keener wits but less blood, so that they possess no constancy or self-reliance in hand-to-hand fighting; for, knowing they have but little blood, they have great fear of wounds. On the other hand, Northern tribes, far removed from the burning rays of the sun are more dull-witted indeed, but because they have an ample flow of blood, they are ever ready for war Those who dwell in temperate climes have, on the one hand, an abundance-of blood and thus make light of wounds or death, and, on the other hand, no lack of prudence, which puts a proper restraint on them in camp and is of great advantage in war and peace as well.

	[127] Finally, a temperate climate is of no little value for political life. As Aristotle says in his Politics [VII, 7: 1327b 23-32]: “Peoples that dwell in cold countries are full of spirit but have little intelligence and little skill. Consequently they maintain their liberty better but have no political life and (through lack of prudence) show no capacity for governing others. Those who live in hot regions are keen-witted and skilful in the things of the mind but possess little spirit, and so are in continuous subjection and servitude. But those who live between these extremes of climate are both spirited and intelligent; hence they are continuously free, their political life is very much developed, and they are capable of ruling others.” Therefore, a temperate region should be chosen for the foundation of a city or a kingdom.

	 

	


CHAPTER 2
THAT THE CITY SHOULD HAVE WHOLESOME AIR

	[128] After deciding on the locality of the kingdom, the king must select a site suitable for building a city.

	[129] Now the first requisite would seem to be wholesome air, for civil life presupposes natural life, whose health in turn depends on the wholesomeness of the air. According to Vitruvius [De Architectura I, 4], the most healthful spot is “a high place, troubled neither by mists nor frosts and facing neither the sultry nor the chilly parts of the sky. Also, it should not lie near marsh country.” The altitude of the place contributes to the wholesomeness of the atmosphere because highlands are open to all the breezes which purify the air; besides, the vapours, which the strength of the sun’s rays causes to rise from the earth and waters, are more dense in valleys and in low-lying places than in highlands, whence it is that the air on mountains is rarer. Now this rarified air, which is the best for easy and natural breathing, is vitiated by mists and frosts which are frequent in very damp places; as a consequence, such places are found to be inimical to health. Since marshy districts have an excess of humidity, the place chosen for the building of a city must be far from any marshes. “For when the morning breezes come at sunrise to such a place, and the mists that rise from the swamps join them, they will scatter through the town the breath of the poisonous beasts of the marshes mingled with the mist, and will render the site pestilential.” “Should, however, the walls be built in marshes that lie along the coast and face the north (or thereabouts) and if these marshes be higher than the seashore, they would seem to be quite reasonably built, since, by digging ditches, a way will be opened to drain the water of the marshes into the sea, and when storms swell the sea it will flow back into the marshes and thus prevent the propagation of the animals there. And if any animals come down from higher places, the unwonted saltiness of the water will destroy them.”

	[130] Further provision for the proper proportion of heat and cold must be made when laying out the city by having it face the correct part of the sky. “If the walls, particularly of a town built on the coast, face the south, it will not be healthy,” since such a locality will be cold in the morning, for the rays of the sun do not reach it, but at noon will be baked in the full glare of the sun. As to places that face the west, at sunrise they are cool or even cold, at noon quite warm, and in the evening unpleasantly hot, both on account of the long-continued heat and the, exposure to the sun. On the other hand, if it has an eastern exposure, in the morning, with the sun directly opposite, it will be moderately warm, at noon it will not, be much warmer since the sun does not reach it, directly, but in the evening it will be cold as the rays of the sun will be entirely on the other side. And there will be the same or a similar proportion of heat and cold if the town faces the north. By experience we may learn that the change from cold to heat is unhealthy. “Animals which are transferred from cold to warm regions cannot endure but are dissolved,” “since the heat sucks up their moisture and weakens their natural strength;” whence even in salubrious districts “all bodies become weak from the heat.”

	[131] Again, since suitable food is very helpful for preserving health, we must further judge of the salubrity of a place which has been chosen as a town-site by the condition of the food which grows upon its soil. The ancients were wont to explore this condition by examining the animals raised on the spot. For man, like other animals, finds nourishment in the products of the earth. Hence, if in a given place we kill some animals and find their entrails to be sound, the conclusion will be justified that man also will get good food in the same place. If, however, the members of these animals should be found diseased, we may reasonably infer that that country is no healthy place for men either.

	[132] Just as a temperate climate must be sought, so good water must be made the object of investigation. For the body depends for its health on those things which men more frequently put to their use. With regard to the air it is clear that, breathing it continuously, we draw it down into our very vitals; as a result, purity of air is what conduces most to the preservation of men. But of all things put to use as nourishment, water is used most frequently both as drink and food. Nothing therefore, except good air, so much helps to make a district healthy as does pure water.

	[133] There is still another means of judging the healthfulness of a place, i.e., by the ruddy complexion of the inhabitants, their sturdy, well-shaped limbs, the presence of many and vivacious children, and of many old people. On the other hand, there can be no doubt about the deadliness of a climate where people are misshapen and weak, their limbs either withering or swollen beyond proportion, where children are few and sickly, and old people rather scarce.

	 

	


CHAPTER 3
THAT THE CITY SHOULD HAVE AN ABUNDANT SUPPLY OF FOOD

	[134] It is not enough, however, that the place chosen for the site of a city be such as to preserve the health of the inhabitants; it must also be sufficiently fertile to provide food. A multitude of men cannot live where there is not a sufficient supply of food. Thus Vitruvius [I, 5] narrates that when Dinocrates, a brilliant architect, was explaining to Alexander of Macedon that a beautifully laid out city could be built upon a certain mountain, Alexander asked whether there were fields that could supply the city with sufficient grain. Finding out that there were not, he said that an architect who would build a city on such a site would be blameworthy. For “just as a newborn infant cannot be fed nor made to grow as it should, except on the nurse’s milk, so a city cannot have a large population without a large supply of foodstuffs.”

	[135] Now there are two ways in which an abundance of foodstuffs can be supplied to a city. The first we have already mentioned, where the soil is so fertile that it amply provides for all the necessities of human life. The second is by trade, through which the necessaries of life are brought to the town in sufficient quantity from different places.

	[136] It is quite clear that the first means is better. The more dignified a thing is, the more self-sufficient it is, since whatever needs another’s help is by that fact proven to be deficient. Now the city which is supplied by the surrounding country with all its vital needs is more self-sufficient than another which must obtain those supplies by trade. A city therefore which has an abundance of food from its own territory is more dignified than one which is provisioned through trade.

	[137] It seems that self-sufficiency is also safer, for the import of supplies and the access of merchants can easily be prevented whether owing to wars or to the many hazards of the sea, and thus the city may be overcome through lack of food.

	[138] Moreover, this first method of supply is more conducive to the preservation of civic life. A city which must engage in much trade in order to supply its needs also has to put up with the continuous presence of foreigners. But intercourse with foreigners, according to Aristotle’s Politics [V, 3: 1303a 27; VII, 6: 1327a 13-15], is particularly harmful to civic customs. For it is inevitable that strangers, brought up under other laws and customs, will in many cases act as the citizens are not wont to act and thus, since the citizens are drawn by their example to act likewise, their own civic life is upset.

	[139] Again, if the citizens themselves devote their life to matters of trade, the way will be opened to many vices. Since the foremost tendency of tradesmen is to make money, greed is awakened in the hearts of the citizens through the pursuit of trade. The result is that everything in the city will become venal; good faith will be destroyed and the way opened to all kinds of trickery; each one will work only for his own profit, despising the public good; the cultivation of virtue will fail since honour, virtue’s reward, will be bestowed upon the rich. Thus, in such a city, civic life will necessarily be corrupted.

	[140] The pursuit of trade is also very unfavourable to military activity.’ Tradesmen, not being used to the open air and not doing any hard work but enjoying all pleasures, grow soft in spirit and their bodies are weakened and rendered unsuited to military labours. In accordance with this view, Civil Law” forbids soldiers to engage in business.

	[141] Finally, that city enjoys a greater measure of peace whose people are more sparsely assembled together and dwell in smaller proportion within the walls of the town, for when men are crowded together it is an occasion for quarrels and all the elements for seditious plots are provided. Hence, according to Aristotle’s doctrine,22 it is more profitable to have the people engaged outside the cities than for them to dwell constantly within the walls. But if a city is dependent on trade, it is of prime importance that the citizens stay within the town and there engage in trade. It is better, therefore, that the supplies of food be furnished to the city from its own fields than that it be wholly dependent on trade.

	[142] Still, trade must not be entirely kept out of a city, since one cannot easily find any place so overflowing with the necessaries of life as not to need some commodities from other parts. Also, when there is an over-abundance of some commodities in one place, these goods would serve no purpose if they could not be carried elsewhere by professional traders. Consequently, the perfect city will make a moderate use of merchants.

	 

	


CHAPTER 4
THAT THE CITY SHOULD HAVE A PLEASANT SITE

	[143] A further requisite when choosing a site for the founding of a city is this, that it must charm the inhabitants by its beauty. A spot where life is pleasant will not easily be abandoned nor will men commonly be ready to flock to unpleasant places, since the life of man cannot endure without enjoyment. It belongs to the beauty of a place that it have a broad expanse of meadows, an abundant forest growth, mountains to be seen close at hand, pleasant groves and a copiousness of water.

	[144] However, if a country is too beautiful, it will draw men to indulge in pleasures,’ and this is most harmful to a city. In the first place, when men give themselves up to pleasure their senses are dulled, since this sweetness immerses the soul in the senses so that man cannot pass free judgment on the things which cause delight. Whence, according to Aristotle’s sentence [Eth. Nic. VI, 5: 1140b 11-21], the judgment of prudence is corrupted by pleasure.

	[145] Again, indulgence in superfluous pleasure leads from the path of virtue, for nothing conduces more easily to immoderate increase which upsets the mean of virtue, than pleasure. Pleasure is, by its very nature, greedy, and thus on a slight occasion one is precipitated into the seductions of shameful pleasures just as a little spark is sufficient to kindle dry wood; moreover, indulgence does not satisfy the appetite for the first sip only makes the thirst all the keener. Consequently, it is part of virtue’s task to lead men to refrain from pleasures. By thus avoiding any excess, the mean of virtue will be more easily attained.

	[146] Also, they who give themselves up to pleasures grow soft in spirit and become weak-minded when it is a question of tackling some difficult enterprise, enduring toll, and facing dangers. Whence, too, indulgence in pleasures is detrimental to warfare, as Vegetius puts it in his On the Art of Knighthood (De re militari I, 3) “He fears death less who knows that he has had little pleasure in life.”

	[147] Finally, men who have become dissolute through pleasures usually grow lazy and, neglecting necessary matters and all the pursuits that duty lays upon them, devote themselves wholly to the quest of pleasure, on which they squander all that others had so carefully amassed. Thus, reduced to poverty and yet unable to deprive themselves of their wonted pleasures, they do not shrink from stealing and robbing in order to have the wherewithal to indulge their craving for pleasure.

	[148] It is therefore harmful to a city to superabound in delightful things, whether it be on account of its situation or from whatever other cause. However, in human intercourse it is best to have a moderate share of pleasure as a spice of life, so to speak, wherein man’s mind may find some recreation.

	 

	
APPENDIX
SELECTED PARALLEL TEXTS

	1. Contra Impugnantes Dei Cultum et Religionem, ch. 5

	Avicenna says: Nature did not give covering to man (as she gave hair to other animals), nor means of defence (as the oxen received horns and the lions claws); nor did nature prepare man’s food (except the mother’s milk). Instead of all this man was endowed with reason to provide for these things, and with hands to execute the providence of reason, as the Philosopher says.

	AVICENNA De Anima (Sextus Naturalium) V, 1: fol. 22rb: Man’s actions possess certain properties which proceed from his soul and are not found in other animals. The first of these is that man’s being in which he is created, could not last if he did not live in society. Man is not like other animals, each of which is self-sufficient for living with what it has by its nature. One man, on the contrary, if he were alone and left to rely on nothing but what he has by nature, would soon die, or at least his life would be miserable and certainly worse than it was meant to be. This is because of the nobility of man’s nature and the ignobility of the nature of other beings... It is necessary for man to add certain things to what nature gives him: he must needs prepare his food and also his clothing; for raw food, not treated by art, is unbecoming to him: he would not be able to live well with it. Likewise does he have to treat certain materials and make them into garments, while other animals have their covering by nature. First of all, then, man needs the art of agriculture, and, in the second place, many other arts. Now, one man would be unable to acquire all these necessaries of life, if he were alone... He can do so, however, in society where one bakes the other’s bread and the latter in turn weaves the former’s clothes, and one man imports wares from far-away lands for which he receives remuneration from the produce of another man’s country. These are the most evident among many other reasons why it is necessary for man to possess the natural ability to express to his fellowmen what is in his mind.... The first and the easier means of doing this is through the voice... [the other, a more laborious one, being through gesture ... ] Nature bestowed upon man’s soul the faculty to compose out of sounds a sign which is capable of being understood by others. Other animals also utter sounds by which they are able to indicate their wants. Yet these sounds have but a natural and confused signification indicating only in a general way what is wanted or not wanted. Human sounds, on the contrary, may distinctly signify an infinite range of wants. Hence they in their turn are infinite in number.—Cf. Plato, Republic II, 11 ff. (369B ff); Aristotle, Politics III, 9: 1280a 25 ff.

	 

	2. In Libros Ethicorum Aristotelis Expositio, Lib. I, lect. 1

	Man is by nature a social animal, since he stands in need of many vital things which he cannot come by through his own unaided effort (Avicenna). Hence he is naturally part of a group by which assistance is given him that he may live well. He needs this assistance with a view to life as well as to the good life. First, with a view to life, i.e., to having all those things which are necessary for life and without which this earthly life cannot be lived. In this regard, assistance is given to man by the group called the household of which he is part. For everyone has from his parents birth, nourishment and education. Also all the members of the household or family help one another in regard to the necessities of life. Assistance of another kind comes to man by another group of which he is part, assistance, that is, in view of the perfect fullness of life, in other words, that man may not only live but also live well, being equipped with all the things that make for the perfection of living. For this purpose, assistance comes to man from the civil group of which he is part. This assistance concerns not only man’s corporal needs inasmuch as there are in a city many crafts which one household could not develop, but also his moral needs. Public power, indeed, by making itself feared, puts restraint upon those insolent youths who could not be corrected by paternal admonitions. [See Summa I-II, 95, 4.]

	 

	3. In Libros Politicorum Aristotelis Expositio, Lib. I, lect. 1. [Pol. I, 2; 1252b 12: The definition of the household.]

	The Philosopher shows here for what purpose the community of the household is instituted. It is to be borne in mind that every human communication is built upon certain doings of men. There are some things which need to be done every clay, such as eating, seeking protection from the cold, and such like. Other things do not have to be done daily, such as trading, fighting the enemy, and such like. Now it is natural for men to communicate and to help one another in both these kinds of work. Therefore, Aristotle says, the household is a community naturally instituted for the life of every day, i.e., for those works which have to be done daily.

	[Ibid. 1252b 15: The definition of the clan-village, called vicus in the mediaeval Latin translation.]

	Here the Philosopher speaks about the [next] community, viz., the vicus. He calls vicus the first communication arising out of several households. It is the first communication after the household, since there is to follow another one, viz., the city. The vicus is not instituted for the life of every day, as was the household, but with a view to needs not recurring daily. The members of this community do not come together to communicate concerning those things which are to be done daily, such as eating, and sitting by the fire, and such like, but concerning external works transcending the daily round of necessities.

	[Ibid. 1252b 16: The vicus appears to be most natural.]

	The Philosopher says that the neighbourhood or vicinity of houses (which is the vicus) appears to be a most natural form of community; for nothing is more natural in the realm of live beings than the propagation of many from one: and this constitutes the cluster of homes (vicinia domorum.)

	[Ibid. 1252b 27: The definition of the city.]

	The Philosopher shows that in the nature of a city there are three essential characteristics. His first point is to determine what are the material elements of the city. Just as the vicus is composed of several households, so is the city composed of several vici. The second affirmation [concerns the formal characteristic of a city.] The city is the perfect community. This, Aristotle explains thus: Since every communication, whenever it is found among men, is ordained to something necessary for life, that community will be the perfect community which is ordained to the end that man may have the fullness of human life: and this is the city. For it is in the city that man finds the satisfaction of whatever needs human life may have in the circumstances in which it is lived (sicut contingit esse). Thus the city is composed of several vici in one of which the Smith’s craft is exercised, in another the weaver’s craft, and so on. It is clear then that the city is the perfect community. In the third place, the Philosopher shows to what end or purpose the city is instituted. Its origin, indeed, may be ascribed to the purpose of simply living, inasmuch as men find in it the things which make their life livable at all. But once it exists, it will provide men with the means not only to live but also to live well, inasmuch as, by the laws of the city, life is made to be virtuous life.

	[Ibid. 1253a 7: The reason why man is a political animal.]

	The Philosopher demonstrates from a consideration of man’s proper operation that man is a civic animal (animal civile), even more so than bees or other gregarious animals. This is the reason: We say that nature makes nothing in vain, because she always works for a definite purpose. When, therefore, nature endows a being with something which, of itself, is ordained to an end, it is evident that this end is proposed to that being by nature. Now, we see that certain animals possess the faculty of making sounds, while man alone, above all other animals, has the faculty of language. Even when certain animals may utter the language of man, they do not speak in a proper sense, since they do not understand what they say but are merely trained to utter these sounds. Yet there is a difference between language and simple sound. A sound is the sign of grief and pleasure, and consequently of other passions, such as anger and fear which, as is said in the second book of the Ethics [3: 1104b 14] are all ordained to pleasure and grief. Therefore the faculty of sound is given to other animals, whose nature attains to the point at which they have the perceptions of pleasure and grief; and this is what they signify to one another by certain natural sounds, the lion by roaring and the dog by barking, instead of which we have our interjections. Human language, on the other hand, signifies what is advantageous and what is harmful. From this it follows that it signifies what is just and what is unjust. For justice and injustice consist in this, that several persons are adjusted, or not adjusted, to one another in respect of things advantageous or harmful. So language is proper to men, since it is a peculiarity of theirs in comparison with the rest of the animal world that they possess the knowledge of good and evil, of the just and the unjust, and of other similar relations.... In these things men communicate one with another naturally. Since, therefore, this communication constitutes the household and the city, man is naturally a domestic and a civic animal.

	 

	4. In Libros Ethicorum Aristotelis Expositio, Lib. VIII, lect. 10

	[Eth. Nic. VIII, 10; 1160a 31-35: The classification of the constitutions.]

	There are three species of constitutions and an equal number of corruptions or deviation-forms. The right constitutions are, first, kingship, i.e., the rule of one man; second, aristocracy, i.e., the rule of the best (this kind of civic order is indeed ruled by the virtuous men); thirdly, timocracy. Such a third species will have to be assumed, although not all agree to do so, as is said in the fifth (?) book of the Politics [IV, 3: 1290a 22]. Timocracy is fittingly called so from the [Greek] word timae which means remuneration (pretium); for under this constitution the poor are remunerated for attending, and the rich fined for not attending, the civic assemblies, as is said in the fourth book of the Politics.23 Others call this constitution by the generic name polity, since it is that of the rich and the poor alike; compare the fourth book of the Politics.

	[Ibid. 35-36: Their respective value.]

	Comparing these constitutions the Philosopher says that the best is kingship, since under this form of government one man, and the best of all, holds power. The least good is timocracy which is the ruling of the mediocre. Between these extremes lies aristocracy in which a few of the best are ruling but with less power of action than is invested in one man acting well and possessing the plenitude of power.

	[Ibid. 1160a 36-b 12: On kingship and tyranny.]

	...Tyranny is the deviation-form or corruption of kingship. [Thus these forms stand to each other in the opposition of contrariety.] In regard to this point, Aristotle shows, first, that both forms are of the same genus, for both are monarchies, i.e., one-man governments. Second, he brings out their differences, saying that they differ most widely, from which it appears that they are contraries. For contraries, being of the same genus, are most widely distant one from the other. What the difference is between tyranny and kingship, the Philosopher declares by saying that, in this regime, the tyrant looks to his own advantage, while the king has his eye on that of his subjects. This is further evidenced in what follows: The true king, Aristotle says, is sufficient for governing by his own resources and, therefore, should possess all good things: the goods of the soul, -those of the body, and external goods; and he should possess them in such abundance that he be worthy and, at the same time potent, to hold power. If he is such, he needs nothing further and so will not be tempted to care for his own advantage as do those who still are in need. The king will be the benefactor of his subjects, which is the attribute of those who have an overflowing abundance of good things. If a king is not such a man, he is rather a clerotos, as Aristotle says, which means he is king [not naturally but] by the decision of the lots. On the other hand, the tyrant, since he pursues his own interest, is the very contrary of the king. Hence it is clear that tyranny is the worst deviation-form. For it is the contrary of the best that is worst and a man passes over from kingship, i.e., the best form, to tyranny which is a depravity of monarchy, i.e., one-man rule; in other words, it is the bad king who becomes a tyrant. Tyranny, then, the Philosopher concludes, is the worst form of government.

	[Ibid. 1260b 12-16: The corruption of aristocracy.]

	Aristocracy, in its turn, passes over into oligarchy, i.e., the dominion of a few. This happens on account of the badness of the rulers who do not distribute according to worthiness the goods which belong to the city but snatch away either all or a great deal of them, for their own use and in order to enrich themselves and their friends. Thus it comes about that instead of the most worthy (who are the rulers in an aristocracy) there are now a few and bad man at the head of the city.

	[Ibid. 16-22: The corruption of timocracy.]

	Timocracy, according to the Philosopher, is corrupted into democracy, i.e., the power of the people. These forms are coterminous, i.e., close to each other. They are alike in two regards. First, timocracy (meaning the constitution characterized by a certain system of remunerations) as well as democracy are forms of government in which the many have power; second, in either constitution the criterion of estimating who are “the best people” is the same (omnes qui sunt in honoribus constituti sunt aequales). The difference between them consists in that timocracy keeps in view the common good of both the rich and the poor, while democracy knows only of the good of the poor. Hence democracy is the least bad of the deviation-forms. Its distance from timocracy which is a right constitution is very small indeed.

	 

	5. In Libros Politicorum Aristotelis Expositio, Lib. III, lect. 5-6.

	[Pol. III, 6; 1279a 17-21: The distinction between right and wrong constitutions.]

	The Philosopher propounds the distinction between right and unjust constitutions. Since don-Anion over free men is ordained to the interest of the subjects, it is clear that, when a constitution makes the holders of power aim at the common interest, it is a right constitution, judging by the standards of absolute justice. When, on the contrary, a constitution looks only to the interest of those who possess political power, it is a wrong constitution and a perversion of the right form. For there is, in this case, no absolute justice, i.e., justice for all, but only relative justice, namely, for those who are atthe top. They therefore exercise dominion over the city by using the citizens as slaves to the rulers’ own advantage; and that is against justice, since the city is a community of freemen, the slaves not being citizens at all.

	[Ibid. 7; 1279a 25-32: The classification of the constitutions.]

	Here the Philosopher classifies the constitutions... A constitution, he says, is the ordering, in a city, of those who have power and those who are subjected (ordo dominantium in civitate). Therefore, the criterion for classifying the constitutions will be found in the diversity of those who possess the power. They are either One, or Few, or Many. Further, in each case, there are two different possibilities. Power is held either for the common advantage, and in this case the constitution will be right; or for the advantage of the holders themselves, and in this case the constitution will be a perversion, no matter whether power is vested in one, or a few, or many. For this is the alternative: either the subjects are not citizens: [then they have no part in the common utility]; or they [are citizens and] have their share in the common good.

	[Ibid. 1279a 32- b 4: The names of the right constitutions.]

	Now the Philosopher proceeds to declare the names of these constitutions. . . . If there is dominion of one man directed towards the common interest, the constitution is called monarchy, in the general use of language. If a few are holding the power and using it for the common good, this is an aristocracy, so-called because political power is held by the best, i.e., the virtuous men, or again because it is used for the best interest of the city and of all citizens. Finally, if many have power and exercise it with a view to the common interest, the constitution is commonly called polity which is the generic name of all constitutions. There is a good reason for this usage which gives to this form the generic name. It is easy to find in a city one man or a few who are of outstanding virtue. But it is very difficult indeed for there to be many who attain to the perfection of virtue. Most likely, however, one virtue will be common to a greater number of men, viz., military bravery. This is the reason why under this constitution warriors and those who carry arms are at the top.

	[Ibid. 6-10: The names of the perverted constitutions.]

	...They are as follows: The perversion of kingship is called tyranny; the perversion of aristocracy, oligarchy (which means: power of the few); finally democracy (meaning; power of the people, or rather the vulgar mass) is the perversion of that polity in which the many dominate but on the basis of at least one virtue, viz., military bravery. Hence, Aristotle concludes, tyranny is the dominion of one man aiming at his own interest; oligarchy is the dominion of a few aiming at the interest of the rich; democracy is the dominion of many aiming at the interest of the poor. None of these constitutions takes thought for the common good.

	[Ibid. 8; 1279b 34-1280a 6: The criterion of number is not adequate.]

	[After closer examination of these definitions] it appears that, in the case of democracy the large number of the holders of power is an accidental circumstance; and likewise, in the case of oligarchy the small number is merely accidental. For it is nothing but a fact that everywhere there are more poor than rich people. The above mentioned names, therefore, owe their origin [not to a universally valid reason but] simply to a fact which happens to be true in most of the cases. Since, however, a specific differentiation cannot be obtained on the basis of what is merely accidental, it follows that, per se, the distinction between oligarchies and democracies cannot be made in virtue of the larger or smaller number of the rulers. Rather their specific difference results from the difference between poverty and riches. If a regime is ordained to the increase of the possessions of the rich, its very species is determined by this end and it is for this reason that it differs specifically from a regime whose end is liberty, which regime is democracy. Hence, wherever the rich hold political power, no matter whether they are many or few, there will be oligarchy; and wherever the poor hold this power, there will be democracy; and that the latter are many and the former few is nothing but an accidental circumstance. For only a few have riches yet all partake of liberty. This is why both classes fight each other. The few want to dominate for the sake of their possessions and the many want to prevail upon the few since they believe that, by the criterion of liberty, they have just as good a right to political power as the rich.

	 

	6. Scriptum Super Libros Sententiarum II, dist. 44, q. II, a. 2.

	[The problem is whether Christians are bound to obey secular powers, especially tyrants.]

	The procedure in discussing this problem is this: It seems that they are not bound to this obedience... The fourth argument [in favour of this position) runs as follows: It is legitimate for anyone, who can do so, to re-take what has been taken away from him unjustly. Now many secular princes unjustly usurped the dominion of Christian lands. Since, therefore, in such cases rebellion is legitimate, Christians have no obligation to obey these princes. —The fifth argument: If it is a legitimate and even a praiseworthy deed to kill a person, then no obligation of obedience exists toward that person. Now in the Book on Duties [De Officiis I, 8, 26] Cicero justifies Julius Caesar’s assassins. Although Caesar was a close friend of his, yet by usurping the empire he proved himself to be a tyrant. Therefore toward such powers there is no obligation of obedience.

	On the other hand, however, there are the following arguments proving the contrary position: First, it is said: Servants, be in subjection to your masters (1 Pet. 2:18.) Second, it is also said: He who resists the power, withstands the ordinance of God (Rom. xiii, 2.) Now it is not legitimate to withstand the ordinance of God. Hence it is not legitimate either to withstand secular power.

	Solution and determination. Obedience, by keeping a commandment, has for its [formal] object the obligation, involved in the commandment, that it be kept. Now this obligation originates in that the commanding authority has the power to impose an obligation binding not only to external but also to internal and spiritual obedience—“for conscience sake”, as the Apostle says (Rom. xiii, 5.) For power (authority) comes from God, as the Apostle implies in the same place. Hence, Christians are bound to obey the authorities inasmuch as they are from God; and they are not bound to obey inasmuch as the authority is not from God.

	Now, this not being from God may be the case, first, as to the mode in which authority is acquired, and, second, as to the use which is made of authority.

	Concerning the first case we must again distinguish two defects: There may be a defect of the person acquiring authority inasmuch as this person is unworthy of it. There may also be a defect in the mode of acquiring authority, namely, if it is obtained by violence, or simony, or other illegitimate means.

	As to the first of these defects, we say that it does not constitute an obstacle against acquiring lawful authority. Since, then, as such, authority is always from God (and this is what causes the obligation of obedience), the subjects are bound to render obedience to these authorities, unworthy as they may be.

	As to the second of those defects, we say that in such a case there is no lawful authority at all. He who seizes power by violence does not become a true holder of power. Hence, when it is possible to do so, anybody may repel this domination, unless, of course, the usurper should later on have become a true ruler by the consent of the subjects or by a recognition being extended to him by a higher authority.

	The abuse of power might take on two forms. First, a commandment emanating from the authority might be contrary to the very end in view of which authority is instituted, i.e., to be an educator to, and a preserver of, virtue. Should therefore the authority command an act of sin contrary to virtue, we not only are not obliged to obey but we are also obliged not to obey, according to the example of the holy martyrs who preferred death to obeying those ungodly tyrants.

	The second form of abusing power is for the authority to go beyond the bounds of its legal rights, for instance, when a master exacts duties which the servant is not bound to pay, or the like. In this case the subject is not obliged to obey, but neither is he obliged not to obey.

	Consequently... to the fourth argument the answer is this: An authority acquired by violence is not a true authority, and there is no obligation of obedience, as we said above.

	To the fifth argument the answer is that Cicero speaks of domination obtained by violence and ruse, the subjects being unwilling or even forced to accept it and there being no recourse open to a superior who might pronounce judgment upon the usurper. In this case he that kills the tyrant for the liberation of the country, is praised and rewarded.24

	 

	7. Contra Gentiles IV, 76.

	...It is evident that, although there are many different peoples in different dioceses and cities, yet there is one Christendom (Populus Christianus), just as there is one Church. Therefore, just as there is one bishop appointed to one particular people in order to be the head of them all, so in the whole of Christendom one must be the head of the whole Church....

	JOHN OF PARIS thought it to correct this text in the following way: It is evident that, although there are many different peoples in different dioceses and cities, in which the bishops hold authority in matters spiritual, yet there is one Church of all the Faithful and one Christendom. Therefore, just as there is one bishop in every diocese appointed to be the head of the particular church of that people, so in the whole Church and in the whole of Christendom, there is one supreme bishop, viz., the Pope. —De Potestate Regia et Papali (A.D. 1302), ch. III.

	 

	8. Scriptum, Super Libros Sententiarum II, dist. 44, Expositio textus.

	[The problem is whether we should obey a superior authority more than an inferior one.]

	If the position be taken that such is indeed our duty, this seems not to be true.... For [fourth argument] spiritual power is higher than secular power. If, then, it were true that we must obey more the superior power, the spiritual power would have the right always to release a man from his allegiance to a secular power, which is evidently not true.

	Solution and determination. Two cases are to be considered in which we find the superior and the inferior authorities standing in different relations one to the other. First, the inferior authority originates totally from the superior authority. In this case, absolutely speaking and in all events, greater obedience is due to the superior power. An illustration of this is the order of natural causes: the first cause has a stronger impact upon the thing caused by a second cause than has this very second cause, as is said in the Liber De Causis [1]. In this position we find God’s power in regard to every created power, or likewise the Emperor’s power in regard to that of the Proconsul, or again the Pope’s power in regard to every spiritual power in the Church, since by the Pope all degrees of different dignities in the Church are distributed and ordered. Whence papal authority is one of the foundations of the Church, as is evident from Matthew 16:18. So in all things, without any distinction, the Pope ought to be obeyed more than Bishops and Archbishops; (more also by the monk than is the abbot).—The second case to be considered is, that both the superior and the inferior powers originate from one supreme power. Their subordination, thus, depends on the latter who subordinates one to the other as he pleases. As to this case we say that here one power is superior to the other only in regard to those matters in view of which they have been so subordinated one to the other by that supreme power. Hence in these matters alone greater obedience is due to the superior than to the inferior. An example of this is our relation to the authorities of a Bishop and an Archbishop, both of which descend from the papal authority.

	The answer then... to the fourth argument is this. Spiritual as well as secular power comes from the divine power. Hence secular power is subjected to spiritual power in those matters concerning which the subjection has been specified and ordained by God, i.e., in matters belonging to the salvation of the soul. Hence in these we are to obey spiritual authority more than secular authority. On the other hand, more obedience is due to secular than to spiritual power in the things that belong to the civic good (bonum civile). For it is said Matthew 22:21: Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. A special case occurs, however, when spiritual and secular power are so joined in one person as they are in the Pope, who holds the apex of both spiritual and secular powers. This has been so arranged by Him who is both Priest and King, Priest Eternal after the order of Melchisedech, King of Kings and Lord of Lords, Whose dominion shall not pass away, and his kingdom shall not be destroyed for ever and ever. Amen. [Conclusion of the second book of the Scriptum; this explains the doxological ending.]

	
Notes

		[←1]
	 Aristotle, Hist. Anim. I, 1: 488a 7; Eth. Nic. I, 5; 1097b 11; ibid. IX, 9: 1169b 18; Pol. I, 2: 1253a 3. The Aristotelian formula is always that man is a political animal. Unless special reasons suggested to Aquinas the exact textual reproduction of this Aristotelian principle, he generally prefers to say that man is a social animal (Seneca, De Beneficiis, VII, 1, 7). The combination social and political animal is also found in Summa I-II, 72, 4; In Periherm. I, 2.








	[←2]
	 The source of the teaching in 5-7 is not the Aristotelian Politics but Avicenna, De Anima V, 1; cf. Appendix 1. See also In Eth. prol. 4 (Appendix 2) where St. Thomas, follows more closely the Aristotelian doctrine of Pol. I, 2: 1252b 30-125 a 1 (see Appendix 3), no longer believes the Avicennian reasoning to capable of demonstrating the conclusion that man is a political animal. Avicenna’s argument is used by Aquinas in 4 Sent., 26, 1, 1; Quod VII, 17; CG III, 85 and ibid. 128, 129, 136, 147; Summa I-II, 95, 1.








	[←3]
	 The classification of constitutions in 11-12 is owed to Aristotle, Pol. III, 7: 1279a 27 ff. The basis of number, however, on which this classification rests, is found inadequate by Aristotle himself ibid. 1279b 38. In later texts, St. Thomas gradually abandoned it; see In Eth. VIII, 10 (Appendix 4); Summa I-II, 95, 4; ibid., 105, 1; II-II, 50, 1, arg. 1; ibid., 61 2; In Pol. III, 6 (Appendix 5). St. Thomas ends up, just as Aristotle did, with a list of constitutions in which each finds its essential characteristic in a certain qualification on account of which political power is awarded: in monarchy and aristocracy, power is given on account of virtue, in oligarchy on account of riches, in democracy on account of liberty.








	[←4]
	 Aristotle, Pol. I, 2: 1252b 9-30; In Pol. I, 1 (Appendix 3). The Aristotelian doctrine is here adapted to mediaeval realities in almost the same fashion as in some other earlier writings of Aquinas: In Matth. XII, 2; In Ioan. XIV, 1, 3; In I Cor. XI, 4 (p. 333a); In Hebr. XI, 3 (p. 414a). In the later writings, Aquinas (a) more clearly emphasizes the fact that the Aristotelian city seeks the satisfaction of not only the material but also the moral needs of man: In Eth. prol. (Appendix 2); Summa I-II, 90, 2; cf. infra 106. Moreover (b) he treats cities and kingdoms not as specifically different communities each having its own essential characteristics, but as formally equal and only materially, i.e., historically different realizations of the same idea of “perfect community”. Proof of this is the use of the combination city or kingdom in Summa II-II, 47, 11; ibid. 50, 1; ibid. 3.








	[←5]
	 In Latin vicus. This is neither here nor In Pol. I, 1 (Appendix 3) the Aristotelian clan-village but the street of the mediaeval town, called vicus (v.g. Vicus Straminis). In each street, St. Thomas says In Pol. (Appendix 3), “one craft is exercised, in one the weaver’s, in another the smith’s.” Modern towns still preserve the memory of this mediaeval arrangement in street names such as Shoemaker Row, Cordwainer Street, Comerslane, Butter Row etc.








	[←6]
	 The word is of Roman imperial origin; cf. St. Isidore, Etymologiae XIV, 3, 19. It is also used in mediaeval Canon Law; see Gratian’s Decretum c. 2 C. VI, p. 3: an ecclesiastical province is a territory where there are ten or eleven cities, one king... one metropolitan... In St. Albert’s cosmography (De Nat. Locorum III, 1 ff: IX, 566 ff) Italy “is a province” but it also “contains several provinces”, viz., Calabria, Apulia, Romana, Emilia, Tuscia, Lombardia. Likewise, Spain is a province and “has several provinces and kingdoms.” See St. Thomas’ use of the word in 2 Sent., 10, 1, 3 ad 3; 4 Sent., 24, 111, 2 sol. 3; Sumna II-II, 40, 1. Nothing is very definite about this notion except that, at any rate, a province is part of a greater and more comprehensive whole. The word is therefore characteristic of a properly mediaeval type of political thinking which still retains the memory of the Roman Empire. It was soon to be cast out of the political vocabulary.








	[←7]
	 Aristotle Eth. Nic. III, 5: 1112b 14 (Latin text). In Eth. III, 8: 474; CG III, 146; In Matth. XII, 2. In thus tracing back to Aristotle the idea that peace is the chief social good, St. Thomas was misled by the fact that the Latin text of the Ethics translated the Greek EUNOMIA (good laws well obeyed) by peace.








	[←8]
	 Although there is no doubt about the fact that Pol. I. c. is the source of this, yet the text cannot be shown to depend literally on this source. A disturbing feature of this paraphrase is that the author makes it a point of the tyrant’s policy to “forbid marriage”. No trace of such a prohibition is to be found in Aristotle’s account or its mediaeval version. St. Thomas is usually very accurate even in the most trifling details of his quotations.








	[←9]
	 Cf. Summa I-II, 105, 1. Carlyle (V, 94) correctly observes that, if these remarks had been completed, it would have been under terms similar to those on which in the Summa, i.e., a mixed constitution is recommended.








	[←10]
	 A similar problem is discussed in 2 Sent., 44, 11, 2 (Appendix 6) and Summa II-II, 42, 2 ad 3; cf. also Summa II-II, 64, 3. For the history of this problem see Carlyle I, 147 ff, 161 ff, 111, 115 ff. The considerations of the present chapter should also be read against the background of the history of the Italian Communes in the XIIIth century; see Cambridge Med. Hist. VI, 179 ff.








	[←11]
	 Valerius Maximus VI, 2, Ext. 2 (Vincent of Beauvais, Speculum Historiale III, 73).








	[←12]
	 Eusmus, Chronicorum Lib. II.








	[←13]
	  Flavius Iosephus, De Bello Iud. II, 80 ff, 93, 111. Archelaus, however, was not exiled to Lugdunum (Lyons) by Tiberius, but to “Vienna (Vienne), a town in Gaul” by Augustus (Josephus, op. cit. 111; Eusebius, Chronicorum Lib. I. St. Thomas was probably misled by the Glossa Ordinaria In Matth. ii, 22. The above statement, however is somewhat puzzling in view of what Aquinas has said in Catena Aurea, In Matth. II, 10, and in the commentary to St. Matthew, II, 4.








	[←14]
	 Livy XXII, 39, 20. The immediate source of this “sentence” is perhaps one of the many “Florilegia” which were so popular in the Middle Ages.








	[←15]
	 This methodical principle should not be considered as St. Thomas’ last word in the matter. The method of the Summa II-II, 47, 10-12 (on governmental prudence) is distinctly different. See M.-C. CHENU, Bull. Thom. VI, 576, n. 2.








	[←16]
	 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. VIII, 2: 252b 26; St. Gregory, Homil. in Evang. II, 29. On the history of this notion which is found “in two different streams of thought”, viz. the Neoplatonic and the Aristotelian systems, see Muller-Thym 14 ff. “On the rare occasions where St. Thomas uses[this] formula (In Phys. VIII, 4; Summa I, 96, 2 et al.), he wishes it to be taken rather in the sense in which the providence exercised by reason over the members of the body and the use of the faculties is likened to the providence which God exercises in the world.” If the idea of the microcosm is extended to mean that God is in the world as the soul is in the body, then the soul would no longer be the form of the body in the Aristotelian and Thomistic sense; rather it would be a detached substance in its own right. See Summa I-II, 17, 8 in 2 and ad 2; ibid. 110, 1 ad 2.








	[←17]
	 Aristotle, Pol. I, 2: 1252b 30; ibid. III, 9: 1280b 33. The source of what follows is again Aristotle, Pol. III, 9: 1280a 25-1281a 10. Especially derived from the Stagirite are (a) the definition of “good life” which is “virtuous life” (1280b 5-10), (b) the remark about slaves and animals (1280a 32), (c) the remark that the exchange of material goods does not make a society, i.e., a state (1280a 25, b 23: Aristotle’s criticism of Plato.)








	[←18]
	 Populus Christianus, i.e., the institutional unity of all Christians, whose head is the Pope “holding the apex of both powers, spiritual and temporal”: 2 Sent., 44, exp. text. (Appendix 8).All-important in Aquinas’ political thought, this notion was for the first time criticized by the Dominican John of Paris, A.D. 1302; see CG 4, 76 (Appendix 7) and John of Paris’ corrections of this text (loc. cit.).








	[←19]
	 Ps.-Cyril of Alexandria: [Romano Pontifici] primates mundi tamquam ipsi Domino Iesu Christo obediunt. The text is quoted in C. Impugn. 3 (IV, 29); 4 Sent., 24, III, 2 sol. 2; Cf. Errores Graecorum 2. The Liber Thesaurorum from which this authority was drawn is a compilation of texts of the Greek Fathers, made by Aquinas’ contemporary and confrère Bonacursius (Script. O.P. I, 156, 159). In regard to the doctrine cf. 2 Sent., 44, exp. text. (Appendix 8); 4 Sent. 37, exp. text.; CG IV, 76 (Appendix 7); Summa II-II, 60, 6 ad 3. Best interpretation of this passage: Gilson, Dante 183 ff, 206 ff; Id., La philosophie au MA 570 ff.








	[←20]
	 Aristotle, Physics VII, 3: 246b 4. In Phys. VII, 5, 3; Summa I-II, 49, 2 ad 1. “Long before Aristotle, probably before Hippocrates, it was held that, corresponding to the four elements, fire, air, water, earth, and the four qualities, hot, cold, moist, dry, are the four humors of the body, viz., blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile. These three sets of elements, qualities and humors could then be brought, by permutation and combination, into a complex system of arrangements, based upon the following scheme: hot + moist = blood; hot + dry = yellow bile; cold + moist = phlegm; cold + dry = black bile, the different combinations giving the qualitative aspects of disease, and, by the same token, of the physiologic action of drugs. The whole arrangement made up the ‘humoral pathology’ which regarded health and disease as the proper adjustment or imbalance respectively of the different components mentioned, and the scheme was further elaborated by Galen and the Arabian physicians, in that remedies and their compounds were classified in numerical scales according to the ‘degree’ or relative proportions of their several qualities.” Garrison 77.








	[←21]
	 St. Albert relates the same fact in De Natura Locorum II, 3: IX, 563.








	[←22]
	 Pol. VI, 4: 1318b 9-15. William of Moerbeka translated this passage thus: optimus enim polmius, qui terrae cultivus est . . . ubi vivit multitudo ab agricultura vel pascuis ... Non vacans, ut non saepe congregationes faciat. Propterea . . . aliena non concupiscunt, sed delectabilius est ipsis laborare quam politizare et principari (Susemihl 466 f.) St. Thomas misunderstood the words congregationes facere which he took to mean “the crowding and dwelling of the people within the walls of the town,” while Aristotle speaks of civic assemblies.








	[←23]
	 St. Thomas refers to Pol. V, 13: 1297a 17 ff, 20. Manifestly the translation of the word timae by pretium made it impossible for him to understand this Aristotelian teaching. The word timocracy is derived from timema, i.e., valuation of property (in Latin census). Timocracy thus is the rule of those who are equals, in virtue of coming up to a certain moderate property qualification. Aquinas is quite aware of the insufficiency of his commentary on timocracy, forin none of his other writings does he make use of this notion.








	[←24]
	 See however Summa II-II, 42, 2 arg. 3 and ad 3; ibid. 64, 3.
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HIC EST LIBER

This is the book of the commandments of God, and the law that is for ever. All that keep it
shall come to life: but they that have forsaken it, to death. — Baruch 4.1


According to
Augustine in On Christian Doctrine 4:12 one skilled in speech should so speak as to teach, to
delight and to change; that is, to teach the ignorant, to delight the bored and to change the
lazy. The speech of Sacred Scripture does these three things in the fullest manner. For it
firmly teaches with its eternal truth. Psalm 118:89: ‘Your word, O Lord, stands firm for ever
as heaven.’ And it sweetly delights with its pleasantness. Psalm 118.103: ‘How sweet are
your words to my mouth!’ And it efficaciously changes with its authority. Jeremiah 23:29:
‘Are my words not like fire, says the Lord?’

Therefore in the text above Sacred Scripture is commended for three things. First, for the
authority with which it changes: ‘This is the book of the commandments of God.’ Second, for
the eternal truth with which it instructs, when it says, ‘and the law that is for ever’. Third, for
the usefulness with which it entices, when it says, ‘All that keep it shall come to life.’

The authority of this Scripture is shown in three things. First, its origin, because God is its
origin. Hence it says, the commandments of God’. Baruch 3.37: ‘He found out all the way of
knowledge.’ Hebrews 2:3: ‘For it was first announced by the Lord and was confirmed unto
us.’ Such an author is infallibly to be believed, both on account of the condition of his nature,
because he is truth; John 14:4: ‘I am the way and the truth and the life.’ And on account of his
fullness of knowledge; Romans 11:33: ‘Oh, the depth of the riches of the wisdom and of the
knowledge of God!’ And also on account of the power of the words; Hebrews 4:12: ‘For the
word of God is living and efficient and keener than any two-edged sword.’

Second, it is shown to be efficacious by the necessity with which it is imposed. Mark 16.16:
‘He who does not believe shall be condemned.’ The truth of Sacred Scripture is proposed in
the manner of a precept, hence the text says, ‘the commandments of God’. These
commandments direct the intellect through faith: ‘You believe in God, believe also in me’,
John 14:1; inform the affections with love: ‘This is my commandment, that you love one
another’, John 15:12; and induce to action: ‘Do this and you shall live’, Luke 10:28.

Third, it is shown to be efficacious by the uniformity of its sayings, because all who teach the
sacred doctrine teach the same thing. 1 Corinthians 15:11: ‘Whether then it is I or they, so we
preach, and so you have believed.’ And this is necessary because they all had one teacher.
Matthew 23:8: ‘Your teacher is one.’ And they had one spirit, ‘Have we not walked in the
same spirit?’ and one love from above, ‘Now the multitude of believers were of one heart and
one soul’ (Acts 4:32). Therefore, as a sign of the uniformity of doctrine, it says significantly,
‘This is the book.’

The truth of this teaching of Scripture is immutable and eternal, hence the words, ‘and the law
that is for ever’. Luke 21.33: ‘Heaven and earth will pass away but my words shall not pass
away.’ This law will endure for ever because of three things: First, because of the power of
the lawgiver. Isaiah 14:27: ‘For the Lord of hosts hath decreed, and who can disannul it.’
Second, on account of his immutability. Malachi 3:6: ‘For I am the Lord and I do not change’;
Numbers 23:19: ‘God is not a man, that he should lie: nor like the son of man, that he should
be changed.’ Third, because of the truth of the law. Psalm 118:86: ‘All your commandments
are faithful.’ Proverbs12:19: ‘The lip of truth shall be steadfast for ever.’ 3 Ezra 4:38: ‘Truth
remains and gathers strength eternally.’

The usefulness of this Scripture is the greatest: ‘I am the Lord your God who teaches you
profitable things.’ Hence our text continues: ‘All who keep it shall come to life.’ Which
indeed is threefold: First it is the life of grace, to which Sacred Scripture disposes. John 6:64:
‘The words that I have spoken to you are spirit and life.’ For through this life the spirit lives
in God. Galatians 2:20: ‘It is now no longer I that live, but Christ lives in me.’ Second is the
life of justice consisting in works, to which Sacred Scripture directs. Psalm 118.93: ‘Your
decrees I will never forget, for by them you have given me life.’ Third is the life of glory
which Sacred Scripture promises and to which it leads. John 6.69: ‘Lord, to whom shall we
go? you have the words of everlasting life.’ John 20:31: ‘But these are written that you may
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his
name.’

The Division of Sacred Scripture

Sacred Scripture leads to this life in two ways, by commanding and by helping. Commanding
through the mandates which it proposes, which belong to the Old Testament. Sirach 24-33:
‘Moses commanded a law in the precepts of justice.’ Helping, through the gift of grace which
the lawgiver dispenses, which pertains to the New Testament. Both of these are touched on in
John 1:17: ‘For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus
Christ.’

Hence the whole of Sacred Scripture is divided into two principal parts, the Old and New
Testaments, which are mentioned in Matthew 13:52: ‘So then every Scribe instructed in the
kingdom of heaven is like a householder who brings forth from his storeroom things new and
old.’ And Song of Songs 7:13: ‘In our gates are all fruits, the new and the old, my beloved, I
have kept for you.’

The Old Testament is divided according to the teaching of the commandments, for the
commandment is of two kinds, the binding and the warning. The binding is the command of a
king who can punish transgressors. Proverbs 20:2: ‘As the roaring of a lion, so also is the
dread of a king.’ But a warning is the precept of a father who must teach. Sirach 7:25: ‘Do
you have you children? Instruct them.’ The precept of a king is of two kinds, one which
establishes the laws, another which induces to observance of the law, which is customarily
done through his heralds and ambassadors. Thus it is that three kinds of command are
distinguished, that of the king, that of the herald and that of the father. On this basis the Old
Testament is subdivided into three parts, according to Jerome in his prologue to the Book of
Kings.

The first part is contained in the law which is proposed by the king himself. Isaiah 33:22: ‘For
the Lord is our judge, the Lord is our lawgiver, the Lord is our King.’

The second is contained in the Prophets who were, as it were, ambassadors and heralds of
God, speaking to the people in the person of God, and urging them to observance of the law.
Haggai 11:13: ‘And Haggai, the messenger of the Lord, as one of the messengers of the Lord,
spoke.’

The third is contained in the works of hagiographers, writers who were inspired by the Holy
Spirit and spoke as for themselves and not for God. Hence they are called saintly writers
because they were writers of the sacred, agios meaning ‘sacred’, and graphia meaning
‘scripture’. Thus the precepts found in them are paternal. As is evident in Proverbs 6:20: ‘My
son, keep the commandments of your father.’

Jerome mentions a fourth kind of book, namely, the apocryphal, so called from apo, that is,
‘especially’, and cryphon, that is, ‘obscure’, because there is doubt about their contents and
authors. The Catholic Church includes among the books of Sacred Scripture some whose
teachings are not doubted, but whose authors are. Not that the authors are unknown, but
because these men were not of known authority. Hence they do not have force from the
authority of the authors but rather from their reception by the Church. Because there is the
same manner of speaking in them and in the hagiographical works, they are for now counted
among them.

The first part, which contains the law, is divided into two parts, insofar as there are two kinds
of law, public and private.

A private law is imposed for the observance of one person or one family. Such law is
contained in Genesis, as is evident from the first precept given to man, ‘But of the tree of
knowledge of good and evil ‘you shalt not eat’ (2:17), and to Noah, ‘Saving that flesh with
blood you shall not eat’ (9:4), and to Abraham, ‘And again God said to Abraham: And you
therefore shalt keep my covenant, and your descendants after you in their generations’ (17:9).

The public law is that which is given to the people. For the divine law was given to the
Jewish people through a mediator, because it was not fitting that the people should receive it
immediately from God. Deuteronomy 5:5: ‘I was the mediator and stood between the Lord
and You and at that time to show you his words.’ Galatians 3.19: ‘What then was the Law? It
was enacted on account of transgressors, being delivered by angels through a mediator.’Thus
a twofold level is found in legislation. First, when the law comes from the Lord to the
mediator, and this pertains to three books, Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers. Hence we
frequently read in them, ‘God spoke to Moses.’ Second, when the law is given to the people
by the mediator, and this pertains to Deuteronomy, as is evident from its very beginning,
‘These are the words which Moses spoke to all Israel.’

These three books are distinguished by the three things in which a people should be ordered.
First, precepts bearing on equity of judgement, and this is found in Exodus. Second, in
sacraments with respect to the establishment of worship, and this in Leviticus. And third, in
offices, with respect to the administration of the community, and this in Numbers.

The second part, which is the prophets, is subdivided insofar as a herald ought to do two
things. He should manifest the beneficence of the king, so that men will be inclined to obey,
and he should declare the edict of the law.

There is a threefold divine beneficence that the prophets expose to the people. First, the effect
of heredity, and this in Joshua, of which Sirach 46:1 says, ‘Valiant in war was Joshua.’
Second, the destruction of armies, and this in the book of Judges, of whose destruction Psalm
82:10 says, ‘Do to them as to Madian, as to Sisara.’ Third, the exultation of the people, which
is twofold, namely the private exaltation of one person, and this in Ruth, and a public which
is of the whole people, and this in Kings, which benefice God grants to them. Ezekiel 16.13:
‘And you were adorned with gold and silver.’ For these books, according to Jerome, are
placed in the rank of prophets.

In other books which are commonly said to be of the prophets, the prophets posed divine
edicts for the observance of the law. And this is said, first, in general, in the major prophets
who were sent to the whole people and called for the observance of the whole law; second, in
particular, and this in the minor prophets, different ones of whom were sent for different
reasons to special tribes, as Hosea to the ten tribes of Joel, Jonah to the Ninevites, and so with
the rest.

The major prophets differ according to the different ways the prophets sought to lead the
people to observance of the law, namely, cajoling by the promise of benefits, frightening with
the threat of punishment, arguing by condemnation of sins. Although each of these is found in
every prophet, Isaiah chiefly cajoles, as is said in Sirach 48-27: ‘With a great spirit he saw the
things that are come to pass at last, and comforted the mourners in Sion.’ Jeremiah chiefly
warns, hence Jeremiah 3 8-4: ‘He weakened the hands of the men of war that remain in this
city.’ But Ezekiel argues and scolds. Ezekiel 16-3: ‘Your father was an Amorite and your
mother a Hittite.’

They can be distinguished in another way, insofar as Isaiah chiefly foretells the mystery of
the Incarnation, which is why he is read during the time of Advent by the Church, and
Jeremiah the mystery of the Passion, hence he is read in Passiontide, and Ezekiel the mystery
of the Resurrection, hence his book finishes with the raising of the bones and the repair of the
temple. Daniel, however, is included among the prophets insofar as he predicted future events
in a prophetic spirit; although he did not speak to the people in the person of the Lord, he
dealt with the divinity of Christ. Thus the four prophets answer to the four evangelists, and
also to the call to judgement.

The third part, which contains the hagiographic and the apocryphal books, is subdivided
according to the two ways fathers instruct their sons in virtue, namely, by word and deed,
since in morals examples are no less important than words. Some teach by deed alone, some
by word alone, some by word and deed.

By deed, however, in two ways. One, instructing about the future by warning, and this in
Joshua, whom Jerome places among the hagiographs. For although one is a prophet because
of the gift of prophecy, this is not his office, because he was not sent by God to prophesy to
the people. Hence what is said in Wisdom 8:8 can be applied to the prophet: ‘She knows
signs and wonders before they are done.’ In another way, speaking of past events as examples
of virtue. There are four principal virtues, namely justice, which serves the common good, an
example of which is given in Chronicles, in which the condition of a whole people who were
governed with justice is described. The second is temperance, an example of which is given
in Judith, which is why Jerome says, ‘Take Judith as an example of the chaste widow.’ Judith
15. 11: ‘For you have acted manfully, and your heart has been strengthened, because you
loved chastity.’ Third is fortitude, which has two attributes. To attack, and an example of this
is found in the Book of Maccabees; and to endure, and an example of this is found in Tobit
2:12: ‘Now this trial the Lord therefore permitted to happen to him, that an example might be
given to posterity of his patience.’ The fourth is prudence, by which dangers are avoided, and
an example of this is given in Ezra. For in that book we are shown how Ezra and Nehemiah
and other princes prudently guarded against the plots of enemies wishing to impede the
building of the temple and the city. It also pertains to prudence wisely to repel the violent, and
an example of this is given in Esther, where it is shown how Mordecai and Esther handled the
deceptions of the most powerful Haman.

The hagiographical and apocryphal books which instruct by word, are divided insofar as
words work in a twofold way to instruct, in one way, by asking for the gift of wisdom.
Wisdom 7:7: ‘Wherefore I have wished, and understanding was given me, and I called upon
God, and the spirit of wisdom came upon me.’ This is how the Psalter instructs, speaking to
God in prayer. In another way, by teaching wisdom, and this in two ways according to the
twofold work of wisdom, one of which is to expose the liar, and Job who drove out errors by
way of disputation exhibits this. Job 13.3-4: ‘But yet I will speak to the Almighty and I desire
to reason with God, having first shown that you are forgers of lies and maintainers of perverse
opinions.’ The other work is not to lie about what it knows, and thus we are instructed in a
twofold way, because either wisdom is commended to us, and this in the book of Wisdom, or
the precepts of wisdom are proposed, and this in the three books of Solomon, which indeed
differ according to the three grades of virtue that Plotinus, in Enneads 1.1.2.2-7,
distinguishes, since the precepts of wisdom ought to concern only the acts of virtue. In the
first grade, according to him, are political virtues, whereby a man moderately uses the things
of this world and lives among men, and this in the Proverbs. In the second grade are the
purgative virtues, whereby a man regards the world with contempt, and this in Ecclesiastes,
which aims at contempt of the world, as is clear from Jerome’s prologue. In the third grade
are the virtues of the purged soul, whereby a man, wholly cleansed of worldly cares, delights
in the contemplation of wisdom alone, and this is found in the Song of Songs. In the fourth
grade are the exemplar virtues existing in God, concerning which precepts of wisdom are not
given but are rather derived from them.

In word and in deed Sirach instructs. Hence the precepts of wisdom in praise of fathers close
his book, as is clear in Chapter 44 and after.

The New Testament, which is ordered to eternal life not only through precepts but also
through the gifts of grace, is divided into three parts. In the first the origin of grace is treated,
in the Gospels. in the second, the power of grace, and this in the epistles of Paul, hence he
begins in the power of the Gospel, in Romans 1:16 saying, ‘For I am not ashamed of the
Gospel, for it is the power of God unto salvation to everyone who believes.’ In the third, the
execution of the aforesaid virtues is treated, and this in the rest of the books of the New
Testament.

Christ is the origin of grace. John 1:16-17: ‘And of his fullness we have all received, grace for
grace. For the Law was given through Moses: grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.’ In
Christ a twofold nature is to be considered, a divine, and the Gospel of John is chiefly
concerned with this, hence he begins, ‘In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with
God, and the Word was God.’ And a human, and the other Gospels treat chiefly of this, and
they are distinguished according to the threefold dignity that belongs to the man Christ. With
respect to his royal honour, Matthew speaks. Hence in the beginning of his Gospel he shows
that Christ descended from kings and was adored by the Magi kings. With respect to his
prophetic honour, Mark speaks, hence he begins with the preaching of the Gospel. With
respect to his priestly dignity, Luke speaks, and he begins with the temple and the priesthood
and ends his Gospel in the temple, and frequently returns to the temple, as the Gloss says
about Luke 2.46: ‘And they found him sitting in the temple in the midst of the teachers.’

In another way, Matthew might be said to speak of Christ chiefly with respect to the mystery
of the Incarnation, and thus he is depicted in the figure of a man. Luke, with respect to the
mystery of the Passion, and therefore he is depicted as a bull, which is an animal to be
immolated. Mark, with respect to the victory of the Resurrection, and thus he is depicted as a
lion. But John, who soars to the heights of his divinity, is depicted as an eagle.

[The part dealing with the power of grace as exemplified in the epistles of Paul is missing
from the text.]

The execution of the power of grace is shown in the progress of the Church, in which there
are three things to consider. First, the beginning of the Church, and this is treated in the Acts
of the Apostles, hence Jerome says, in his preface to the Pentateuch, that ‘The Acts of the
Apostles seem to give the bare history of the birth and to clothe the infant Church.’ Second,
the progress of the Church, and to this is ordered the apostolic instruction of the canonical
epistles. Third, the end of the Church, with which the whole content of Scripture concludes in
the Apocalypse, with the spouse in the abode of Jesus Christ sharing the life of glory, to
which Jesus Christ himself conducts, and may he be blessed for ever and ever. Amen.

RIGANS MONTES

You water the hills from your upper rooms, the earth is sated with the fruit of your works. —
Psalm 103:13

Preface

The King and Lord of the heavens set down this law from all eternity that the gifts of his
Providence should come to the lower through intermediaries. Hence Dionysius in the
Celestial Hierarchy 5 says, ‘It is the most sacred law of the divinity that things in the middle
should be led to his most divine light by first things.’

This is found to be a law not only in spiritual things but also in corporeal. Hence Augustine in
On the Trinity 3.4: ‘Therefore, as the more crass and least are ruled in a given order by more
subtle bodies, so all bodies are ruled by the rational spirit of life.’ Therefore, in the psalm the
Lord proposed this law observed in the communication of spiritual wisdom in a metaphor of
bodily things: ‘Watering the mountains...’ It is plain to the senses that from the highest clouds
rain flows forth by which the mountains and rivers are refreshed and send themselves forth so
that the satiated earth can bear fruit. Similarly, from the heights of divine wisdom the minds
of the learned, represented by the mountains, are watered, by whose ministry the light of
divine wisdom reached to the minds of those who listen.

There are then four things to be considered in the chosen text: the height of spiritual doctrine;
the dignity of those who teach it; the condition of the listeners; and the order of
communicating.

1

Its height is expressed by the words, ‘from your upper rooms’. The Gloss has, ‘from your
treasure houses on high’. The height of sacred doctrine comes from three things.

First, its origin: for this is the wisdom that is described as being from on high. James 3:15 and
Sirach 1:5: ‘The word of God on high is the fountain of wisdom.’

Second, because of the subtlety of its matter, Sirach 24:7: ‘I dwelt in the highest places, and
my throne is in a pillar of a cloud.’ There are some heights of divine wisdom to which all
come, though imperfectly, because, as Damascene says in On Orthodox Faith I.1, ‘knowledge
of the existing God is naturally inserted in all’. In this respect, it is said in Job 36:25, ‘All
men see him: every one gazes from afar.’ Other things are higher and only the wit of the wise
achieves them. Romans 1:19: ‘What is known about God is manifest to them.’ Some are so
high that they completely transcend human reason, of which it is said in Job 28:21, ‘It is
hidden from the eyes of all the living,’ and Psalm 17:12, ‘He put on darkness as his covering.’
But this has been made known by the Holy Spirit, ‘Now we have received not the spirit of
this world, but the Spirit that is from God,’ instructing holy teachers who passed it on in the
text of Sacred Scripture; and these are the highest, in which this wisdom is said to dwell.

Third, from the sublimity of the end, for it has the highest end, namely, life eternal. John
10:31: ‘But these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,
and that believing you may have life in his name.’ Colossians 3:1-2, ‘Therefore, if you have
risen with Christ, seek the things that are above, where Christ is seated at the right hand of
God. Mind the things that are above, not the things of earth.’

2

Because of the height of this doctrine, there is required dignity in those who teach it, which is
why they are symbolized by mountains when it is said, ‘from your upper rooms’, and this for
three reasons.

First, because of the height of mountains. For they are elevated above the earth and
neighbours of the sky. Thus the holy teachers by despising earthly things cleave to heavenly
things alone. Philippians 3:25: ‘But our citizenship is in heaven from which also we eagerly
await a Saviour, Our Lord Jesus Christ.’ Hence of the teacher of teachers, Christ, it is said in
Isaiah 2:2, ‘And in the last days the mountain of the house of the Lord shall be prepared on
the top of the mountain... and all nations shall flow unto it.’

Second, because of its splendour. For the mountains are illumined by beams. Similarly the
sacred teachers of minds first receive the splendour. Like mountains the teachers are
illumined by the first beams of divine wisdom. Psalm 75:5: ‘You came shining with light,
powerful, from the everlasting hills. The foolish of heart have been despoiled,’ that is, by the
teachers who participate in eternity. Philippians 2:15: ‘You shine like stars in the world.’

Third, because of the protection of the mountains, for the land is defended from the enemy by
mountains. So too the doctors of the Church must in defence of the faith stand against errors.
The sons of Israel do not put their trust in lance or bow, but the mountains defend them.
Ezekiel 13.5: ‘You have not gone up to face the enemy, nor have you set up a wall for the
house of Israel to stand in battle in the day of the Lord.’

Therefore all the teachers of Sacred Scripture should give high thanks to their eminence of
life, that they might be worthy to preach efficaciously, because as Gregory says in On
Pastoral Care, ‘The preaching of those whose life is despised will also be despised.’
Ecclesiastes 12:11: ‘The words of the wise are as goads, and as nails deeply fastened in,
which by the counsels of masters are given from one shepherd.’ For the heart cannot be
stimulated or stirred to fear of God unless it is fixed in highness of life.

They should be enlightened, that they might fittingly teach by reading. Ephesians 3:8-9: ‘Yes,
to me, the very least of all the saints, there was given this grace, to announce among the
Gentiles the good tidings of the unfathomable riches of Christ, and to enlighten all men as to
what is the dispensation of the mystery which has been hidden from eternity in God.’

Armed, that they might refute errors in disputation. Luke 21:15: ‘For I myself will give you
utterance and wisdom, which all your adversaries will not be able to resist.’

Of these three offices, namely, to preach, to lecture and to dispute, it is said in Titus 1:9, ‘that
he may be able both to exhort in sound doctrine and to confute opponents’.

3

Third, the condition of those who hear, which are presented in the symbol of earth: ‘the earth
is sated’. This is because the earth is lowest. Proverbs 25:3: ‘The heaven above, and the earth
beneath.’ Again, it is stable and firm. Ecclesiastes 1:4: ‘One generation passes away, and
another generation comes, but the earth stands for ever.’ Again, it is fruitful. Genesis 1:11:
‘Let the earth bring forth the green herb, and such as may seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit
after its kind.’

Similarly, they should be low as the earth in humility. Proverbs 11:2: ‘Where humility is,
there , also is wisdom.’ Again, firm with the sense of rectitude; Ephesians 4:14: ‘That we may
be now no longer children, tossed to and fro and carried about by every wind of doctrine.’
And fruitful, as the precepts of wisdom bear fruit in them, Luke 8:15: ‘Having heard the
word, hold it fast and bear fruit in patience.’

Therefore humility is required of them with respect to the learning that comes from listening,
Sirach 6:34: ‘If you wilt incline your ear, you shalt receive instruction: and if you love to
hear, you shalt be wise.’ Rectitude of the senses with respect to the judgement of what is
heard; Job 12.11: ‘Doth not the ear discern words?’ But fruitfulness in discovery, by which
from a few things heard, the good listener pronounces many things; Proverbs 9.9: ‘Give an
occasion to a wise man, and wisdom shall be added to him.’

4

The order of its coming about is touched on here with respect to three things, namely, the
order of communicating, the amount, and the quality of the gift received.

First with respect to the order of communicating, because not everything that is contained in
divine wisdom can be grasped by the minds of the teachers. Hence he does not say from the
highest mountains, but from the upper; Job 26:14: ‘Lo, these things are said in part.’
Similarly, not everything that the teachers grasp is passed on to the hearers; 1 Corinthians
12:4: ‘...and heard secret words that a man may not repeat’. Hence he does not say, passing on
to earth the fruits of the mountains, but ‘the earth is sated with the fruit of your works’. This
is what Gregory, in the Morals on Job 26 says in explaining Job 26:8, ‘He binds up the waters
in his clouds, so that they break not out and fall down together’: ‘For the teacher should not
preach to the simple as much as he knows, because he himself is unable to know how many
divine mysteries there are.’

Second, the order with respect to the mode of having is touched upon, because God has
wisdom naturally. Hence his ‘upper rooms’ are what is natural to him; Job 12:13: ‘With him
is wisdom and strength; he hath counsel and understanding.’ But teachers share in wisdom
abundantly. Hence they are said to be watered from on high. Sirach 24:42: ‘I said I will water
my garden of plants, and I will water abundantly the fruits of my meadow.’ But listeners
sufficiently participate in it, and the satiety of the earth signifies this; Psalm 16:15: ‘I shall be
satisfied by seeing you.’

Third, with respect to the power of communicating, because God communicates wisdom by
his own power. Hence by himself he is said to water the mountains. But the teachers do not
communicate wisdom except as ministers. Hence the fruits of the mountains are not attributed
to them but to the divine works, ‘By the fruit of your works’. 1 Corinthians 3-45: ‘What then
is Paul’ and later, ‘His minister in whom you believe’.

But 2 Corinthians 2:16: ‘...who is worthy of this...’ For God requires innocent ministers;
Psalm 100:6: ‘He who walks in the perfect way shall serve me.’ Understanding; Proverbs
14:35: ‘A wise servant is acceptable to the king.’ Fervour; Psalm 103:4: ‘You make the winds
your messengers, and the blazing fire your ministers.’ Again, obedience; Psalm 102:21: ‘You
ministers of his who do his will’.

But although no one by himself, of himself, is sufficient for such a ministry, he can hope to
have this sufficiency from God; 2 Corinthians 3:5: ‘Not that we are sufficient of ourselves to
think anything, as from ourselves, but our sufficiency is from God.’ He must ask it of God;
James 1:5: ‘But if any of you is wanting in wisdom, let him ask it of God, who gives
abundantly to all men, and does not reproach; and it will be given to him.’

Let us pray that Christ will grant it to us. Amen.








Thomas Aquinas
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To the translation itself


Introduction


Friar Thomas of the Order of Preachers


For seven centuries St.
Thomas Aquinas has been revered as the Church's supreme dogmatic or speculative
theologian.  In the course of this long history, he has also, though perhaps
less widely, been recognized as a scriptural exegete of considerable subtlety
and insight.[2]
It is fair to say, however, that he is rarely thought of as a preacher.  Indeed,
the conventional image of him—that of an abstracted, solitary genius, aloof
from the cares of the world, pacing the halls in pursuit of an argument,
plunged into a literary apostolate of staggering dimensions—seems to exclude
preaching from the round of activities in which he could have been
realistically engaged.  His popular nickname, the Angelic Doctor, though very
well suited to the loftiness of his thought and the purity of his person, might
convey the impression that Thomas, like Moses during the revelation of the Law,
spent his days at the summit of God's mountain, unseen by the people.[3]


Yet those who know more about the saint and his
times have good reason for calling into question the fidelity of such a
portrait to its flesh-and-blood original.[4]
Thomas gave himself heart and soul to a new religious community whose very
identity was bound up with the mission of public preaching: the Dominicans, or
more properly, the Ordo Fratrum Praedicatorum, the order of preaching
brethren.  He pursued this specific vocation in the face of considerable—by
legend, violent and vulgar—opposition from members of his family.[5]
At the University of Paris, he undertook the three traditional duties of a
"master of the sacred page," magister in sacra pagina: lecturing on the
Bible, holding public disputations, and preaching.


Beginning in the following September [of 1256] he had to perform the three functions of
the master in theology.  These were announced at the end of the twelfth century
by Peter Cantor and later confirmed in the statutes of the theology faculty: legere,
disputare, praedicare.  Thomas was completely aware of this, and an entire
passage in his Principium [inaugural lecture] explains the qualities
that the doctors in Sacred Scripture (doctores sacrae scripturae, the
title should be noted) must possess in order to carry out their triple function.
They must be "elevated" (alti) by the eminence of their lives to be able
to preach effectively; "enlightened" (illuminati) in order to teach in
an appropriate way; and "fortified" (muniti) to refute errors in
disputation.[6]


In short, by his Dominican
vocation as by his academic position, Thomas was a man who should have been
much involved in preaching the word of God from the pulpit.  And in point of
fact, he was.[7]
As Ignatius Eschmann, op, summarizes:
"St. Thomas preached assiduously, as may be expected from a Friar Preacher and,
more especially still, a mediaeval Master of Theology whose statutory obligations
included preaching just as attendance at University sermons was obligatory for
the students." [8]  A number of his
sermons have come down to us—several sets of collationes ("conferences,"
as one could call them) and twenty-one "university sermons" that are either certainly
by Aquinas or attributable to him with a high degree of probability.[9]


The tendency to overlook Thomas the preacher is
easily explained.  For one thing, of the great many sermons he must have
preached, relatively few are extant.[10]
Nor is this dearth peculiar to the Dumb Ox.  Most medieval sermons, in this
respect no different from sermons of any period, were not written as polished
literary products for the instruction of posterity, but were pièces
d'occasion, delivered from notes or outlines likely to be subsequently lost.
In some instances we have found outlines, but from such documents a full-scale
sermon cannot really be extrapolated.  It complicates matters, too, that while
these notes or outlines are often in Latin, the sermons based on them were just
as often preached in the vernacular.  (The moment a scribe enters the picture,
he will probably write down a summary in Latin, the academic's native tongue
and the language he is accustomed to abbreviating.)  Moreover, in contrast to
later ages when more convenient and more durable means of recording and
publishing were developed, a vast number of records from the Middle Ages have
been lost over the centuries due to natural decay, fire and flood, war,
reformatory purges, recycling, and so on—though enough manuscripts survive to
keep scholars busy indefinitely.  If a particular sermon was lucky enough to
survive the day of its delivery, this was owing either to the good offices of a
scribe with nimble quill catching the words as they came forth from the pulpit,
or to a deliberate plan on the part of the preacher.[11]
In part, too, Thomas was not, you might say, a "preacher's preacher"; his chief
occupation, and one suspects preoccupation, was different: elaborate disputed
questions, compendia of doctrine, commentaries, apologetic and polemical
treaties, and the like—which are still definitely forms of preaching, as the
Dominicans have always seen it, but of a more rarefied kind, aimed at imparting
the science of sacred doctrine.


When we turn to a homily by Aquinas, what do we
find?  Thomas's preaching, remarks L. H. Petitot, op, "ordinarily reproduced or prolonged his doctrinal
teaching in more accessible and edifying forms."[12]
The same biographer offers an excellent summary of this aspect of the friar's
life and work:


The
sermons of St. Thomas manifest the depth of his ascetic and mystical life.
Although the orator in him was sacrificed to favor his development as a theologian
and teacher, Thomas preached quite frequently.  In fact, he enjoyed great renown
as a preacher.  He delivered his sermons at Saint-Jacques in Paris, before the
Religious, the faithful, and members of the University.  In Italy he preached to the Roman Court.  At Naples, he spoke each night during Lent.  He evoked such emotion when speaking of the Passion that he had to stop while the people wept...  His commanding presence, the aura of learning and simplicity which
surrounded him, must have fascinated and charmed his listeners.  William of
Tocco tells us that, because of his constant abstraction of mind, Thomas could
speak no other vernacular language besides his native dialect.  At Naples, he used the language of the province.  The biographer adds that he put aside his
theological erudition and scholastic subtleties, and produced the fruits of
conversion in the hearts of the people.[13]



The Neapolitan sermons mentioned here were preached
during the Lent of 1273, the last of the saint's life, and had for their
subject the petitions of the Lord's Prayer.[14]
Many who had heard Thomas in the pulpit or knew others who had heard him
testified during the canonization process that people were deeply moved by his
words.  Readers today tend to find the saint's "conferences" intellectually
nourishing but not especially moving, and so are puzzled when they hear
reports of the congregation's emotional response.[15]
Obviously, much of the effect of a sermon depends on the actual delivery.  The
voice, the gestures, the timing, the grace of the Holy Spirit at work on a
receptive soul—these factors should not be overlooked.  Speaking from personal
experience, I have at times been powerfully moved by a sermon, only to find,
when I looked over the notes kindly given to me by the priest later on, that it
seemed rather sparse.  This is no fault of the preacher's, but a fault of the
written medium, which does poor justice to the spoken word.  One should bear
this in mind all the more for medieval sermons, which were often written out,
or copied down, in a kind of scholastic shorthand.  For instance, Aquinas may
have produced Latin outlines for his sermons on the Apostles' Creed, but the
full-fledged version he delivered in the Neapolitan dialect is something we
cannot reproduce; the Latin reportatio of Reginald of Piperno is trustworthy
as to content, but is more a doctrinal summary than a word-for-word copy.  The
results on paper can thus seem clipped in style, compressed in thought, not
very promising materials for public delivery.  But if to such a dry outline one
could "just add water"—the water of fluent speech and, especially, the tears of
fervor shed so often by the great saints—it would spring into bloom like a
desert flower rejoicing in the rain.[16]
As Petitot reminded us, Thomas was preaching in Naples in his childhood
mother-tongue, not in the Latin of the schools.  We are, needless to say,
grateful for the Latin summaries (reportationes) made by Reginald
of Piperno and Peter d'Andria, but these do not reproduce the exact tenor of
the original.  "Of St. Thomas's sermon," wrote Hyacinthe Dondaine, "we hear in
truth only the echo transmitted by the reporter."[17]



The Pentecost sermon


Among the authentic sermons
of Aquinas are several so recently discovered that they have not yet been
published in any form, whether in Latin or in translation.  Here, we are
pleased to be able to offer a translation of one such sermon (or, more
precisely, two-part sermon), preached by Thomas on the Feast of Pentecost, in
all probability during his second term in Paris as regent master of theology,
1268-1272.  It was customary at this time to divide a sermon on a major feast
into two parts, called the sermo and the collatio, which were
delivered separately—one early in the day, the other in the evening.
Fittingly, the celebration of a great feast went from morning to night, with
solemn choral prayer and Mass, processions, a banquet, and so on.  Torrell
notes, apropos the sermon at hand: "This text, preached on a Pentecost,
is a precious witness of the rare cases in which, besides the morning
preaching, we have the second part, given at Vespers; which is to say that it
gives us a rather full account."[18]


Although Fr. Bataillon has prepared a critical
edition from the three manuscripts in which it has been preserved (Salamanca,
Univ. 2187, f. 184ra-188va; Sevilla, Cabildo, 83.2.5, f. 136ra-140vb; and
Erlangen, Univ. 322, f. 83va-86ra), it is uncertain when the Latin text of this
sermon (and of all the others) will be released to the public in a volume of
the editio Leonina.  The present translation will therefore prove useful
to all students of St. Thomas, both for those who do not read Latin, and for
those who do, but have, as yet, no published Latin text to consult.


Fr. Torrell appears to be the first commentator who
has been able to incorporate into his analysis of St. Thomas's rich theology of
the Holy Spirit a reference to the content of the Pentecost sermon, having
learned of its existence from his intimate involvement with the Leonine
Commission:


Although it is already perfectly accessible, this teaching [just summarized] on the Holy
Spirit was not a mere theological thesis topic; Thomas speaks about it quite
volubly in his preaching.  We already used in passing his homilies on the
Credo.  But to better grasp the concrete form that this could take, we also
have a beautiful sermon that gives a more precise echo.[19]


Torrell limits himself to a
brief summary of the content, pointing out the extent to which Thomas
accentuates the omnipresence of the Spirit in Christian life.[20]
The sermon itself is straightforward in approach, with a fourfold structure
highly favored by the saint.  The text preached on is a verse from Psalm 104
[103] that appears in the liturgy of Pentecost (and also, more familiarly, as
part of a much-loved prayer, the Veni sancte Spiritus[21]):
"Send forth Thy Spirit and they shall be created, and Thou shalt renew the face
of the earth."  (Hence, one may refer to this sermon simply by its opening
phrase or incipit, Emitte Spiritum.)  Thomas points out that this verse
identifies four things: the nature of the Spirit, the purpose of His activity,
the working that accomplishes this purpose, and the object of His working, or
in short, who He is, why He acts, His acting, and what He acts upon.  Readers
familiar with Aristotle will recognize here the four causes: formal, final,
efficient, and material.  The sermo (the morning's homily) takes up the
first two points, while the collatio (the evening's homily) takes up the
last two points.  Some features characteristic of Thomas's homilies in general
and this one in particular include the pointed use of the second person,
calling each listener to attention; a rhetorical use of questions in order to
bring home truths more memorably; the use of many concrete illustrations to
which everyone can relate, along with some gentle but firm words of
remonstration; a high density and diversity of Scriptural citations ranging
over both Testaments; an "economic" and "cosmic" perspective that embraces the
whole history of salvation and, while emphasizing man, takes the whole universe
into its purview; a pronounced affective dimension, stressing the personal and
intimate friendship between God and man, and charity toward one's neighbors; a
number of ideas borrowed from the liturgy or liturgical customs.  One feature
of Aquinas's sermons that will surprise nobody is their resolute engagement
with doctrinal questions.  Despite its comparative simplicity, a homily by
Thomas stretches the listener's powers of understanding.  It goes without
saying that he wants people to be moved to a greater love of God, but he wants
people above all to think about the mysteries of faith—to think clearly
and deeply, so as to arrive at a better grasp of the meaning of the
feast at hand, or of a scriptural passage under consideration.  Of course,
Thomas was often preaching to theology students, so he could afford to tax his
congregation's powers more than a parish priest might find it wise to attempt
on a typical Sunday.  Still, this characteristic is true of his Neapolitan homilies,
too: they are not pious fluff to make people feel good (or feel bad); they aim
at a real understanding and, through this, a contemplation of mystery.  All the
same, a sermon has to be relatively brief and straightforward, otherwise it
will fail in its pastoral function.  Thomas never forgets this practical side
of things, making his points swiftly and clearly, and covering a lot of ground
in a short time.  He never wanders.


I will not burden the introduction with a detailed
analysis of the sermon, much less a comparison of its contents to the teaching
contained in other works of St. Thomas.  The subject of Aquinas's pneumatology
has drawn the attention and exercised the talents of generations of
commentators, from classic exponents such as Cajetan, John of St. Thomas, and
the Carmelites of Salamanca down to eminent Thomists of the last century such
as Garrigou-Lagrange, Maritain, and Journet.[22]
The secondary literature in this area is quite ample.[23]
Deserving of special mention are the penetrating studies of Thomas's
Trinitarian doctrine by Bertrand de Margerie, sj,[24]
and Gilles Emery, op.[25]  As regards the
Church's Magisterium, the Roman Pontiffs have embraced and proposed Aquinas's
teaching on the Holy Spirit with the same conviction with which they have
adopted other central aspects of his theology, as evidenced by Leo XIII's
encyclical on the Holy Spirit, Divinum Illud Munus (May 9, 1897) and
John Paul II's encyclical Dominum et Vivificantem (May 5, 1986).[26]
In fact, Leo XIII's encyclical has been described as D. J. Kennedy as "largely
drawn from St. Thomas," making it an ideal introduction to this area of the
Angelic Doctor's theology.





Translation


Sermon and Collation of St. Thomas Aquinas for the Feast of Pentecost[27]


Sermon for the Day


"Send forth Thy Spirit and they shall be created, and Thou shalt renew the face of the earth." (Ps. 103:30)[28]


We should speak about Him without whom no one can speak
rightly, about Him who gives speech and gives the power to speak copiously.
And indeed, it is impossible to speak rightly without Him.  Nor should one
marvel at what is said: "Who can know the sense [sensum]" of the truth
of God "unless he shall send His Spirit from the Most High?" (Wis. 9:17).[29]
Without a feeling [sensu] for the truth, no one speaks what is true.  In
like manner, the Holy Spirit makes all the saints speak copiously, and for this
reason Gregory says: "Those whom He fills, He makes wise."[30]
The same thing is manifest today [on Pentecost], when "the apostles were filled
with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in various tongues" (Acts 2:4).  Therefore,
even though we are mute, we shall ask that He who gives abundant speech shall
give me words to speak.


"Send forth Thy Spirit and they shall be created."  Today Holy Mother Church solemnly celebrates the sending of the Holy Spirit upon the
Apostles—a sending which the Prophet besought, when moved by the Spirit of
prophecy he said: "Send forth Thy spirit and they shall be created, and Thou
shalt renew the face of the earth."  These words give us four things to
consider: (1) what is proper to[31]
the Holy Spirit himself, (2) His sending,[32]
(3) the power of the one sent, and (4) the matter receptive of this power.  The
Prophet says, then: "Send forth": behold, the sending; "Thy Spirit": behold,
the Person sent; "and they shall be created, and Thou shalt renew": behold, the
effect of the one sent; "the face of the earth": behold, the matter receptive
of this effect.[33]


What is proper to the Holy Spirit


First, I say that what is proper to the Holy Spirit
is indicated when the prophet says: "Thy Spirit."  Notice that the name
"spirit" seems to convey four things: subtleness[34]
of substance, perfection of life, impulse of motion, and hidden origin.  So,
first of all, the name "spirit" seems to convey subtleness of substance.  For
we are accustomed to call incorporeal substances "spirit."  Similarly, we call
subtle bodies such as air or fire "spirit."  Hence we read in the last chapter
of Luke's Gospel: "See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; handle me,
and see; for a spirit has not flesh and bones as you see that I have" (Lk.
24:39).  And this is the way that "spirit" is distinguished from things that
have heavy matter, things that are composed out of flesh and body.[35]
Secondly, the name "spirit" seems to convey perfection of life.[36]
For as long as animals have breath [spiritum] they are alive, and when
their breath leaves them, they perish.  "Thou takest away their breath, and
they die and return to their dust" (Ps. 103:29).  And in Genesis, Noah called
into his boat "all flesh in which there was the breath of life [spiritus uitae]."[37]
Thirdly, the name "spirit" seems to convey impulse of motion, for it is in this
way that we give the name "spirit" to winds.[38]
And in the Psalms it says about this: "He spoke and there arose a storm of wind
[spiritus], the winds of storms shall be the portion of their cup."[39]
Men are also said to act "with spirit" when they do something forcefully, as
Isaiah has it: "the spirit of the robust, like a whirlwind driving against the
wall" (Is. 25:4).[40]
Fourthly, the name "spirit" customarily names a hidden origin, as when someone,
feeling troubled and not knowing the cause of what is troubling him, attributes
it to a "spirit."[41]
So we read in John: "The wind [spiritus] blows where it wills, and you
hear the sound of it, but you do not know whence it comes or whither it goes"
(Jn. 3:8).


In line with these four things, we can seek out what
is proper to the Holy Spirit.  Proceeding in reverse order, He is called "the
Holy Spirit" on account of His being the hidden origin of things,[42]
impulse of motion, holiness of life, and subtleness of substance.  First, I say
that one thing proper to the Holy Spirit is His being the hidden origin of
things.  Faith teaches us and reason persuades us that all visible and
changeable things have a hidden cause.  What is that cause?  God.  Hence the
Apostle says: "God is the one who created all things" (Heb. 3:4).  It is
certain that whatsoever is other than God is created by God.  But
in what manner did God create all things?  It was not by a natural necessity,
as fire burns; rather, He produced all things by His own will: "All things
whatsoever that He willed, He did" (Ps. 113:ii,
3).[43]
A craftsman makes a house by will, but is also urged on by necessity or usefulness—say,
that he may earn a profit or dwell in that house.  But God did not make the
world from a will of needy desire, for He does not need our goods.[44]
Why, then, did He make the world?  Surely not from a needy desire, but from a
loving will.[45]
Here's a comparison: an artisan who conceives a beautiful house in his mind,
not because he needs to build it, but simply loving the house's beauty—that
artisan's love would bring the house into being.[46]
But what is the cause and root of the production of hidden things?  Surely
love.  Hence we read in the Book of Wisdom: "Thou lovest all the things which
are, and Thou hast hated none of the things which Thou didst make" (Wis. 11:25).[47]
And blessed Dionysius says that "divine love does not allow itself to be
without seed."[48]
This love is the Holy Spirit.  For this reason, the account in Genesis of the
beginning of creation says that "the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters"
(Gen. 1:2), namely, in order to produce matter and bring things into being.
Today we celebrate the feast of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit which is the source
[principium] of being for all things.  The Holy Spirit, whose property
is love, therefore has [the note of being creation's] hidden origin.[49]


Secondly, "Holy Spirit" conveys
impulse of motion.  For we see in the world diverse motions: natural motions
and, in men and angels, voluntary motions.  Where do these diverse motions come
from?  They must come from a first mover, namely, from God.  "Thou shalt change
them and they shall be changed" (Ps. 101:27).[50]
And God moves by will.  But what is the first motion of the will?  Surely
love.  And what sort of activity belongs to love?[51]
I say: he who is moved by love rejoices by love over the thing loved and
sorrows over what is contrary to it.  Hence in the first chapter of Ezekiel we
read: "Where the force of the Spirit was," that is, the inclination of divine
love, "there they were carried" (Ezek. 1:12).[52]
And in truth, all things that are in the world are moved by the Holy Spirit, as
the book of Esther testifies when it says: "There is no one who could resist
His will" (Esther 13:9).[53]
This Holy Spirit whose feast we celebrate today is the source of all motion.
Now, some things in the world are moved from within themselves, while some
things are moved by others; the living are moved from within themselves, the
lifeless are [only] moved by others.  The source of all motion is alive,
rather is life.  Thus the Holy Spirit, in so far as He is the source of
all motion, is life.  "With Thee is the fountain of life" (Ps. 35:10).[54]
And because He is life, He therefore gives life.  Great then is
the Holy Spirit in all things that are, and move, and live.  "In him, we live
and move and have our being" (Acts 17:28).  All things therefore have motion
and being from the Holy Spirit.


Thirdly, if we consider the
subtleness of substance in the Holy Spirit, we shall see that He is love.  And
whose love?  That of God, and of those who love God.  It is of the very nature
of [this] love that the Holy Spirit has subtleness of substance.[55]
And on the part of the one loved [amati], He is the love by which God
loves God and by which the Father loves the Son.  The Book of Wisdom says: "For
there is in her," meaning the wisdom of God, "the spirit of understanding,"
which makes men understand.[56]
In Greek, "holy" signifies cleanness.[57]
Truly, the love by which a man loves bodily things is not clean, for since the
lover is united by love to that which he loves, the lover is made unclean to
the extent that he mixes himself up with such a thing.  For just as silver is
debased when mixed with an impure metal, so your soul is debased if is mixed up
with inferior or lower things by love of them.[58]
But when your soul is joined to a higher thing, then the love is called holy.
 Now, there are some who want to be devoted to God and yet who neglect the
salvation of their neighbor; such an attitude is not from the Holy Spirit.[59]
The Apostle Paul was solicitous over his neighbor's salvation, for which reason
he says: "I have become all things to all men, that I might be of profit to
all" (1 Cor. 9:22).  Again, there are some who are manifold but deceitful.[60]
Not thus is the Holy Spirit, for He is manifold in such a way that He,
remaining utterly one, bestows Himself upon diverse things.  Again, He is
subtle because He makes a man withdraw from earthly things and cling to God.
"One thing have I asked of the Lord, that will I seek after: that I may dwell
in the house of the Lord all the days of my life" (Ps. 26:4).[61]
"It is good for me to cling to God" (Ps. 72:28).[62]


Fourthly, this Holy Spirit not only
gives being, being alive, and being in motion; nay more, He makes men holy.[63]
Hence the Apostle says: "He was predestined God in power, according to the
Spirit of holiness" (Rom. 1:4).  No one is holy unless the Holy Spirit makes him
holy.  And how does He make someone holy?  I say: He brings it about that what
I have just been describing appears in all whom He makes holy, for He renders
them subtle, and contemptuous of temporal things.  As it says in John's Gospel:
"Do not love the world nor those things which are in the world.  If anyone
loves the world, the love of the Father is not in him" (1 Jn. 2:15).  Again, He bestows spiritual life upon those whom He makes holy, as it says in
Ezekiel: "Behold I will place the spirit within you, and you shall live" (Ezek.
37:5).  The spiritual life owes its very existence to the Holy Spirit.[64]
"If you live by the Spirit, walk also by the Spirit" (Gal. 5:25).  Again, the Holy Spirit, who makes people holy, by His own force moves them to work well.[65]
"He [the saint] comes as a rushing stream, which the wind [spiritus] of
the Lord drives forward" (Is. 59:19).  Some men are lazy, and these do not seem
to be driven by the Holy Spirit.  Hence on that verse of Acts, "Suddenly a
sound came from heaven like the rush of a mighty wind, and it filled all the
house where they were sitting" (Acts 2:2), the Gloss says: "the grace of the
Holy Spirit knows nothing of slow efforts."[66]
Again, the Holy Spirit leads them back to the hidden origin through which we are
united to God; in the words of Isaiah, "the Spirit of the Lord will carry you
away to a place you do not know" (1 Kings 18:12[67]),
that is, to the heavenly inheritance.  "Thy good Spirit shall lead me into the
right land" (Ps. 142:10).[68]
What is proper to the Holy Spirit is now clear: He is the origin of living, of
being, and of moving.


2. The sending of the Holy Spirit


Let us look into the second [point],
namely the sending of the Holy Spirit, which is marvelous and unknown to us,
because the Holy Spirit is sent without needing to be sent,[69]
without change of Himself, without subjection, and without separation.


I say, first, the Holy Spirit is sent without His
needing to be sent.  When someone is sent to a place so that an event may
happen which could not happen unless he were sent, this would be a sending out
of necessity.  But this has no place in the sending of the Holy Spirit, whom
the Book of Wisdom describes as "having every power, beholding all things" (Wis. 7:23).[70]
What, then, is the reason for the sending of the Holy Spirit?  Our neediness;
and the necessity of this neediness of ours comes partly from human nature's
dignity, and partly from its deficiency.  For the rational creature excels
other creatures because it can actually reach the enjoyment of God, which no
other earthly creature can do.[71]
"The Lord is my portion, said my soul" (Lam. 3:24).  Some seek their portion in this world, such as those who seek worldly honor or dignity.  But the
Psalmist says: "It is good for me to cling to God" (Ps. 72:28).[72]
You should consider that all things that are moved to some end must have something
moving them toward that end.  Those that are moved to a natural end have a
mover in nature; but those that are moved to a supernatural end, namely to the
enjoyment of God, must have a supernatural mover.  Now, nothing can lead us to
our end unless two things are presupposed, for someone is led to an end by two
things—knowledge and love.  The kind of knowledge in question is supernatural:
"No eye hath seen, nor ear heard, nor hath it arisen in the heart of man, what
God hath prepared for those who love Him" (1 Cor. 2:9).  "Never have they
heard, nor perceived with ears, nor has eye seen, O God, without Thee, what
Thou hast prepared for those who await Thee" (Is. 64:4).[73]
Now, whatever a man knows, he knows either by discovering it himself or by
learning from another.  Vision serves discovery and hearing serves learning,
and for this reason it is said that "eye hath not seen, nor ear heard," showing
that it [the final end] altogether transcends human knowledge.  It exceeds
human desire, too, and that is why Scripture says: "nor hath it arisen in the
heart of man."  How, then, is man led to know it?  It was necessary for
heavenly secrets to be made known to men; it was necessary for the Holy
Spirit to be invisibly sent, in order to move man's affections so that he may
tend toward that end.  And thus it says: "Eye hath not seen."  How, then, do we
know?  "God hath revealed it to us through His Spirit.  For the Spirit examineth
all things, even the deep things of God" (1 Cor. 2:10).  "Who would be able to know Thy thought [sensum], unless Thou gavest wisdom and sent the Holy
Spirit from the Most High?" (Wis. 9:17).[74]
Therefore the Holy Spirit is sent not owing to any need of His, but for the
sake of our benefit.


Again, the sending takes place
without any change in Himself.  There is change when a messenger is sent from
place to place, but the Holy Spirit is sent without any change of place because
He is the true God, unchangeable.  "While remaining in Himself, He renews all
things" (Wis. 7:27).[75]
How, then, is He sent?  He draws us to Himself, and in that way He is
said to be sent, as the sun is said to be sent to someone when he comes to
share in the sun's brightness.[76]
So it is with the Holy Spirit, and for this reason Scripture says about
uncreated Wisdom: "Send her from the heavens and from the seat of Thy
greatness, that she may be with me" (Wis. 9:10).[77]
Again: "He hath sent His own Spirit, crying out Abba, Father" (Gal. 4:5).
These sendings are diffused "throughout all the nations" (Wis. 7:27) and are carried into holy souls.  When the "fullness of time" had come, the Son of
God was sent in the flesh (Gal. 4:4), and thus it was becoming that the Holy
Spirit, too, be visibly sent—but not in such a way that He took up a created
nature into the unity of His Person, as the Son did with human nature.


Again, the Holy Spirit is sent
without subjection.[78]
Servants are sent by lords because they are subject to them.  It was for this
reason that certain heretics falsely believed that the Son and the Holy Spirit
were lesser than the Father, namely, because they were sent by Him.  But the
Holy Spirit makes us free,[79]
and therefore He is no servant.  He is sent by His own judgment, for "the
Spirit blows where He wills" (Jn. 3:8), and He is said to be "sent" only on
account of the Father's identity as origin.[80]
We sometimes find [Scripture saying] that the Holy Spirit is sent by the
Father, sometimes by the Son; but the Greeks do violence to this truth [in
hoc faciunt uim], for they say that the Holy Spirit proceeds only from the
Father, not from the Son, and in saying this they proceed in a simplistic manner
[ruditer].[81]
Where the Son speaks of the sending of the Holy Spirit, he adjoins the Son to
the Father or the Father to the Son, for our Lord speaks in one place of "the
Comforter, whom the Father will send in my name" (Jn. 14:26), and in another
place He says: "When the Comforter comes, whom I will send to you from the
Father" (Jn. 15:26).  "From the Father" indicates, therefore, authority of
origin.


Again, the Holy Spirit is sent
without separation, because the Spirit of unity excludes separation.  Hence the
Apostle urges: "Take good care to preserve the unity of the Spirit in the bond of
peace" (Eph. 4:3).  The Holy Spirit gathers together [congregat], as we
are taught in John's Gospel [when Jesus prays to the Father]: "That they may be
one in us," through the unity of the Holy Spirit, "as we also are one" (Jn. 17:21-22).  This union is begun in the present through grace, and will be consummated in
the future through glory, to which may He lead us, who together with the Father
and the Son lives and reigns, one God, for ever and ever.  Amen.[82]


Evening Collation[83]


"Send forth Thy Spirit and they shall be created, and
Thou shalt renew the face of the earth."  This morning we spoke some words, as
well as we were able to do,[84]
about what is proper to the Holy Spirit, and about His sending.  Now it remains
for us to speak about the effects of the Holy Spirit, and to whom it belongs to
receive those effects.


3. The effects of the Holy Spirit


Regarding what is set forth in the
words of the Psalmist, we are given to understand a twofold effect of the Holy
Spirit, namely, creation and renewal: "they shall be created, and Thou shalt
renew the face of the earth."  If we wish to take these words according as
"creation" suggests the production-into-being of the things of nature, the Holy
Spirit is in this way the Creator of all things, as Judith says: "Thou didst
send forth Thy Spirit, and they were created" (Jud. 16:17).[85]
But let us now speak of a different creation.  As common usage has it, those
who are promoted to a higher state, such as the episcopacy or another dignity,
are said to be "created."[86]
In this way all those who are promoted to be sons of God are said to be
created, as if to say, promoted.  Hence blessed James says: "[Of his own will
he brought us forth by the word of truth] that we might be the beginning of His
creation" (Jas. 1:18).[87]
The Lord wished to establish a new creature, and so in the Book of Wisdom we
read: "God created all things that they might exist" (Wis. 1:14)—namely, in their natural existence; and He willed to re-create them, in order that they
might exist in the existence of grace.  The Apostles were the firstfruits of
this re-creation.  This re-creation is spoken of in Galatians: "In Christ Jesus
neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail, but a new creature"
(Gal. 6:15).  What does this mean?  Before, there were pagans [gentiles],
and referring to this Paul says "uncircumcision"; after, there were circumcised
Jews, yet this condition availed nothing unless they were re-created through
the grace of Christ.[88]
This creation is the effect of the Holy Spirit.


You should know that this re-creation
is made up of steps.  It can be looked at, first of all, with respect to the
grace of charity; secondly, the wisdom of knowledge; thirdly, the harmony of
peace; and fourthly, the constancy of firmness.


Just as you see that when men are
brought into natural existence the first thing they obtain is life, so it ought
to be the same with the existence of grace.  But through what does a man live
in the existence of grace?  Surely through charity.  "We know that we have been
carried over from death into life because we love the brethren" (1 Jn. 3:14).  Whoever does not love his brother, regardless of whatever sort of good work he may
do, is dead.  Charity is the life of the soul, for just as a body lives through
its soul, so the soul lives through God, and God dwells in us through charity.
"He who abides in charity abides in God, and God abides in him" (1 Jn. 4:16).  In today's Gospel we heard: "If a man loves me, he will keep my word, and my
Father will love him, and we will come to him and make our home with him" (Jn. 14:23).  But the man who does not do the will of God does not perfectly love Him, for "it
belongs to friends to will and not will the same thing."[89]
In the homily of today's office, Gregory says: "Love's proof is in love's
work."[90]
But you say: we just aren't able to fulfill the commands of God.  I say: you
aren't able to fulfill them by your own powers, but through the grace of
God you certainly can do so!  Hence the Evangelist adds: "My Father will love
him"—God shall not fail a man—"and we will come to him," that is, we will be
present to him (Jn. 14:23).  By that presence [of God in our hearts], we
[Christians] will be able to dedicate our powers to fulfilling God's
commands.  Concerning this charity for fulfilling God's commands, we read in
Ephesians: "we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus in good works"
(Eph. 2:10).  Where does this charity in us come from?  The Holy Spirit.  "The
charity of God is poured into our hearts by the Holy Spirit who is given to us"
(Rom. 5:5).  He who has a share of daylight has that light from the sun; in the
same way he who has charity has it from the Holy Spirit.  Therefore: "Send
forth Thy Spirit, and they shall be created"—namely, in the being of the life
of grace, through charity.


You see that men, when they become
true lovers, make efforts to know the will of God.[91]
"It belongs to friends to have one heart," as it says in Proverbs,[92]
and God reveals His secrets to His friends.[93]
And this is the second step of the creation which is from the Holy Spirit: that
they [who are re-created] may know God in wisdom.  "But I have called you
friends, for all that I have heard from my Father I have made known to you"
(Jn. 15:15).  Hence, recognition of truth is also from the Holy Spirit.  In
today's Gospel: "The Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in
my name, he will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I
have said to you" (Jn. 14:26).  Now, however much a man may be taught
exteriorly, it will profit him nothing unless the grace of the Holy Spirit is
interiorly present.[94]
As the Gospel says, "The anointing will teach you concerning all things."[95]
And He not only teaches the truth, but will even call it back to mind.  [It is
as if our Lord were saying:] "I myself am able to teach you, but you do not by
this fact believe or want to fulfill what I teach.  But He who brings it about
that you believe and that you fulfill what you hear, He will call things
back to mind."  The Holy Spirit does this because he inclines the heart to give
assent and to carry out what it hears.  Hence our Lord says: "Everyone who has
heard and learned from my Father comes to me" (Jn. 6:45).[96]


The third step of creation has to do
with concord of peace.  St. James distinguishes between earthly and heavenly
wisdom, and taking up what is proper to heavenly wisdom he says: "The wisdom
which is from above is first of all chaste, then peaceable, modest, easy to be
persuaded, consenting to
the good, full of mercy and good fruits, without judging, without dissimulation"
(Jas. 3:17).  But
earthly wisdom is unchaste because it causes the affection to be corrupted by
the love of earthly things.  Hence we read in one of the canonical epistles [in
Canonica]: "Whatever they know of these things, by these things they are corrupted"
(Jude 10).[97]
Again, earthly wisdom makes men peevish and quarrelsome, but the wisdom which
is from above draws one to God, for it is "peaceable, modest, persuadable."
Quarrels arise from three things.  First, when someone is not modest.  As it
says in Proverbs: "He who thrusts himself forward and makes himself big incites
quarrels" (Prov. 28:25).[98]
Again, some men are stubborn in their opinion, nor do they allow themselves to
be persuaded of anything but what they have in their own head; heavenly wisdom,
on the contrary, is "persuadable."  Again, worldly wisdom does not allow its
wise men to come to an agreement with another, but heavenly wisdom brings about
agreement among good men, and is therefore "peaceable."  But who is it that
makes the peace?  The Holy Spirit, for "he is not a God of dissension but of
peace" (1 Cor. 14:33).  Hence it says in Ephesians: "Take good care to preserve
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace" (Eph. 4:3).  The Lord exhorts us
to preserve this peace when He says: "Peace I leave with you, my peace I give
unto you; not as the world giveth do I give unto you" (Jn. 14:27).  This peace is twofold.  One is in the present—the peace in which we now live, yet in such a
way that we must still fight off vices; such is the peace the Lord "left with
us" right now.  The other is the peace that shall be in the future, without
fighting; and about this the Lord says: "not as the world giveth do I give unto
you."[99]
Now, some want peace only to be able to enjoy good things [more easily].[100]
The Book of Wisdom says about this: "Living in a great war of ignorance, they
judged so many and so great evils to be peace" (Wis. 14:22).[101]
But what is true peace?  Augustine says that peace is "security of mind, tranquility
of soul, simplicity of heart, the bond of love, and the fellowship of charity."[102]
Peace has a threefold object: oneself, one's neighbor, and God.  Peace is
needed with regard to oneself, so that reason may not be infected by errors or
darkened by passions, and concerning this, Augustine says that peace is
"security of mind."  There should also be tranquility in affection, and
concerning this he says "tranquility of soul."  Again, there should be
simplicity in intention, and concerning this he says "simplicity of heart."[103]
Peace toward one's neighbor is the "bond of love," and peace with God is the
"fellowship of charity."  Is not peace then utterly necessary for us?  Surely
it is.  The Lord made His testament for the sake of peace, and those who do not
want to keep the testament cannot receive the inheritance; thus those who do
not want to keep peace cannot arrive at the heavenly inheritance.  But what if
someone were to say: "I want to have peace with God, but not with my
neighbor"?  The answer: such a thing is impossible.  Hence a certain saint
says: "No one can have peace with Christ who is out of harmony with a Christian."[104]
Therefore, the third step of creation is the harmony of peace, and so the
prophet Isaiah declares: "I have created the fruit of the lips, peace" (Is.
57:19).[105]


The fourth step is constancy of
firmness, and this too is from the Holy Spirit.  Hence the Apostle says to the
Ephesians: "according to the riches of His glory, may He grant you to be
strengthened with inner might through His Spirit in the inner man" (Eph. 3:16).  And in Ezekiel: "The Spirit entered into me and I stood upon my feet" (Ezek.
2:2).  And in the Gospel: "Let not your heart be troubled, nor let it be
afraid" (Jn. 14:27).  And in the Book of Wisdom: "God created man incorruptible"
(Wis. 2:25).[106]


Therefore, the first effect of the
Holy Spirit is that He creates.


The second effect is a renewal which
consists of four things: grace that cleanses, justice that is ever making
progress, wisdom that illuminates, and glory that attains consummation.


I say that the effect of renewal
through the Holy Spirit consists, first of all, of the grace that cleanses.
Sin is a sort of old age of the soul, and a man is only freed from this old age
through justifying grace, by which he is cleansed from sin.  Hence the Apostle
writes: "As Christ has risen from the dead, so also let us walk in newness of
life" (Rom. 6:4).[107]
Where does this newness come from?  The Holy Spirit.  So the same Apostle
writes to Titus: "He saved us, not because of deeds done by us in
righteousness, but in virtue of His own mercy, by the laver of regeneration and
renewal in the Holy Spirit" (Tit. 3:5).  All sins are forgiven through that
laver, and in this way man is renewed.


Secondly, this renewal consists in the justice that
is ever making progress.  If one should walk, grow tired, and become weak, and
then he rests, his powers seem to him to be renewed; and when a man works
diligently,[108]
he is renewed when he gains further power for working.  About this renewal Job
says: "My glory shall be renewed, and the bow in my hand shall be repaired"
(Job 29:20).  The glory of the saints is the testimony of conscience.  A man is
renewed when he is quick to fight against vices.  Isaiah describes it: "They
shall take wings as eagles, they shall fly and not fail" (Is. 40:31),[109]
namely, for running in the way of God's commandments (Ps. 118:32).[110]
But who causes this running?  The Holy Spirit.  "He led us out through the
deep, as a horse in the wilderness that does not stumble, and the Spirit of the
Lord was his leader" (Is. 63:13-14).[111]


Thirdly, renewal comes about through
the wisdom that illuminates.  When a man comes to new knowledge of more of the
good things of God, he is renewed.  About this renewal it says in Colossians:
"Put on the new man who is created according to God."[112]
The "new man" [nouus homo] indicates Christ, because His was a novel [noua]
kind of conception,[113]
"not from the seed of man, but from the Holy Spirit"[114];
a novel kind of birth, because His mother remained a virgin after birth; a
novel kind of suffering [passio], because it was without guilt[115];
a novel kind of rising from the dead [resurrectio], because it was quick
and renewing, for He rose quickly and in glory[116];
a novel kind of ascension, because he ascended by His own power, not by that of
another, as did Enoch and Elijah.[117]
And so it is said in Ecclesiasticus: "Show signs anew and work wonders" (Sir.
36:6).  And because all things are renewed through Christ, therefore on solemnities
we use new vestments in church, that we may "sing to the Lord a new song"[118]—as
though to signify that he who is renewed by the exterior cleanness of his
clothing is renewed interiorly in his mind by grace.  By "stripping off the old
man," i.e., the habit of sins with its deeds, "and putting on" the habit of
virtue which is not lacking in [good] deeds, "the new man," i.e., the rational
mind, will be renewed "in the knowledge of God" (Col. 3:9-10).[119]
As Romans has it, "Put on the Lord Jesus Christ" (Rom. 13:14).  And from whom does that wisdom come?  The Holy Spirit, as Job testifies: "As I see, there is
a spirit in men, and the inspiration of the Almighty gives understanding.
[They that are aged are not the wise men, neither do the ancients understand
judgment]" (Job 32:8-9).[120]


Fourthly, renewal comes about through
the glory that attains consummation, when the body is renewed, the oldness of
punishment and guilt being taken away.  We read about this in the prophet
Isaiah: "Behold, I create new heavens and a new earth; [and the former things
shall not be remembered or come into mind]" (Is. 65:17).  And where does this
renewal come from?  The Holy Spirit.  He is the pledge of our inheritance, and
it is He who leads us into the heavenly inheritance.  He who needs to be created
and renewed shall obtain this from the Holy Spirit.



4. The recipient of these effects


But who receives that renewal?  "The
face of the earth": that is, the whole world, which at one time was filled with
idolatry.  Today, the Lord gave to the Apostles the gifts of the charisms.[121]
It was of them that the prophet Isaiah said: "They who enter with force,"
namely, the force of the Holy Spirit, "from Jacob shall fill the face of the
earth with seed" (Is. 27:6).[122]
And "face of the earth" refers to the human mind, for just as it is through the
face that we see in a bodily manner, so it is through the mind that we see in a
spiritual manner, as it says in Genesis: "God created man from the slime of the
earth and breathed into his face the breath of life" (Gen. 2:7).  But in order that
the human mind may receive that renewal, it should have four things: it should
be clean, uncovered, directed, and stable and firm.


Of the first, we read in Matthew:
"But you, when you fast, anoint your head and wash your face" (Mt. 6:17), namely, with tears of compunction, and then you will be able to receive the renewal
of the Holy Spirit.  "Create in me a clean heart, O God, and renew a right
spirit within me" (Ps. 50:12).[123]


Secondly,
the face of the mind should be open and uncovered.  The prophet says: "His face
is covered with fatness" (Job 15:27).[124]
Some have the face of their mind covered over with the darkness of ignorance.
[Job, on the contrary, asserts:] "Darkness has not covered my face" (Job 23:17).[125]
And the Apostle: "But we all beholding the glory of the Lord with open face,"
namely, a face not covered over by affection for earthly things, "are transformed
into the same image from glory to glory as by the Spirit of the Lord" (2 Cor.
3:18).


Thirdly,
the face of the mind should be directed toward God, as we read in the prayer:
"Now I turn my face toward Thee, and direct my eyes toward Thee" (Tob. 3:14).[126]
How do we turn our face toward God?  By a right intention; it is thus that we
obtain the renewal of the Holy Spirit.  Hence it says in the Gospel of Luke:
"He will give the good Spirit to those who ask him" (Lk. 11:13).[127]
Again, if you are turned [to God] through obedience, He will give the Holy
Spirit to those who obey Him.  Likewise, we should also turn our face toward
our neighbor, as Tobit says to his son: "Do not turn your face away from any
poor man, and the face of God will not be turned away from you" (Tob. 4:7).
Hence the Apostles received the Holy Spirit when they were together
(Acts 2:1-4).[128]


Fourthly,
the face of the mind should be firm.  It is written of Anna, mother of Samuel,
"her countenance was no more changed in various ways" (1 Sam. 1:18),[129]
and for this reason she received the Holy Spirit.  And the book of Job says:
"Surely then you will lift up your face without blemish; you will be secure,
and will not fear" (Job 11:15).  The Holy Spirit is given to persons like
these.  That is why it says in the Gospel: "And eating together with them, he
charged them not to depart from Jerusalem, but to wait for the promise of the
Father, which, he said, 'you heard from me, for John baptized with water, but
before many days you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.'"[130]
But if they had gone away [from Jerusalem], they would not have received the
Holy Spirit.  "He who perseveres shall be saved" (Mt. 10:22; 24:13).  In our prayers today, we shall ask the Lord to grant us this grace of perseverance.[131]
Amen.
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in a somewhat obscure collection: Thomas Aquinas, Selected Writings, ed.
M. C. D'Arcy, in the Everyman's Library series (London: J. M. Dent; New York:
E. P. Dutton, 1939), 1-23.  The third sermon contained in this collection is
the florid Corpus Christi address Hodiernae festivitatis, which is now
known to be spurious but makes for enjoyable reading nonetheless, followed by
the Office for Corpus Christi, which is almost certainly authentic (the
translation of this Office is found on pp. 30-50).  A translation by Athanasius
Sulavik of Thomas's sermon in honor of St. Nicholas, Inueni Dauid, accompanied
by my study "A Tale of Two Wonderworkers: St. Nicholas of Myra in the Writings and
Life of St. Thomas Aquinas," is published in Angelicum 82 (2005):
19-53.  The "conferences" or sets of sermons have fared better in terms of
translations; see note 13.







[11]
This we find with, for example, St. Bonaventure or St. Anthony of Padua, both of whom planned and published well-ordered sequences of sermons on the feasts
of the liturgical year.







[12]
The Life and Spirit of Thomas Aquinas, trans. Cyprian Burke, op (Chicago: The Priory Press, 1966),
10.







[13]
Life and Spirit of Aquinas, 138.  Thomas's thematic sets of homilies are
available in translation: The Sermon-Conferences of St. Thomas Aquinas on
the Apostles' Creed, trans. Nicholas Ayo, csc
(Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1988); God's Greatest Gifts:
Commentaries on the Commandments and the Sacraments, trans. Joseph B.
Collins (Manchester, NH: Sophia Institute Press, 1992); The Three Greatest Prayers:
Commentaries on the Lord's Prayer, the Hail Mary, and the Apostles' Creed, trans.
Laurence Shapcote, op (Manchester,
NH: Sophia Institute Press, 1990); Conferences on the Two Precepts of
Charity and the Ten Commandments, trans. Laurence Shapcote, op (London: Burns Oates &
Washbourne, 1937).  Fr. Ayo's translation of the Sermon-Conferences on the
Creed is accompanied by an informative introduction on Thomas as a
preacher, the way his sermons were recorded, and the Lent of 1273.







[14]
Most biographers of St. Thomas have believed that his sermons on the Apostles'
Creed and on the Ten Commandments were also given during this Lent, but the
evidence for this view is slim; in reality, we know too little to give a
definite place and date for any of these thematic sets.  See Torrell, Person
and Work, 72, 266, and 358.  Mandonnet is the spokesman for the older
position: "Le Carême de saint Thomas d'Aquin à Naples (1273)," in San Tommaso
d'Aquino O.P., Miscellanea storico-artistica (Rome, 1924), 195-212.







[15]
That they are intellectually nourishing, and not lightweight advertisements for
the "serious theology" of the dogmatic treatises, can be seen from a recent
study devoted to plumbing the depths of a single homily from the series on the
Apostles' Creed: Herwi Rikhof, "Thomas on the Church: Reflections on a Sermon,"
in Weinandy et al., Aquinas on Doctrine, 199-224.







[16]
All the eyewitness accounts of Thomas, as of his spiritual father, Dominic,
speak frequently of profuse tears-in the case of the theologian, while he was offering
of Holy Mass; in the case of the founder, usually while he was praying for
sinners or preaching to the people.







[17]
Quoted in Ayo, Sermon-Conferences, 4.







[18]
Spiritual Master, 173.  For simplicity's sake, the word "sermon" will be
henceforth used to refer to the sermo and collatio taken as one
whole.







[19]
Spiritual Master, 173.  The chapters on the Holy Spirit in the second
volume of Torrell's introduction to the life, works, and thought of Aquinas can
be highly recommended: Spiritual Master, Chapter vii, "To Speak of the Holy Spirit," 153-74; Chapter viii, "The Heart of the Church,"
175-99; Chapter ix, "The Master
of the Interior Life," 200-24.







[20]
Spiritual Master, 173-74.







[21]
I am not referring to the Sequence Veni sancte Spiritus Et emitte coelitus etc.,
but the prayer that begins Veni sancte Spiritus, reple tuorum corda
fidelium, et tui amoris in eis ignem accende ("Come, Holy Spirit, fill the
hearts of Thy faithful, and enkindle in them the fire of Thy love").







[22]
Père Garrigou-Lagrange's commentary on the treatise on the Trinity in the Summa
contains not only an analysis of the text but invaluable summaries of the
commentatorial tradition: The Trinity and God the Creator, A Commentary on
St. Thomas' Theological Summa, First Part, Questions 27-119, trans. Frederic
C. Eckhoff (St. Louis: Herder, 1952).  In his masterpiece The Church of the
Word Incarnate, Cardinal Journet speaks extensively of the Holy Spirit.
Journet's valuable abridgement of this work has just recently been translated
into English: Theology of the Church, trans. Victor Szczurek, O. Praem.
(San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2004).  Mention should be made of a more
general introduction to pneumatology based on Thomistic principles: A. M.
Henry, op, The Holy Spirit, trans.
J. Lundberg and M. Bell (New York: Hawthorn Books, 1960).







[23]
A recent article that draws heavily upon Thomas's doctrine of the Holy Spirit
is Daniel A. Keating's "Justification, Sanctification and Divinization in
Thomas Aquinas," in Weinandy et al., Aquinas on Doctrine, 139-58.







[24]
The Christian Trinity in History, trans. Edmund J. Fortman, sj (Petersham, Mass.: St. Bede's
Publications, 1982); "Vers une relecture du concile de Florence grâce à la
reconsidération de l'Ecriture et des Pères grecs et latins," Revue Thomiste 86
(1986): 31-81.







[25]
Seven studies are collected in the volume Trinity in Aquinas, trans.
Teresa Bede, Matthew Levering, et alia (Ypsilanti, Mich.: Sapientia Press,
2003); St. Thomas's theology of the Holy Spirit is discussed throughout.  A
synthetic essay by Emery, "The Doctrine of the Trinity in St. Thomas Aquinas,"
may be found in Weinandy, et al., Aquinas on Doctrine, 45-65.







[26]
In John Paul II's encyclical, Thomas is cited at notes 38, 96, 139, 183, 200,
254, and 255.







[27]
This translation is based on the provisional critical edition of the Leonine
Commission; thanks are due to Fr. Bataillon for generously providing us with a
text to work from, as well as a list of fontes that supplied us with
citations from Scripture and other sources.  Scripture verses are translated exactly
as Thomas quotes them from memory, and the numbering of chapter and verse is
that of the Vulgate.  Where the RSV translation is importantly different, this
will be noted for the sake of comparison.  As is customary in medieval works,
throughout the sermon Scriptural verses are announced by author or book title,
seldom with any further specification, e.g.: "The Holy Spirit, as the origin of
all motion, is life.  Psalmist.  'With you is the font of life.'  And because
He is life, He gives life. . . .  Whence in Acts: 'In Him we live and move and
have our being.'"  This seems to be an instance of shorthand, not a stylistic
issue.  Accordingly, we have taken the liberty of suppressing some of the
shorthand, and supplying exact scripture references in parentheses.







[28]
The verse Thomas preaches on (Ps. 104:30 iuxta Hebraeum) is taken from
the antiphon of the third Psalm of Matins for Pentecost, and from the first
alleluia of the Mass on the same day (cf. Rome, Santa Sabina, AGOP XIV.L.1, f.
108vb, 344ra).







[29]
"Who has learned thy counsel, unless thou hast given wisdom and sent thy holy
Spirit from on high?" (RSV).







[30]
Hom. in Evang. 30,5 (PL 76:1223B).







[31]
Here Thomas is using the technical term proprietas, the "property" of
the divine Person, which refers to "what is proper to" the divine Person: that
which belongs to the Father as Father, the Son as Son, the Spirit as Spirit.
In the following sentences proprietas will at times be rendered "what is
proper to."  The term appears in the Preface of the Most Holy Trinity: "So that
in confessing the true and everlasting Godhead, we shall adore distinction in
persons, oneness in being, and equality in majesty" (in personis proprietas,
et in essentia unitas, et in maiestate adoretur aequalitas).  Cf. Summa
theologiae [ST] I, q. 32, a. 2, corp.: "Therefore the divine
essence is signified in the manner of 'what', and the 'person' in the manner of
'who', and the 'property' in the manner of 'that whereby' [the person is that
person and not another]" (essentia significatur in divinis ut quid, persona
vero ut quis, proprietas autem ut quo).







[32]
The word missio or "mission" literally means "sending."







[33]
As usual, St. Thomas prefaces the main body of the text with an outline of the
content, announcing that there will be four parts.  The first two are taken up
in the sermo, the last two in the collatio.  We have numbered
them with bold-faced Arabic numbers.  As is very common in his works, Thomas
patterns his treatment after the four Aristotelian causes (agent, form, end,
and matter).  Here, he speaks first of who the Spirit is formally, then of the
purpose of His activity, then of His efficacy, and finally of the "matter" on
which He works-namely, the Christian faithful.







[34]
Subtilitas has a somewhat different meaning from that of its modern-day
transliteration, "subtlety," so I have written "subtleness."  Subtilitas indicates
an acuteness and a penetrativeness arising from lack of density, a certain
fineness or delicacy of nature or operation.  This is the reason why the
medievals refer to fire as subtle: it seems to lack bodily density and can "get
into" things, can penetrate into other substances and divide them.







[35]
Et sic distinguitur spiritus a rebus que grossam materiam habent, que sunt
composita ex carne et corpore. Cf. ST I, q. 36, a. 1, ad 1; Sent. I, d. 10, q. 1, a. 4.







[36]
Note that the word spiritus in Latin can mean either "spirit" or
"breath."  Whenever "breath" is used in the next lines, it translates spiritus.







[37]
Cf. Gen. 6:17; 7:15.  Here "spirit" is being used in the sense of the "vital
spirit," or soul, that makes an animal body to be alive.  It does not imply an
immaterial, immortal soul.







[38]
Cf. ST I, q. 27, a. 4; q. 36, a. 1.







[39]
Thomas brings together phrases from two different Psalms: "He said the word and
there arose a storm of wind, and the waves thereof were lifted up" (Ps.
106:25); "He shall rain snares upon sinners, fire and brimstone and storms of
winds shall be the portion of their cup" (Ps. 10:7).







[40]
"[T]he blast of the ruthless is like a storm against a wall" (RSV).







[41]
Thomas may have in mind a phrase like "I'm in low spirits," which doesn't
assign a cause, but expresses a vague sense of discontentment.







[42]
Thomas simply writes: propter occultam eius originem (and in the next
sentence, proprietas Spiritus sancti est occulta eius origo).  Although
Aquinas does not expressly say so, the ensuing argument seems to depend not on
the Spirit himself having a hidden origin within the Godhead, but rather, on
all created things having their cause in an origin that is hidden
from view, the Spirit.  This is why faith and reason must lead us to
discover this cause, for it is not self-evident.  Hence, I have construed these
phrases to be speaking of the hidden origin of things and of their
motions.







[43]
"Our God is in the heavens; he does whatever he pleases" (Ps. 115:3, RSV).  In
the Vulgate of Psalm 113, the numbering begins anew after verse 8; hence the ii, 3.







[44]
Cf. Ps. 15:2, Vulgate: "You are my God, because you do not need my goods" (Ps.
16:2, RSV: "Thou art my Lord; I have no good apart from thee").







[45]
Certe uoluntate amoris, non cupiditatis.







[46]
As this line is quite dense in the original, it needed some expansion: Exemplum
habemus: artifex qui sciret excogitare domum non indigens sed amans
pulchritudinem domus, ille amor artificis produceret domum in esse.







[47]
"For thou lovest all things that exist, and hast loathing for none of the
things which thou hast made, for thou wouldst not have made anything if thou
hadst hated it" (Wis. 11:24, RSV).







[48]
On the Divine Names ch. 4, §10 (PG 3:708B).  "Blessed Dionysius": an
anonymous Syrian monk of the fifth century whom medieval theologians took to be
the disciple won by St. Paul at the Areopagus in Athens (cf. Acts 17:34).  On his identity, writings, and theology, see Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory
of the Lord, vol. 2: Studies in Theological Styles: Clerical Styles,
trans. Andrew Louth, Francis McDonagh, and Brian McNeil (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1984), 144-210; Andrew Louth, The Origins of the Christian
Mystical Tradition from Plato to Denys (New York: Oxford Univ. Press,
1983).  The Pseudo-Dionysius is among the authors most frequently cited by St. Thomas, who, in addition, wrote an extensive commentary on On the Divine Names.  







[49]
Habet igitur Spiritus sanctus occultam originem cuius proprietas est amor.
Here, as before (see note 16), I supply a phrase the argument seems to call
for.







[50]
The full context should be borne in mind: "Of old thou didst lay the foundation
of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy hands.  They will perish, but
thou dost endure; they will all wear out like a garment.  Thou changest them
like raiment, and they pass away; but thou art the same, and thy years have no
end" (Ps. 102:26-27, RSV).







[51]
Et que est operacio amoris?







[52]
The full verse, speaking of the four living creatures in the prophet's vision:
"And each went straight forward; wherever the spirit would go, they went,
without turning as they went" (RSV).







[53]
Adapted from the prayer of Mordecai: "O Lord, Lord, King who rulest over all
things, for the universe is in thy power and there is no one who can oppose
thee if it is thy will to save Israel.  For thou hast made heaven and earth and
every wonderful thing under heaven, and thou art Lord of all, and there is no
one who can resist thee, who art the Lord" (Esther 13:9-11, RSV).







[54]
Ps. 36:9 iuxta Hebraeum.







[55]
Or, "It is from that notion of love," etc.: Ex ista racione amoris habet
Spiritus sanctus substancie subtilitatem.







[56]
"For in her [wisdom] there is a spirit that is intelligent, holy, unique,
manifold, subtle, mobile, clear, unpolluted, distinct, invulnerable, loving the
good, keen, irresistible, beneficent, humane, steadfast, sure, free from
anxiety, all-powerful, overseeing all, and penetrating through all spirits that
are intelligent and pure and most subtle" (Wis. 7:22b-23, RSV).







[57]
Cleanness in the sense of purity-which makes sense out of the example of the
silver which becomes impure or "debased" when mixed with a "baser" metal.







[58]
In this line, "debased" translates contrahit immundiciam, for it does
not seem idiomatic in English to speak of silver "contracting uncleanness."
"Impure metal": rei impure.  The thought Thomas is expressing here has
to be understood with an implicit qualification: it is an inordinate or disordered
love of bodily things that is unclean and makes a person unclean.  If
bodily goods are so loved, they crowd out spiritual goods and debase the soul,
which was made for better things than mere bodies.  When such goods are rightly
loved, on the other hand, they enrich the soul's goodness by offering exercise
to moral virtue.  No one is more sensitive to the dangers of a dualistic
rejection of the goodness of bodily creatures than Aquinas, a fierce opponent
of medieval Manichaeism.







[59]
sed non sic Spiritus sanctus est, i.e., the Holy Spirit is not a spirit
like that, but one that is opposed to selfishness.  This phrase is repeated in
the same sense in the next sentence.







[60]
multiplices sed dolosi.  The sense of multiplices is "many-faced,
many-talented," able to turn this way and that, skillful.







[61]
Ps. 27:4 iuxta Hebraeum.







[62]
"But for me it is good to be near God" (Ps. 73:28, RSV).







[63]
An attempt at expressing the dynamism of the Latin infinitives: iste
Spiritus sanctus non solum dat esse, uiuere et mouere, immo facit sanctos.  The
last phrase could also be rendered, "He makes saints."







[64]
Spiritualis uita est per Spiritum sanctum.







[65]
Spiritus sanctus quos sanctificat impetu suo ad bene agendum mouet.







[66]
In Thomas's writings, "the Gloss" refers to one or another of the
widely-consulted medieval compilations of comments on individual verses of
Scripture, drawn from the writings of the Fathers and monastic scholars.  Here
it is the Glosa interl. in Act. 1:2, citing St. Ambrose, Exp. in
Evan. Lucae II,19 (CCSL 14:39.292; PL 15:1560A; 1640D).







[67]
As he will occasionally do, Thomas misattributes the quotation (in this
instance, he refers to Isaiah)-a mistake easily pardoned in a man who, having
learned the entire Bible by heart, quoted it from memory.







[68]
"Let thy good spirit lead me on a level path" (Ps. 143:10, RSV).







[69]
That is, there is nothing in the Holy Spirit himself which would make it necessary
for him to be sent to us; there is certainly a necessity on man's part to
receive the Holy Spirit, as St. Thomas shows.







[70]
See note 30.







[71]
Cf. ST I, q. 38, a. 1.







[72]
Ps. 73:28 iuxta Hebraeum.







[73]
"From of old no one has heard or perceived by the ear, no eye has seen a God
besides thee, who works for those who wait for him" (RSV).







[74]
"Who has learned thy counsel, unless thou hast given wisdom and sent thy holy
Spirit from on high?" (RSV).  The Vulgate has "from the Most High," de
altissimis.







[75]
In the scriptural context, where the subject is wisdom personified, the verse
reads: "While remaining in herself, she renews all things."  In the sermon,
however, because the verse is applied directly to God, and the Latin gender is
structurally ambiguous (In se manens innouat omnia), the phrase would
"sound" masculine.  Hence the translation.  Two lines later, where Thomas
expressly refers to the personification of wisdom at Wis. 9:10, the feminine
pronouns return.







[76]
Cf. ST I, q. 9, a. 1, ad 2: "Insofar as the likeness of divine wisdom
proceeds step by step from the highest things, which share more in its
likeness, even to the least of things, which share in it less, there is said to
be a certain procession and motion of divine wisdom into things; similarly we
say that the sun 'goes to the earth', insofar as its rays of light reach the
earth."  And at the same place, ad 3: "For just as the sun is said to enter a
house or to go out, insofar as its rays reach the house, so God is said to draw
near to us or to recede from us, insofar as we receive the influence of his
goodness, or fall away from him."  Cf. also ST I, q. 43, a. 1, ad 3; Super
Boetium De Trinitate q. 1, a. 4, obj. 2 and ad 2.







[77]
"Send her forth from the holy heavens, and from the throne of thy glory send
her, that she may be with me and toil, and that I may learn what is pleasing to
thee" (Wis. 9:10, RSV).







[78]
Cf. ST I, q. 43, a. 1, ad 1.







[79]
Cf. 2 Cor. 3:17.







[80]
In the Blessed Trinity, the Father is not the cause of the Son or the
Spirit, for all three Persons are the one true God, consubstantial, identical
in being, absolutely uncaused.  The Father is called the "origin without
origin," inasmuch as the Son proceeds from Him, and the Spirit proceeds from
Him and from the Son (see the following note).







[81]
  St. Thomas is referring to the Filioque debate: the Greek Orthodox
profess that the Spirit proceeds "from the Father" (or "from the Father through
the Son"), while Catholics profess that the Spirit proceeds "from the
Father and the Son" (qui ex Patre Filioque procedit).







[82]
Thomas's text ends with the conventional shorthand "To which may he lead us . .
.", and we have supplied the likely remainder.







[83]
As noted earlier, the collatio (or collacio) in sero is
the continuation, at Vespers, of the morning sermon.







[84]
Hodie diximus in mane aliqua pro modulo nostro 







[85]
"Let all thy creatures serve thee, for thou didst speak, and they were made.
Thou didst send forth thy Spirit, and it formed them; there is none that can
resist thy voice" (Jud. 16:14, RSV).







[86]
In the medieval idiom, a priest elevated to the bishopric is said to be
"created a bishop," and a bishop who is made a cardinal is "created a
cardinal."







[87]
The latter phrase, as Thomas quotes it: ut simus inicium creature eius.  In
the RSV: "that we should be a kind of first fruits of his creatures."







[88]
It is not clear what Thomas is driving at with the ante and postea.
Perhaps he is saying: Before the covenant with Abraham, there were simply gentiles;
after this covenant, there were circumcised Jews; but with the coming of
Christ, neither uncircumcision nor circumcision counts for anything before God,
since there is only one savior of mankind, Christ, in whom all men can be
created anew.







[89]
A saying from Sallust, Bellum Catil. cap. 20; cf. De veritate q.
23, a. 8, sc. 2 (Leon. ed. 22/3:673.54-55).







[90]
Probacio dilectionis exhibicio est operis, literally, "the showing of a
work is the proof of love": Hom. in Evan. 30,1 (PL 76:1220C).







[91]
Videtis homines quando efficiuntur dilectiores proficiunt ut cognoscant uoluntatem Dei.







[92]
The saying is not in the book of Proverbs, but there is a similar sentiment at
Acts 4:32, "the company of those who believed were of one heart and one soul"-multitudinis
autem credentium erat cor unum, et anima una.  Elsewhere (Sent. I,
d. 10, q. 1, a. 4) Thomas observes: "We say that two men who love one another
and agree [lit., whose hearts are together] are of one spirit or 'conspiritors'
[lit., ones who breathe or whisper together], just as we say they are 'one
heart and one soul', as it says in Ethics 9, ch. 10: 'It belongs to
friends to be one soul in two bodies'" ("dicimus duos homines amantes se, et
concordes, esse unius spiritus vel conspiratos; sicut etiam dicimus eos esse unum
cor et unam animam; sicut dicitur Eth. 9, cap. 10: "Proprium amicorum est, unam animam in duobus corporibus
esse"").







[93]
"Secrets" translates secreta.  Cf. Summa contra gentiles IV, cap.
21, et seq.  In Aquinas's Commentary on John 15:15 we read: "For the true sign of friendship is that a friend reveals the secrets of his
heart to his friend.  Since it belongs to friends to have one heart and one
soul, what one friend reveals to another does not seem to be placed outside his
own heart. . . .  Now God, reveals his secrets to us by making us sharers in
his wisdom" ("Verum enim amicitiae signum est quod amicus amico suo cordis
secreta revelet.  Cum enim amicorum sit cor unum et anima una, non videtur
amicus extra cor suum ponere quod amico revelat. . . .  Deus autem faciendo nos
participes suae sapientiae, sua secreta nobis revelat").







[94]
Cf. Gregory, Hom. in Evan. 30,3 (PL 78:1222A).







[95]
The verse is in fact 1 Jn. 2:27.







[96]
Thomas quotes the verse with verbs in the future tense: "All who shall hear and
shall learn from the Father, shall come to me."







[97]
Verse 10 reads in full: "But these men revile whatever they do not understand,
and by those things that they know by instinct as irrational animals do, they
are destroyed."







[98]
"A greedy man stirs up strife" (RSV).







[99]
Here Thomas is borrowing ideas from Augustine, Tract. in Ioan. 77,3
(CCSL 36:521.5-7; PL 35:1834), whom he had quoted to the same effect in the Catena
aurea on Jn. 14:27-a good example of how the preacher made use of his
academic "dossiers" to enrich his preaching.  On this topic, see Bataillon's
article "Les sermons de saint Thomas et la Catena aurea" in St.
Thomas Aquinas 1274-1974, Commemorative Studies, ed. Armand A. Maurer et
al. (Toronto: PIMS, 1974), 1:67-75.  All the allusions to Augustine in this part
of the sermon appeared first in the Catena aurea on Jn. 14:27.







[100]
Cf. Augustine, Tract. in Ioan. 77,5 (CCSL 36:522.3-5; PL 35:1855).







[101]
"Afterward it was not enough for them to err about the knowledge of God, but
they live in great strife due to ignorance, and they call such great evils
peace" (RSV).







[102]
Ps.-Augustine, Sermo 97 (from Augustine, De verbis Domini 57, PL
39:1931).







[103]
Note the order: intellect, sensitive appetite, rational appetite.







[104]
Cf. Ps.-Augustine, Sermo 97 (PL 39:1931).







[105]
Thomas reads pacem in apposition to the fructum labiorum.  "I
will lead him and requite him with comfort, creating for his mourners the fruit
of the lips.  Peace, peace, to the far and to the near, says the Lord; and I
will heal him" (Is. 57:18b-19, RSV).







[106]
"God created man for incorruption, and made him in the image of his own
eternity" (Wis. 2:23, RSV).







[107]
On the theme of old age, vetustas, as an image of sinfulness, see John
Saward, Cradle of Redeeming Love (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2002),
259-64.  "The metaphor of oldness is neither an insult to the elderly nor a
license for the young.  The newness that Christ brings, first for the soul and
later [in the resurrection] for the body, is supernatural.  When old Simeon
takes the Infant Messiah into his arms, and the age prophetess speaks of Him
'to all that look for the redemption of Israel' (cf. Lk. 2:28ff.), they prove
themselves to be among the first recipients of the rejuvenating grace of
Christ. . . . Simeon and Anna have an eagle-like youthfulness of
soul that puts to shame the spiritual decrepitude of those chronologically
younger people, such as Herod, who lack the saints' perfection of childlike
hope in the Child-God" (ibid., 264).







[108]
quando homo laborat inseruiendo







[109]
"[T]hey who wait for the Lord shall renew their strength, they shall mount up
with wings like eagles, they shall run and not be weary, they shall walk and
not faint" (RSV).







[110]
A direct reference to Ps. 118:32, "I will run in the way of thy commandments
when thou enlargest my understanding" (Ps. 119:32, RSV); but very likely also a
recollection of some famous lines in the Rule of St. Benedict, which Thomas
would have heard read aloud during his boyhood years at Montecassino.  Near the
close of the Rule's Prologue, we read: "And so we are going to establish a
school for the service of the Lord.  In founding it we hope to introduce
nothing harsh or burdensome.  But if a certain strictness results from the
dictates of equity for the amendment of vices or the preservation of charity,
do not be at once dismayed and fly from the way of salvation, whose entrance
cannot but be narrow.  For as we advance in the religious life and in faith,
our hearts expand and we run in the way of God's commandments with unspeakable
sweetness of love" (trans. Leonard J. Doyle [Collegeville, Minn.: The
Liturgical Press, 1948, repr. 2001]).







[111]
Aquinas cites the Vulgate text accurately, but omits the phrase quasi animal
in campo descendens, which follows quasi equum in deserto non
impingentem.  A modern translation reads rather differently: "Who led them
through the depths?  Like a horse in the desert, they did not stumble.  Like
cattle that go down into the valley, the Spirit of the Lord gave them rest.  So
Thou didst lead Thy people, to make for Thyself a glorious name" (RSV).







[112]
In fact, Eph. 4:24; but cf. Col. 3:10.







[113]
It is hard to bring out in English the play on words in this passage.  Thomas
is saying that Christ is fittingly called a new man, nouus homo, because
everything about Him was new-both in the sense of novel, never before seen, and
in the sense of newborn, fresh in vigor, untarnished by age.  The main accent
in the sentence is the "novelty" of the kind of conception, birth, etc. we see
in Christ.  I have added the implicit "kind of" to each phrase, since this is
how we would say it colloquially.







[114]
A reference to St. Ambrose's Hymnus in Nativitate Domini, "Intende qui
regis Israel."  In the Dominican liturgy as in other branches of the Roman
rite, this hymn is chanted at Vespers of Christmas, but omitting the first stanza
and beginning with the words "Veni Redemptor gentium."







[115]
For Aquinas, suffering is always a punishment for wrongdoing-if not for
personal wrongdoing of one's own, then for that of Adam in which one shares as
a member of the human race, or that of someone else to whom one is united.
Hence, we suffer deservedly.  Christ, in contrast, inherited no wrong and did
no wrong; therefore he did not deserve to suffer.  Hence his Passion and death
were "novel" because, unlike ours, they were entirely voluntary and in no way
His "due."







[116]
Scripture records many instances of resurrections, but they are always a rising
again to the same mortal life; Lazarus, the widow's son, the daughter of
Jairus, all of these, though raised from the dead, must die again.  But Christ rises
immortal, i.e., to the life of glory or in a glorified state; "death has no
more dominion over him."  The "quick and renewing," cita et innouans, is
referring to the difference between Christ's resurrection to glory, which took
place on the third day after his death, and the bodily resurrection of the
other saints, which will take place at the end of time (the Virgin Mary being
the only known exception).







[117]
Enoch and Elijah were (passively) carried into the heavens; they did not
(actively) ascend.  A similar distinction is made between the ascension
of Christ and the assumption of Mary.







[118]
Cf. Ps. 32[33]:3, Ps. 95[96]:1, Ps. 97[98]:1, Ps. 143[144]:9, Ps. 149:1.







[119]
Col. 3:9-10 in full: "Do not lie to one another, seeing that you have put off
the old nature with its practices and have put on the new nature, which is
being renewed in knowledge after the image of its creator."







[120]
"[I]t is the spirit in a man, the breath of the Almighty, that makes him
understand.  It is not the old that are wise, nor the aged that understand what
is right" (RSV).  Though Thomas cites only part of verse 8, the concluding
"etc."-a ubiquitous medievalism that at least means "the rest of the
verse," but can also mean "the rest of the passage in that vicinity"-draws our
attention to the contrast between God-given wisdom (verse 8) and merely human
wisdom (verse 9) gained by experience or study.







[121]
Cf. Third Response for Matins of Pentecost (Rome, Santa Sabina, AGOP XIV.L.1,
f. 1109ra).







[122]
Where Thomas seems to say a Jacob, the Vulgate has ad Jacob.  The
Douay-Rheims version translates: "When they shall rush in unto Jacob, Israel shall blossom and bud, and they shall fill the face of the world with seed."
Cf. RSV: "In days to come Jacob shall take root, Israel shall blossom and put
forth shoots, and fill the whole world with fruit."  It should be noted that
Jerome favored the most literal translation possible from the Hebrew text,
while the RSV (and modern versions in general) tend to be more interpretive.
Whether the Vulgate's reading in a particular case is defensible or faulty is a
question to be settled by exegetes.  When citing Scripture in his sermons,
Thomas tends to avoid basing premises on a detail of the text, relying more on
the general "thrust" of a verse or the "drift" of its surrounding context.  For
this reason, among others, his handling of Scripture remains both timeless and
timely, in a way that is not always true of many of his contemporaries who
favored allegorical interpretations built upon tenuous linguistic associations.







[123]
Ps. 51:10 iuxta Hebraeum.  The surrounding verses are also pertinent to
Thomas's point: "Fill me with joy and gladness; let the bones which thou hast
broken rejoice . . . Cast me not away from thy presence, and take not thy holy
Spirit from me.  Restore to me the joy of thy salvation, and uphold me with a
willing spirit" (vv. 8, 11-12).







[124]
In the book of Job, Eliphaz the Temanite, urging Job's guilt, builds up a vivid
description of the justly-punished evildoer: "The wicked man writhes in pain
all his days, through all the years that are laid up for the ruthless.
Terrifying sounds are in his ears; in prosperity the destroyer will come upon
him. . . .  Because he has stretched forth his hand against God, and bids
defiance to the Almighty, running stubbornly against him with a thick-bossed
shield; because he has covered his face with his fat, and gathered fat upon his
loins, and has lived in desolate cities, in houses which no man should inhabit,
which were destined to become heaps of ruins; he will not be rich, and his
wealth will not endure, nor will he strike root in the earth; he will not
escape from darkness; the flame will dry up his shoots, and his blossom will be
swept away by the wind" (Job 15, vv. 20-21, 25-30).  By "the prophet" Thomas is
referring to Job, not Eliphaz, whose speech happens to be recorded in the
prophet's book.







[125]
The Vulgate of Job 23:17 reads: Non enim perii propter imminentes tenebras,
nec faciem meam operuit caligo, "For I have not perished because of the
darkness that hangs over me, neither hath the mist covered my face."  Thomas
cites the verse as follows: Non operuit faciem meam caligo, "Darkness
has not covered my face."  The RSV renders the verse not as a negation but as
an affirmation: "I am hemmed in by darkness, and thick darkness covers my
face."  Notes in the RSV indicate manuscript support for either reading.







[126]
"And now, O Lord, I have turned my eyes and my face toward thee" (Tob. 3:12, RSV).  From the prayer of Sarah, daughter of Raguel, future wife of Tobias.







[127]
"If you then, who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how
much more will the heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask him!"
(Lk. 11:13, RSV).







[128]
Thomas sees in the Pentecost event-where the Holy Spirit descends upon the
apostles precisely as gathered together, not as isolated individuals-a
model of the relationship between love and service of God, and the love and
service of neighbor.  The Spirit is given from above to those who are attentive
to the needs of their fellow Christians and fellow men.







[129]
The Vulgate (1 Kings 1:18 = 1 Sam. 1:18) reads: Et abiit mulier in viam
suam, et comedit, vultusque illius non sunt amplius in diversa mutati.  The
RSV renders the last phrase "and her countenance was no longer sad."  The point
Thomas seems to be making is that a person who is totally shaken up, tossed
this way and that-due to sadness or any other cause-is not living resolutely by
the Holy Spirit, who makes one endure hardships in a spirit of fortitude.
Hence the verse from Job about lifting up one's face with confidence, being
secure and not being afraid, and the verse about the Apostles waiting as
they were commanded to do, even though it may have been difficult for
them to wait.







[130]
In fact, Acts 1:4; but cf. Lk. 24:49.  The point Aquinas is making is this: the
Apostles were told to wait patiently for the coming of the promised Spirit,
that is, to be stable and to stand firm until God fulfilled His promise.







[131]
The text with a customary formulaic phrase: "We shall ask the Lord."  The sentence
would have been completed in a manner like the one suggested.
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To the illustrious Lady etc., Brother Thomas from Aquino of the Order of the Preachers sends his greeting etc.

I received Your Excellency's letters from which I have fully come to understand the pious care that you have concerning the rule of your subjects and the devout love you have towards the brethren of our Order, giving thanks to God who has breathed into your heart the seeds of such virtues.  Nonetheless, what you asked of me in these self-same letters (that I should respond to you about certain items) was indeed difficult for me both because of my occupations, which the office of teaching requires, and because it would please me that on these things you would seek the counsel of others more expert in such matters.  Still, because I considered it unbecoming that I be found out to be a negligent helper for your solicitude or that I be ungrateful of your love, I have taken care to respond to you about these proposed items without the prejudice of a better opinion.

First Response

First therefore, Your Excellency inquired whether it is allowable for you at some time and in what way to make an exaction upon the Jews.

To which question (proposed in this unqualified way) it can be answered that although, as the laws say, the Jews by reason of their fault are sentenced to perpetual servitude and thus the lords of the lands in which they dwell may take things from them as though they were their own - with, nonetheless, this restraint observed that the necessary subsidies of life in no way be taken from them, because it still is necessary that we "walk honestly even in the presence of those who are outsiders (I Thes. 4:11)," "lest the name of the Lord be blasphemed (I Tim. 6:1)," and the Apostle admonishes the faithful by his example that (I Cor. 10:32-33), "they be without offense in the presence of the Jews and the Gentiles and in the Church of God" - this seems to be what should be observed, that, as the laws have determined, the services coerced from them do not demand things that they had not been accustomed to do in times gone by, because those things that are unexpected more often rattle souls.

Now, following the judgment of this sort of restraint, you can in accordance with the customs of your predecessors make an exaction upon the Jews, only if, however, nothing else stands in the way. For it seems that, as far as I was able to conjecture from those things which you subsequently asked, your doubt mostly concerned this, that the Jews of your land seem to have nothing except what they acquired through the depravity of usury. And, hence, consequently you ask whether it is not licit to require something from them, and to whom the things thus required are to be restored.

On this matter therefore, it seems the response should be this, since the Jews may not licitly keep those things which they have extorted from others through usury, the consequence is also that if you receive these things from them neither may you licitly keep them, unless perhaps they be things that the Jews had extorted from you or from your ancestors hitherto. If, however, they have things which they extorted from others, these things, once demanded from them, you should restore to those to whom the Jews were bound to restore them. Thus, if certain persons are discovered from whom the Jews extorted usury, it should be restored to them. Otherwise, these usurious monies should be set aside for pious uses according to the council of the diocesan bishop and of other upright men, or even for the common utility of your land if a necessity looms and usefulness calls for it; nor even would it be illicit if you should require such usurious money from the Jews anew, preserving the custom of your predecessors, with this intention that the monies be expended for pious purposes.

Second Response

Now, second you asked, if a Jew should sin, should this person be punished with the financial penalty, since he seems to have nothing aside from usurious money.

To which question it seems the response should be, in line with what has been said before, that it is expeditious that he be punished with a financial penalty, in order that he might not accrue some benefit from his iniquity; it also seems to me that the Jew should be punished with a greater fine (or anyone else who practices usury) than anyone else in a similar case, to make the point that the money taken from him be known to be less his entitlement. Another punishment can be added to this financial punishment, lest this seem to suffice for a penalty, that he cease to possess the money that is owed to others. Nonetheless, money taken from usurers in the name of punishment cannot be kept but should be expended for the aforementioned uses, if they do not have anything other than usurious money.

But if it be said that the princes of countries suffer loss from this, this loss should be imputed to them as coming from their own negligence; for it would be better if they compelled Jews to work for their own living, as they do in parts of Italy, than that, living without occupation they grow rich by usury, and thus their rulers be defrauded of revenue. In the same way, and through their own fault, princes are defrauded of their proper revenues if they permit their subjects to enrich themselves by theft and robbery alone; for they would be bound to restore [to the real owner] whatever they had exacted from them [the thieves].

Third Response

Third it was asked, if he (the Jew) should give money on his own accord, or some peace token, whether it is licit to accept it.

To which the response is, that it seems that it is licit accept it.  And it is helpful that money received in this way be returned to those to whom it is owed, or otherwise expended, as has been said before, if they have nothing other than usurious gain.

Fourth response

Fourth you asked, if you receive more from a Jew than Christians require from him, what should be done with what is left over.

The response for this comes from what has been said before. For that Christians do not require from the Jew what is left over can happen in two ways: in one way perhaps because the Jew has things apart from usurious gain, and in this case it is legitimate for you to keep it, observing however the moderation mentioned above (and the same would seem to be said if they from whom usury had been extorted should it later make gifts to them [the Jews] in good will, but only when they [the Jews] show themselves ready to make restitution for usury); in another way it can happen that they from whom the Jews accepted usury have disappeared in the meantime, either through death, or that they are currently living in other countries, and then they are bound to make restitution; but when precise persons do not appear to who they are bound to make restitution, it seems that the procedure should in line with what has been said above.

Now what has been said about the Jews is also to be understood about Cahors, and anyone else depending upon the depravity of usury.

Fifth response

Fifth you asked about bailiffs and your officials, whether it is legitimate for you to sell them these offices or to receive a loan from them rated until they acquire the same amount in the offices assigned to them.

In responding to this it seems that this question seems to contain two difficulties, of which the first is about the sale of offices. Concerning this question it seems to me that we should consider that the Apostle says (I Cor. 6:12), "many things are allowed that are not useful"; now since you hand over to bailiffs and to your officials nothing but the power of a temporal office, I do not see why it is not legitimate for you to sell offices of this kind, when you sell to such persons about whom it can be presumed that they are useful to the performance of these sorts of offices, and that the office not be sold at so great a price that they are not able to recuperate their money without burdening your subjects.

But nonetheless such selling seems to be not altogether useful. First because it happens frequently that they who are most suited to performing the offices of this sort are poor, such that they would not be able to purchase the office; and even if they are rich, the best persons do not seek these offices nor do they long for the financial gain to be acquired from the office.  The result would therefore be that mostly those individuals would get offices in your land who are lesser people, ambitious, and lovers of money; it is probable that they would both oppress your subjects and not so faithfully tend to even your interests. Hence it seems to be more expedient that you select good and well-suited men for such offices, whom you might even compel to serve against their will if it be necessary; because through their goodness and efforts more will accrue to you and your subjects than you would be able to acquire from the aforementioned sale of offices. The kinsman of Moses gave him this counsel (Ex. 18:21-22), "Provide," he said, "from each people wise men and those fearing God, in whom there is truth, and who hate avarice. And establish from them leaders of hundreds and fifties and tens, who will judge the people for all time."

But the second doubt surrounding this issue can to be about the loan. It seems that we should say that if, under this pact, they make a loan to receive an office, without doubt the pact is usurious because they receive the power of the office for a loan; hence in this affair you give to them the occasion for sinning, and they are even bound to resign their office acquired in this fashion. If however you give the office freely, and thereafter you receive a loan from them which they are able to recover from their office, this can take place without any sin.

Sixth response

Sixth you asked whether it is legitimate for you to levy taxes upon your Christian subjects or to force loans.

In which matter you did consider that the princes of countries are instituted by God not, for sure, that they should seek their own gain but that they should procure the common utility of the people. For towards the blame of certain princes it is said in Ezekiel (Ez. 22:27) "Her princes in her midst are like wolves tearing at prey, hunting the spillage of blood, the destruction of souls, and ravenous gain." And elsewhere it is said through the same Prophet (Ez. 34:2-3) "Woe to the shepherds of Israel who pasture themselves! Shouldn't the flocks be pastured by the shepherds? You've fed off their milk, covered yourselves with their wool, and the fatted you have killed; but my flock you have not pastured!" And for this reason salaries were instituted for the rulers of countries so that, living off of the salaries, they would refrain from impoverishing their subjects. And hence in the same Prophet, with the Lord commanding, it is said (Ez. 45:8), "let there be for the prince a possession in Israel, and the princes will no longer oppress my people."

Now it sometimes happens that princes do not have sufficient income for protecting the country and for those other things at hand that the princes reasonably have to pay for; and in such an instance it is right that the subjects provide that whereby their common utility can be procured. And so it is that in some countries, by an age-old practice, the lords impose levies upon their subjects, which, if they are not excessive, can be demanded without sin. According to the Apostle (I Cor. 9:7), no one goes into battle at his own expense; thus the prince who goes into battle for the common utility should also live off of the community's things or should procures from the businesses of the community, either through the established incomes or, if these sorts of things are lacking and will not be sufficient, through those things that are collected from individuals. And it seems to be similar thinking if some situation emerges anew in which it is necessary to expend much for the common utility or to preserve the genuine standing of the prince, for which his personal income or customary taxes do not suffice - like if enemies invade the land or some similar situation emerges - then also, over and above the usual taxes, the princes of lands can exact some things from their subjects for the common utility. But if they should wish to exact beyond that which has been set for them, solely for the desire of having it, or for disordered and immoderate expenditures, this is in no way allowed to them. Hence John the Baptist said to the soldiers who came to him (Lk 3:14): "Strike no one, cause no calumny, and be content with your wages" (for the income of the princes is like their 'wages,' which with they should be content such that they do not make further exaction, except in accordance with the reason given, for the sake of the common utility).

Seventh response

Seventh you asked, if your officials without the order of law should extort something for the subjects which makes its way to your hands (or maybe not), what you should do.

On this matter the answer is clear, because, if it should come to your hands, you should give it back, either to known persons if you can, or also to expend it for pious uses or for the common utility, if you can't find the known persons. But if it does not make its way into your hands, you should compel your officials to a like restitution, even if known individuals aren't available to you from whom they extracted these things, lest from their injustice they should make off with some lucre; in fact these officials ought to be punished by you rather heavily, so that the rest will abstain from similar conduct in the future, because, like Solomon says (Prov. 19:25) "as the noxious man is whipped the imbecile becomes wiser."

Eighth response

Finally you ask whether it is good that Jews throughout your province are compelled to wear a sign distinguishing them from Christians.

The reply to this is plain: that, according to a statute of the general Council, Jews of each sex in all Christian provinces, and all the time, should be distinguished from other people by some clothing. This is also mandated to them by their own law, namely that they make for themselves fringes on the four corners of their cloaks, through which they are distinguished from others.

These are, illustrious and religious Lady, what occurs at present as answers to your questions, in which matters I do not impose my judgment upon you in such a way that I do not rather urge the judgment of the experts to be sustained. May your reign succeed even longer.
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To his very dear brother in Christ, James of Viterbo, Lector at Florence, from Brother
Thomas of Aquin: Greetings.

I received your letter containing some cases concerning which you requested the opinion of
the Archbishop Elect of Capua and myself. After a discussion thereon with he aforesaid
Archbishop Elect and afterwards with Cardinal Hugh, I decided that the following reply
should be made to the first case.

Chapter 1

Assuming that the custom of deferring payment for three months, as is set forth in the case,
has been introduced for the common good of merchants, hat is, for facilitating commerce, and
not for fraudulent usury: then a distinction must be made. For the vendor, while granting
credit for the aforesaid interval, sells his goods either (1) for an amount exceeding the just
price on account of his waiting for payment, or (2) for an amount equal to the just price.

In the first alternative there is no doubt that contract is usurious, inasmuch as the waiting for a
certain time is included in he price. And this is not excused by the fact that the second vendor
may be employed by the first, since for no cause whatever may the price be increased on
account of the interval for which payment is deferred.

In the second alternative, there is no usury. Nor does the fact that he would sell for less were
payment made immediately make any difference. This can be seen by comparison with other
debts. If an amount due to a person is payable after a certain date, even though he might remit
a portion of the debt if it were paid him sooner, still in this case it is clear hat the creditor is
entirely immune from usury. For though it smacks of usury to take more than is due on accunt
of delay in payment, to take less that one may be paid sooner does not smack of usury,
especially on the part of him who gets less, though on the part of him who gives less on
paying sooner, there seems to be some kind of usury since he sells an interval of time. Hence
also in the case propose there is no more fear of usury in connection with the buyer who,
when he pays before three months, buys the cloth for less than the just value, than in
connection with the seller who takes less that he may be sooner paid.

Chapter 2

From this it is also clear what should be said concerning the second case. For if the merchants
of Tuscany, bringing cloth from the Fair of Lagny to wait until Easter [for payment], sell
the cloth for more than it is worth in the general market, here is no doubt that this is usury.
But if they sell it, not at more than its worth but at its worth, yet at more than they would take
for it if payment were made immediately to them, there is no usury.

Chapter 3

In the third case a similar reply should be made. For if those who accept money with usury
wish to recover that usury by selling he cloth at more than its worth on account of the
aforesaid delay, there is no doubt that this is usury since time is clearly sold. Nor are they
excused by the fact that they wish to indemnify themselves, for no one should indemnify
himself by committing mortal sin. And although they can in selling the cloth lawfully recover
other expenses lawfully contracted, for example, the cost of transporting the cloth, still they
cannot recover the usury they paid, for this was an unjust payment; especially since by paying
usury they sinned in giving the usurers an occasion for sinning, since the necessary which is
urged—namely that they may live more respectably and do a bigger trade—is not such a
necessity as suffices to excuse the aforesaid sin. This is clear by comparison; for a man could
not in selling cloth recover expenses which he might have incurred carelessly and
imprudently.

Chapter 4

From what has been said the query in the fourth case is also clear. For if he who owes money
payable on a certain date pays before this date that a portion of the debt may be remitted to
him, he seems to commit usury, inasmuch as he sells time for paying the money. Hence he is
bound to restitution. Nor is he excused by he fact that e is inconvenienced by paying before
the date or that he is induced to do this by someone, for all usurers could be excused on the
same ground.

This is the firm and definite decision of myself and the aforesaid, namely, the Archbishop
Elect of Capua and Cardinal Hugh, concerning the aforesaid cases. Farewell.






DE OPERATIONIBUS OCCULTIS NATURAE AD QUEMDAM MILITEM ULTRAMONTANUM








A LETTER OF THOMAS AQUINAS
TO A CERTAIN KNIGHT BEYOND THE MOUNTAINS
ON THE OCCULT WORKINGS OF NATURE
OR

CONCERNING THE CAUSALITY OF HEAVENLY BODIES

tr. by J. B. McAllister
Washington D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1939


Introduction

Since in some natural bodies certain natural activities appear whose principles cannot be, understood, your honor has askted
that I write what I think about them.

Statement of the problem

We see indeed that a body follows the movments of the elements governing it. A stone, for example, is moved towards the center (of the earth) according to the property of earth dominant
in it. Metals also have the power of cooling according to the property
of water. Therefore al actions and movements whatsoever
of bodies colnposed of elements take place according to the property
and power of the elements of which such bodies are made
Now such actions and movements have a clear origin, about
which there arises no doubt. But there are some workings of
these bodies which cannot be caused by the powers of the elements:
for example, the magnet attracts iron, and certain medicines
purge particular humors in definite parts of the body.
Actions of this sort, therefore, must Je traced to higher principles.

We must now consider that an agent of a lower rank acts or
is moved according to the power of a superior agent in two ways:
one way in so far as the action prcceeds from it according to a
form and power imparted by a superior agent, as the moon illuminated
through light received froa the sun. In another way it
acts only through the power of the superior agent, without receiving
a form for acting. It is moved only through the motion of
the superior agent, as a carpenter uses a saw for cutting. The
sawing is indeed primarily the work of the artisan but secondarily
of the saw in so far as it is moved by the artisan—not because
such an action follows upon some form and power which might
stay in the saw after the artisan has used it. If, then, elementary
bodies share in the actions or movements of superior agents, it
ought to be in one or the other of the above mentioned ways;
either the actions result from forns and powers implanted by
superior agents in the elementary bodies, or the actions merely
follow upon the movement of the elementary bodies by thesuperior agents.

Superior agents which exceed the nature of elements and elementary bodies are not only heavenly bodies, but also superior
separated substances. Each of them produces in inferior bodies
actions or movements which do not spring from a form implanted
in the inferior 'bodies, .but which come solely from the movement
of the superior agents. For the sea, in its ebb and flow, has this
motion over and above the property of the element (water) from
the power of the moon, not indeed thrcugh an implanted form,
but through the moon's movement, which agitates the water. Then
again necromantic images have effects which do not issue from
form; they may have received, but from demons who are active
in the images. And we think the same thing sometimes happens
through the action of God or the good angels. For the fact, that
sick people were cured at the shadow of Peter the Apostle or
that some illness is dispelled upon contact with a saint's relics,
is not attributable to a form implanted in these bodies, but only
to the divine power which uses the bodies for these results.

It is clear that not all the workings of elementary bodies manifesting occult operations are like these. Firstly, the said workings,
since they do not arise from some implanted form, are not
found commonly in every individual of the same species: for not
every bone nor all the relics of the saint heal upon touch, but
those of some at some times. And so neither does every image
have effects of this sort, nor does all water flow and ebb according
to the movement of the moon. But certain secret workings
are found in some bodies which are likewise found in all which
are of the same species—for example, every magnet attracts iron.
Whence it follows that these (latter) activities arise from an
intrinsc principle common to things of the same species. Secondly, activities, which have been mentioned above, do not always
proceed from habits of this sort. The evident proof for this is
that they do not proceed from a power residing and permanent
in them, but only from the motion of a superior agent—just as
the saw does not always cut wood brought into contact with it,
but only when it is moved for this purpose by an artisan. Certain
occult workings, however, arise from inferior bodies, which
whenever they are used, themselves being passive, produce the
same effects, as rhubarb always purges a definite humor. And
from this it is concluded that the action arises from some power
residing and permanent in the body.

Explanation

It remains now to consider wha: is that permanent intrinsic
principle from which such activities proceed. Clearly this principle
is some potency: for the interilal principle by which an agent
acts or suffers action we call a potency. And indeed this potency
according as it is referred to the limit of anything's possible activity
receives the name and description of power. Now the power
which is the principle of such actions and passions is shown to
be derived especially from the specific form of a thing; for every
accident which is proper to some species, is derived from the
essential principles of that species. Hence it is that to explain
the characteristic passions of their subjects we take for the cause
a definition designating the essential principles of the thing. But
the principle of essence and quidditas is a form existing in determinate
matter. Therefore such povrers ought to proceed from
forms of things according as they exist in their own matters.

Secondly, since the nature of a thing is termed its form and
matter, if a power of a thing should not be derived from them,
it will not be a power natural to the thing, and consequently no
activity or passion proceeding from such a power will be natural.
Now such activities which go beyond nature are not abiding—for
example, that water when heated heats; but secret activities
of which we are now speaking are always the same, or as often 
as possible. Hence the conclusion that powers which are the
principles of these actions are essential and proceed from a form
according as it exists in such matter.

The Platonists indeed were wont to attribute the principle
of substantial forms to separated substances which they called
species or ideas, the individual representations of which they said
were natural forms implanted in matter. But this principle cannot
be sufficient. First, the thing making ought to be like the thing made. Now that which comes about in natural things is not iorm,
but a mixture of matter and form; for to this purpose something
is made, that it be. Properly it is said to be the subsistent composite
whereas the form is said to be that whereby something is.
Therefore, that which comes to be is not rightly form but a composite, and that which makes natural things to be is not only
form but the composite.

Secondly, forms existing apart from matter ought to be unmoved, because movement is an act of something in potency,
which is the case with prime matter. And so these forms ought
to be unchangeable. Now from a cause that is always the same
proceed forms that are always the same. But this is not evident
in the forms of inferior bodies, because of the coming-to-be and
passing-away of these bodies. Therefore, of these corruptible
bodies the principles ol their forms are heavenly bodies, which,
being different according to their rise and fall, cause coming-to-be
and passing-away in inferior bodies.

Nevertheless, such forms are derived from separated substances as first principles, which, through the power and movement
of heavenly bodies, impress upon corporeal matter forms
which they can understand in themselves. And, since we have
shown that activities and powers of natural things are caused by
their specific forms, it follows that they may be traced back further,
namely to higher principles, to heavenly bodies or to the
powers of heavenly bodies, and still further to separated intellectual substances.

A trace of both of these princples is evident in the very
workings of natural things; for the fact, that the activities of
Nature take place with a certain change and according to a
definite interval of time, is due to a heavenly body upon whose
movement the reckoning of time is based. But due to separated
intellectual substances one finds in the operations of Nature that
they proceed along fixed paths to determined ends, with order
and in a most fitting way, like those things which are made by
human skill; so that the whole work of Nature seems to be the
achievement of a wise agent. Thus Nature is said to act with
wisdom. Now the work of a wise man ought be well-ordered;
for we say rightly that this is characteristic of the sage, that
he disposes of all things harmoniously.

Therefore, because the forms of inferior things arise from
the wisdom of separated substances through the intermedary of
the power and movement of heavenly bodies, some order ought
to be found among these forms of inferior bodies, and in such
a way, namely, that some are less perfect and closer to natter,
while others, however are more perfect and closer to superior
agents. The most imperfect forms, though, and especially close
to matter, are the forms of elements, of which the inferior
bodies are composed as regards their matter. And these (inferior
bodies) are indeed the nore noble (the more) that, being removed
from a contrariety of elements, they approach uniformity of composition,
and thus become in some way or other like to havenly
bodies, which are free of all contrariety. Now that which is composed
of contraries is neither of the contraries in act but cnly in
potency. And therefore the greater the uniformity of mixture
which such bodies approach, so much the more noble a form do
they receive froin God. Such is the human body, which, enjoying
a most uniform composition, as the excellence of touch in men
indicates, has a most noble form, namely a rational soul.

Powers and activities ought to be in proportion to the forms
from which they proceed. And thus it is that the forms of elements
which are for the most part material give rise to active and passive qualities, for example, heat and cold, moisture and dryness
and other similar things which regard the distribution of
matter. But the forms of mixtures, namely of inanimate bodies
like stones, metals, minerals, in addition ls to the powers and
activities which they share with the elements of which they are
composed, have certain other more noble virtues and activities
arising from specific forms—for instance, gold gladdens the heart
and the sapphire stops bleeding. Thus, always in an ascending
order, the more noble the specific forms, so much the more
excellent are the powers and operations which come from them,
till that most noble form, the rational soul, is reached, which
has intellectual power and activities which not only surpass the
power and activity of the elements but also every corporeal power
and activity.

Now from the forms at either end of the scale we ought to
pass judgment on the forms in between. For as the power of
heating and cooling is in fire and water as a result of their special
forms, and as man's intellectual power and activity arise from
his rational soul, so all powers and activities of things in between
which exceed the virtues of the elements, arise from their proper
forms, and are traced back to higher principles, to the powers
of heavenly bodies, and still further to separated substances. For from these principles the forms of inferior bodies are derived,
the rational sod alone excepted, which so proceeds from an immaterial
cause, that is, from God, that it is in no way the product
of the power of heavenly bodies. Otherwise it could not have
intellectual power and activity wholly free of the body.

Therefore, because such powers and workings are derived from
a specific form which is common to all the individuals of the
same species, it is impossible for an individual of a species to
have some kind of power or activity beyond the otker individuals
of the same species, just because it came into being under a definite
configuration of heavenly bodies. Yet it is possible that in an
individual of the same species the power and activity arising from
the species should be found more or less intense according to a
diverse distriburion of matter and the different configuration of
the heavenly botlies at the coming into being of this or that individual.

From this it is further evident that artificial forms are certain
accidents which do not arise from the species. For it is impossible
that an artificial product can have or share in a heavenly
body's operation and virtue, in order that, through some endowed
power, it might effect natural results transcending the virtue of
the elements. If there were any such powers in artificial things
they would not arise from a form (impressed) by heavenly bodies,
since the form produced) by the artisan is nothing other than
order, composition and shape, from which such powers and activities
cannot come Clearly, then, if artificial things evidence some
such powers—for example, should serpents die at the sight of
some sculpture or animals be paralyzed in their tracks or suffer
injury—it does not come from same impressed and permanent virtue but from the power of an external agent, which uses these
things as instruments for its own results.

Nor can it be said tha: such activities result from the power
of heavenly bodies, becausc they act only in a natural way on those
inferior things. And that a body has such and such a shape
does not make it either more or less suitable for receiving the
impression of a natural agent. Thus it is impossible, that images
or sculptures which are nade for producing extraordinary effects
should have their efficacy from heavenly bodies, although they
seem to be made under certain constellation. They have it only
from superior agents which work through inages and sculptures.

Just as images are made from natural matter, but get their form
through human skill, so also human words have indeed their matter,
that is, the sounds produced by the mouth of man, but they
have their meaning and as it were their form from the intellect
expressing its concepts through such sounds. And so, for a like
reason, human words do not have any efficacy for changing a
natural body through the power of some natural cause, but only
through some spiritual substance.

Conclusion

For these works which are effected through such words, or
through any kind of image or sculpture, or any such things, are
not natural, because they do not spring froin an iutrinsic but
only froin an extrinsic virtue. Rather they are to be classed as
superstition. The activities, however, which we have said above
arise from the forms of things are natural, because they proceed
from internal principles.

And so let what has been said about occult workings and activities
suffice for the present.
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  Since
  everything that is moved must have a mover, the problem arises: What moves
  the heart and exactly what kind of movement does it have?

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  For
  first of all, it does not seem that any soul moves it. The nutritive soul
  does not move it, since its activities are generation, nutrition, growth and
  diminution. But the motion of the heart is none of these. Moreover, the
  nutritive soul is also in plants, but the motion of the heart belongs to
  animals only. 

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Neither
  do the sensitive and intellectual souls move it, since sense and intellect
  move only by means of appetite. But the motion of the heart is involuntary.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  In
  fact the heart's motion does not even seem to be natural, since it is made up
  of opposite types of movements: push and pull. But natural motion is toward
  one opposite, not both, such as the motion of fire, which is only up, and
  that of earth, which is down. On the other hand, to say that the motion of
  the heart is violent is irrational. For obviously if we do away with this
  motion, we end up doing away with (i.e., killing) the animal, but nothing
  violent preserves a nature. Indeed, the heart's motion must be most natural,
  since animal life is inseparably united to it.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Now
  some who say that it is a natural motion claim that its source is not the
  particular nature of the animal, but some outside universal nature, or an
  intelligence.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  But
  this is absurd. For in all natural things, both common and specific
  properties in them result from an intrinsic principle. Natural things, by
  definition, have their principle of motion in them. But nothing is more
  proper to animals than the motion of the heart, for once it stops, the animal
  dies. Therefore, it follows that the principle of such a motion must be in
  the animal.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  In
  addition, when the motions in lower bodies are caused by a universal nature,
  such motions are not always present in them. Take, for example, the ebb and
  flow of ocean tides, which result from the motion of the moon and change in
  accord with it. But the motion of the heart is always present in the animal.
  Therefore, the heart's motion does not result from a separate cause but from
  an intrinsic principle.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Some
  others say that the principle of this motion in the animal is heat, which
  being generated by spirit moves the heart. But this is unreasonable. For the
  deeper principle is more likely to be the primary cause. But the motion of
  the heart is a deeper principle in the animal and more contemporaneous with
  life than even warmth. Therefore warmth is not the cause of the heart's
  motion, but on the contrary the heart's motion is the cause of warmth. Thus
  the Philosopher says in On the Motion of Animals: "What is about
  to create motion, not by means of alteration, is of this kind" (c. 10
  703a24-25).

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  There
  is another way of responding to their opinion: A fully developed animal, one
  that is capable of moving itself, is more like the whole universe than
  anything else. This is why man, who is the most fully developed of animals,
  is called by some a microcosm. Now in the universe the first motion is local
  motion, which causes alteration and the other motions. So we more clearly see
  in animals that local motion is the principle of alteration, and not the
  contrary. As the Philosopher says in the Physics: "For all natural
  things, to move is to live."

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Yet
  another way: the essential is prior to the accidental. But the first motion
  of the animal is the motion of the heart. Heat, on the other hand, does not
  move something else into another place except incidentally. For an essential
  feature of heat is to warm, and incidentally to move something from one place
  to another. Therefore, it is ridiculous to say that heat is the principle of
  the heart's motion. Rather, we need to find a cause that is in its essential
  makeup a principle of local motion.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Therefore,
  from this point on we should take as a principle of our investigation what
  the Philosopher says in Physics 8 (254b16-20): "Of those things
  whose principle of motion is in themselves, we say they are moved by nature.
  So, even when an animal as a whole moves itself by nature, its body can
  sometimes be moved both by its own nature and by something outside its
  nature. For there is a difference between the kind of motion that it happens
  to undergo and its elemental composition." For when an animal descends
  it undergoes a motion natural both to it as a whole and to its body, since in
  the body of an animal the dominant element is heavy, whose nature is to move
  downward. But when an animal rises it undergoes a motion natural to it as a
  whole, because its source is an intrinsic principle, namely the soul;
  nevertheless, this motion is not natural to the heavy body. This is why an
  animal tires out more in this kind of motion.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Another
  point to consider is that animals move from place to place because of their
  desires or intellect, as the Philosopher teaches in the third book of On
  the Soul (433a9-b30).

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Therefore,
  in animals that act only by nature and not by intent, the whole process of
  motion is natural. For the sparrow naturally makes a nest and the spider a
  web. But only man acts from intent and not by nature.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Nevertheless,
  the principle of every human action is natural. For although the conclusions
  of the theoretical and practical sciences are not naturally known, but rather
  are discovered through reasoning, nevertheless the first indemonstrable
  principles are naturally known, and from them we come to know other things.
  In the same way, the desire for the ultimate goal, happiness, is natural to
  humans, as is the aversion toward unhappiness. Thus, the desire for things
  other than what constitute happiness is not natural. The desire for these
  other things proceeds from the desire of the ultimate goal. For the goal in
  acts of desire is just like the indemonstrable principles in acts of the
  intellect, as is said in the second book of Physics (200a15-25). And
  so even though the movements of all the other parts of the body are caused by
  the heart, as the Philosopher proves in On the Motion of Animals
  (703a14), these movements can still be voluntary, while the first movement,
  that of the heart, is natural.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Moreover,
  let us recall that an upward motion is natural to fire as a result of its
  form, and hence that what generates fire, giving it its form, is essentially
  a place-to-place mover. In addition, just as a natural motion can result from
  the form of an element in a natural object, so also nothing prohibits other
  natural motions resulting from different forms in the same natural object.
  For example, we see that iron naturally moves toward a magnet, which motion
  is not natural to it as something heavy, but as something having a particular
  kind of form. In the same way, therefore, insofar as the animal has a
  particular kind of form, namely the soul, nothing prohibits it from having a
  natural motion as a result of that form. And the cause responsible for this
  motion would be what gives the form.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  I
  myself say that the motion of the heart is a natural motion of the animal. As
  the Philosopher says in On the Motion of Animals, "We should
  consider the animal as if it was a city under good and legitimate governance.
  For in a city with this kind of stability of order, there is no need for a
  separate ruler for each and every event, but instead everyone does everything
  as planned, and things proceed according to custom. The same thing happens in
  animals naturally. For every part of the animal is naturally equipped to
  perform its own special function, so that there is no need for a soul in each
  and every part as a cause of motion. Rather, with the soul present in the
  principle of the body, the other parts live and perform their own special
  work as nature made them."

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Thus,
  the motion of the heart is a natural result of the soul, the form of the
  living body and principally of the heart.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Perhaps
  this is why some who have understood this go on to say that the heart's
  movement is caused by an intelligence, for they think that the soul comes
  from an intelligence (which is similar to what the Philosopher says in Physics
  Book 8 [255b31-256a3]) about the movement of heavy and light things coming
  from a generator that gives the form which is the principle of their motion).
  But it is important to note that every property and movement is a result of a
  form in a particular condition. So as a result of the form of a subtle
  element like fire, there is motion to a subtle place, namely upwards motion.
  Now the most subtle form on earth is the soul, which is most like the
  principle of the motion of the heavens. Thus, the motion that results from
  the soul is most like the motion of the heavens. In other words, the heart
  moves in the animal as the heavenly bodies move in the cosmos.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Nevertheless
  the heart's motion is not exactly like the heavens', in the same way that
  what follows from a principle is never exactly like the principle itself. Now
  as the principle of all the motions in the universe, the motion of the
  heavens is circular and continuous. For the approach and departure of a
  heavenly body coordinates with the beginning and end of existence, and by its
  own continuous movement it preserves the order among moving things that do
  not exist forever. The motion of the heart, however, is the principle of all
  movements in the animal. This is why the Philosopher says in the third book
  of On the Parts of Animals, "the movements of pleasure and pain
  and of all the senses seems to arise there," namely in the heart, and
  they also end there. Thus, in order for the heart to be the beginning and end
  of all motions in the animal, it had to have a movement that is like a
  circle, but not exactly circular, composed namely from a push and pull. And
  so the Philosopher says in the third book of On the Soul, "A
  natural and organic cause of motion is both the source and termination of the
  motion. Now since all things are moved by pushes and pulls, it is necessary
  that something exists in a nearly circular state and that motion arises from
  it.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  We
  can also say it is a continuous movement as long as the animal lives, unless
  it is necessary to have a rest in between the push and pull (for it is not a
  perfectly circular motion).

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  We
  are now in a good position to consider objections to the contrary.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  For
  we see that the heart's motion is not natural to it as something having
  weight, but insofar as it is animated by a particular kind of soul. Moreover,
  the two motions that make up the complex movement of the heart seem contrary
  because the heart does not perfectly have the simplicity of circular motion,
  but it does imitate that motion since where it moves from it also moves
  toward. Thus, it is not problematic that its motion is in some way to
  different parts, for even circular motion is like this.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Next,
  there is no need to say that the heart's motion arises from either sensing or
  desiring, although it does arise from the sensitive soul. For the heart is
  not caused to move by the sensitive soul's activities, but insofar as that
  soul is the form and nature of a particular kind of body.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  On
  the other hand, the progressive motion of an animal is caused by the
  activities of sensing and desiring. This is why doctors distinguish vital
  functions from animal functions and say that even when the animal functions
  cease, the vitals may remain. They call the vitals those functions that are
  immediately related to the heart's motion, such that when they cease life
  ceases. This position is reasonable. For to live for living beings is to
  exist, as is said in the second book of On the Soul: the existence of
  anything is from its own form.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  We
  should note that there is a difference between the principle of the heavenly
  motion and the soul. The former is not moved in any way at all, neither
  essentially nor incidentally, but the sensitive soul, although unmoved
  essentially, is moved incidentally. Thus, different types of sensations and
  emotions arise in it. So, whereas the heavenly movement is always uniform,
  the heart's movement varies according to the different emotions and
  sensations of the soul. For the sensations of the soul are not caused by
  changes in the heart, but just the opposite is the case. This is why in the
  passions of the soul, such as anger, there is a formal part that pertains to
  a feeling, which in this example would be the desire for vengeance. And there
  is a material part that pertains to the heart's motion, which in the example
  would be the blood enkindled around the heart.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  But
  in the things of nature, the form is not the result of the matter, but on the
  contrary, as is evident in the second book of Physics, matter has a
  disposition for form. Therefore, although someone does not desire revenge
  because his blood is burning around the heart, he is more prone to become
  angry because of it. But actually being angry is from the desire for
  vengeance.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Now
  although some change occurs in the heart's motion because of different
  sensations and feelings, nevertheless such change is involuntary, for it does
  not come about through the command of the will. For as the Philosopher says
  in On the Cause of the Motion of Animals, often something will be seen
  which, without any command of the mind, moves the heart and private parts,
  the cause of which he says is the natural susceptibility animals have to
  physical changes. For when its parts undergo change, one part increasing and
  another decreasing, then naturally the whole animal moves and goes through a
  sequence of changes.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Now
  warmth and cold, whether from the outside or occurring naturally within,
  cause such motions of the heart and private parts in animals, even against
  reason, by yet another incidental change. For the mind and imagination can
  cause a feeling of lust or anger or other passions, on account of which the
  heart is heated or cooled.

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  And
  let this be enough said on the motion of the heart.
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Forward

633. Your love has requested me to write to you about what is to be noted about lots. And it is not right that the requests which charity confidently extends, should suffer a rebuff among friends. And so, in the desire to satisfy your request, I have taken the trouble to write what seems  me should be written about lots, interrupting briefly during the solemn seasons, engrossment in my pursuits.
With regard to them, we must consider the place the lot has among things, what the end of lots is, their mode, their power, and whether, in accordance with the teaching of the Christian religion, it is permissible for them to be used.

Chapter 1: The matters into which a search for information by lots can be made

634. First, of all, there are, it should be noted tat certain things exist from necessity, and always exist, such as for God to be, for two and three to equal five, for the sun to rise, and other things of this type, which either always exist, or always come about in some way. In these matters, however, there is no place for the lot. Indeed it would seem to be cause for scorn for anyone to think that any information concerning the Divine existence, or concerning numbers, or about the motions of the sun and stars should be sought by means of lots.

635. There are other things, however, such as for the summertime to be dry, and the wintertime to be rainy, which certainly take place naturally, and most of the time happen in the same way; sometimes however, occurring otherwise, although more rarely.  Yet it does happen occasionally, although more rarely, that the contrary results, because nature's usual course is impeded by some other causes. In neither of the preceding cases, when considered in themselves, is there place for the lot. But if the matters in the second case be considered according as their course in some way affects he exercise of human life, to such a degree some may inquire by lot, as for instance whether a river might overflow and fill both house and field, or whether the rain might be plentiful during he summer. But no one takes pains to inquire by lot whether the rain or a river will overflow in desert places, where they do not pertain to the service of human life.

630. Hence it is clear that the lot properly has a place in human affairs. But because it pertains to every man to be solicitous about those things which concern the service of his own life and that of those with whom in some way he has a share, it follows that the inquiry of lots is not extended to all human affairs. For no one living perchance in France would bother to make an inquiry about a matter which pertains to the affairs of Indians, whose life he no way shares. But men are accustomed o seek information by lots about those things which in any way whatever pertain to them, or to those connected with them.

637. On the other hand, however, lots do not seem to be sought for information in all of these matters. For no one seeks information by lots about a thing which he can either know through his own effort, or whose effect he can produce. It seems ridiculous, moreover, if one should inquire by means of a lot whether he should eat, or gather the crops from the field, or if a thing which he can see is a man or a horse.

638. It can be concluded, therefore, that men seek information by lot about something in human affairs which in some way pertains to themselves, and which through their own prudence they cannot know, or bring to effect.


Chapter 2: The end to which lots are ordered is disclosed

639. Because, therefore, among the things which pertain to the service of human life, something is required by means of lot, it is necessary that te search for information by lots tend to this?that certain things be adjusted to the service of human life. But regarding the things which enter into human usage, men are anxious first to have them in whatever way they can, secondly to use them once they have them, and thirdly to know the future results of their use. And because we cannot appropriate for our uses things that are of service to our life unless they be possessed in some way?things, however, according to their nature are common to all?it was necessary in order that men might separately use these, that they be in some way divided among men.

640. Whenever, however, a division of common things can be effected by human endeavor and harmony of wills, then lots are not needed. But when human common sense does not suffice to make this division harmoniously, then men are accustomed to make the division by lot, according to Proverbs, "the lot suppresseth contentions."

641. However, just as there is a distinction of possessions, so also there is one of honors or dignities. Whence, whenever it happens that some are unwilling harmoniously to choose one on whom a dignity should be conferred, they conclude that it should be required that the choice be made by lots. This was observed in the Old Law as well, so that certain individuals entered upon the office of the high priest by lot. Hence it is said in chapter one of Saint Luke's Gospel that Zechariah was chosen by lot to burn the incense. Even Saul was elected king by lot, as is read in the First Book of Kings.

642. On the other hand, as a doubt concerning the distribution of honors happens, so also in the case of the distribution of punishments. So therefore, if it is believed that someone is to be punished, but who is to be punished is unknown, it appears to some that this information ought to be sought by lot. For thus do we read that Jonah was thrown into the sea; also that Joshua by means of lot punished Achor who stole from the anathema, as is read in chapter seven of the Book of Joshua.

Therefore, the lot is one way ordered to finding out who ought to have either a possession, or a dignity, or a punishment, and this may be called the distributive lot, because through it is divided that about which it is unknown how it should be divided. Whence also, the word sortior [to draw lots] seems to have been taken from sortes [lots].

643. Moreover, just as a doubt may occur as to who should have a thing, so also whether a thing should be made use of, and whether it might be altogether expedient to do some thing. For every action is a use either of itself or of some other thing. Therefore, when such a doubt occurs about what ought to be done, if indeed this doubt can be resolved through human prucence, we are of the opinion that one should recur to a human counsel. But because it is said in the Book of Wisdsom, "The thoughts of mortal men are fearful, and our counsels uncertain," where uncertainty cannot be fully met by human counsel, they should have recourse to a decision by lots. We read an example of this in Esther, where it says, "The lot was cast into an urn� on what day and what month the nation of the Jews should be destroyed." And because a lot of this type takes the place of consultation, it may be called the advisory lot, ordained as it were to the asking of counsel.

644. Men are also commonly solicitous about future events, from the knowledge of which man may be directed in doing or avoiding many things. And yet the knowledge of future events exceeds human effort, according to Ecclesiastes, "A great affliction for man because he is ignorant of thins past, and things to come he cannot know by any messenger." Wherefore, in order to know something about future events, men sometimes think they ought to have recourse to lots, which type we call the divining lot, for they are called divines who foreknow certain things about the future, as if attributing to themselves that which is proper to God, according to Isaiah, "Show the things that are to come hereafter, and we shall know that you are gods."

Chapter 3: The manner of seeking information through lots

645. It must be understood, however, that some people seek, in many ways, a knowledge of things which are beyond human effort. Some beseech clear answers either from God, or from the demons. Of these the first group pertains to prophetic men, who, joined to God by a certain privileged familiarity, merit to be taught by Him about future events or about certain other supernatural things, according to the Book of Amos, "For the Lord God doth nothing without revealing his secrets to his servants the prophets." Sometimes, moreover, He gives His revelation to those who are awake, through a clear vision; sometimes, however, through a dream, according to the Book of Numbers, "If there be among you a prophet of the Lord, I will appear to him in a vision, or I will speak to him in a dream. Moreover, many perfect men having this particular grace have been warned in sleep about things pertaining to their welfare, for which reason the Book of Job says, "By dreams in a vision by night when deep sleep falleth upon men, and they are sleeping in their beds: Then he oppeneth the ears of men, and teaching instructeth them in what they are to learn, that he may withdraw a man from the things he is doing, and may deliver him from pride." 

The second group, however, pertains to necromancers, who seek by certain incantations and sacrifices some replies from the devils, made known either by discourse or demonstrated by some manifest signs; and this either while awake or during sleep.

646. But sometimes men seek knowledge of some hidden things, receiving as it were a sign of them from some things which they consider in other things. There are, moreover, various species of this investigation. For some seek knowledge of hidden things, whether relating to future events or to things it is advantageous to do, through a consideration of the heavenly motions, namely, by observing  their movements and positions, from which they think they can have knowledge of turutre and occult things. This pertains to mathematicians or astrologers, who are also called "geneatics" [calculators of nativities] because they take note of the days on which people are born.

647. Some think they ought to seek knowledge of things occult by observing the movements and sounds of some animals, and even men's sneezings. All this pertains to augury or to auspicy [inspection of victims], which are called such because they especially observe birds, and pay attention to their chattering.

648. Again, there are others who seek knowledge of concealed things from some things which are said or done by men under some testimony, which type of inquiry, namely, is properly called omen. We may take an example of this from Valerius Maximus who narrates that when the consul Lucius Paulus had been about to make war with the Persian king, returning from court and finding his daughter sad, he asked the cause of the sadness. She replied, "Persa is dead," for a certain young puppy named Persa had passed away. Paulus therefore seized upon the omen, and conceived in his mind the hope of a brilliant triumph.

649. And certain men seek to learn obstruse things by observing certain figures appearing in certain bodies, as, for example, along the lines of the human hand, which is called "chiromancy", or even in the shoulder-blade of a certain animal, which is called "spatulamancy".

650. And by a third way some seek after knowledge of the hidden from the things trough which they are manifested, considering their issue. This also occurs in many ways. The use of geomancy pertains to this type, whereby marking off certain small points, and by arranging them in different ways according to different figures, they think that through this they can acquire knowledge of some hidden things. It also pertains to this type that by concealing some sheets of paper in a hidden place, writing different things on some of them and on others nothing, there is discerned what must happen to those taking the papers, or there is discerned form tem what ought to be done. Similar to this also is the hiding of certain unequal straws, whereby different things are indicated with reference to those who choose the larger. It seem also that sometimes the throwing of dice pertains to tis type, or, if anything else is done whereby it might be decided how something is to be divided, or what ought to be done in order to know something hidden in the past or in the future. Whence also duels seem to pertain to this, except insofar as one man overcomes another mostly through art or strength. Also judgments by the red-hot iron or water or other things of this sort seem to pertain to this type, except that in these things there is no indifferent issue. Whence in these matters a more express judgment of divine power is required than in the other things mentioned above.

651. However, the name of lot seems to pertain to this third mode of inquiry, namely, when something is done that by a consideration of tis outcome something hidden might be known. Whence lots are said to be cast, or thrown into the lap, or something else is added in the mentioning of lots which pertains o a human act, according to Proverbs, "Lots are cast into the laps."

652. It is clear, then, from the preceding that the lot is an inquiry of the occult, exceeding human endeavor, through something done by us; namely, in human things which pertain to us either to be possessed or to be used or to be known.

653. It is necessary to know, however, that sometimes this third category of inquiry, which is said to pertain to lots, can be mingled with some one of the previously mentioned types. Sometimes with prophetical consultation, as is clear in the deed of Gideon who, spreading a fleece on the ground, asked a sign of dew from the Lord as we read in Judges. Or sometimes it is mixed with a consideration of necromancy, as in auspicy [inspection of victims], according as the visceras of animals sacrificed to the demons are examined. Sometimes, in fact, it is mixed with the considerations of astrology, also with the observation of auguries, as, for example, if the sight of such a star or such a bird should present itself to one doing the former or the latter. Sometimes, to be sure, with divination, which comes about through the observation of words spoken for some other reason, to which it seems to pertain that some in opening books heed what they happen upon. And similarly other different types of lots can be easily gathered together according as the third type is mixed with the other two. And thus, let these be the things said about the manner [of seeking information] by lots.

Chapter 4: Whence lots derive their power

654. It is also necessary to consider if the above-mentioned search for information by lots is efficacious. In this regard it is necessary to take into consideration various opinions about the occurrence of human affairs.
There have been some who thought human affairs were regulated by no higher control, but by reason alone, in such a way he whatever happened in human affairs beyond human prudence, they believed to be completely fortuitous. Therefore, according to their opinion, there can be no foreknowledge of future events. For those things which happen fortuitously are unknowable. Whence, the divining lot is completely done away with. Similarly also, the advisory lot has no place, for the usefulness of seeking advice is reckoned from future events. Whence if the happenings of the future are unknowable, consultation will be in vain. Nevertheless, according to them, he distributive lot can have a place, not that through it might be discerned what is advantageous in dividing things, but so that what cannot be determined by reason may at least be left to fortune.

But this opinion confines divine providence, which is infinite, within a certain limit. For while they remove from divine providence human affairs in which, however ,clear indications of divine rule are for the most part apparent, they also do an injustice to human affairs, which they assert to vacillate without direction. It also removes cult from all religion, and takes from men the fear of God. Whence it is to be utterly repudiated.

655. But there have been others who said that all human actions, and their issue, and al human affairs are subject to the necessity of the stars. Whence, because there exists a certain order by which the heavenly bodies are moved, they thing that from the consideration of these they can foreknow with certitude future human occurrences, except insofar as men lack experience for this. And because according to their opinion all human actions result by necessity from the stars, it follows hat even those human actions which are required for lots, proceed from the disposition of the stars, that this or that thing might result. For example, if a geomancer marks out points in the dust, they claim that his hand is moved according to the power of the heavens to this extent?that such a number of points appears as is in agreement with the heavenly disposition. They say the same thing in other similar matters. Thus they say that the future can be foreknown according to those things which come about from actions of this type inasmuch as they proceed form the power of the heavenly bodies, from which they thought human occurrences to be disposed.

And thus according to this opinion, he divine lot, through which future occurrences are considered, has a place. And consequently the advisory lot, which depends on a consideration of future events. The distributive lot also has a place, not only to this extent, that the distribution of this is left to the judgment of the lot, but also that, as the disposition of the heavens requires, things are possessed.
And because they say that not only human acts, but also the movements of other animals, and of all natural bodies are subject to the stars, they also say according to the preceding opinion, that future events can be foreknown through auguries, and the other already mentioned methods of inquiry pertaining to the same type, inasmuch as they say that these movements or dispositions proceed from the power of the stars. Whence they call stars of this type second, because there appears in these a certain impression of the heavenly bodies.

And because a sleeping man does not have perfect use of reason, but is moved according to the common imagination, for the above-mentioned reason, they say that dreams have a divining power, namely, insasmuch as the movements of the phantasms which occur in dreams proceed from the disposition of the heavenly bodies.

656. But this opinion also contains evident falsity. For it is not possible that the heavenly bodies make an impression on anything incorporeal because any incorporeal thing is more powerful and more exalted than any body. The human intellect, however, is neither a body nor the power of a bodily organ, as Aristotle proves; otherwise it would not be able to know the natures of all bodies, just as theye would not be able to see all colors if the pupil were tinged by some color.

It is therefore impossible for a heavenly body to make an impression on the human intellect. The will, moreover, is in the intellective part and is moved by the good apprehended through the intellect. Whence, with equal reason, the heavenly bodies are unable to make an impression on it. All human acts, moreover, proceed principally from the intellect and the will. By an investigation of the heavenly bodies, therefore, future human acts cannot be foreknown for certain, and much less through an investigation of any other things which  are moved by them, for example, by the chattering of birds, by marking off points, and by the other things already mentioned. It is clear, however, that most of the occurrences in human affairs depend upon human acts. Whence, he occurrences in human affairs cannot be foreknown in the ways just mentioned.

657. Yet insofar as the issue of human events depends upon some corporeal causes, such as the abundance of crops from the dryness of the atmosphere, or from the rainfall, noting prevents these from being foreknown from an investigation of the stars, and consequently from a consideration of other bodies which follow upon the disposition of the stars, for, as Augustine says in the fifth book of the City of God, "It is not altogether absurd to say that certain sidereal influences have some power to cause differences in bodies alone?as, for instance, we see that the seasons of the year come round by the approaching and receding of the sun."  We see also the times of the year change, and by the lunar waxings and wanings certain kinds of things are increased or diminished. Whence also sailors foreknow oncoming winds and storms from a consideration of the stars and from the condition of animals.

658. There will not, however, be similar reasoning about lots, because through lots not only are human acts investigated, but the very inquiry itself also proceeds through human acts. For that reason one cannot say that the throwing of lots itself follows necessarily the disposition of the heavenly bodies.

Yet, because in human acts not only are the intellect and will involved, which are not subject to the impression of the stars, but also the sensitive part of the soul, which, because it uses a corporeal organ, is necessarily subject to the heavenly bodies, one can say that from the disposition of the heavenly bodies, some inclination exists in us to do this or that, insofar, that is to say, as we are lead to this through the apprehension of the imagination, and through the passions of the sensitive appetite, namely, anger, fear and others of this type, to which man is more or less disposed according to bodily make-up, which is subject to the disposition of the stars.

659. Nevertheless, because men thought the intellect and the will can curb the phantasms of the imagination and the passions of the sensitive appetite, no necessity from the disposition of the stars impels men to act, but only some inclination, which wise men restrain by moderation. For this reason Ptolemy in the Centiloquium says that "the wise man rules the stars," that is, the inclination which remains from the disposition of the stars.

660. Foolish people, on the other hand, are led entirely according to such things, as though not making use of reason. In this they differ little from beasts, according to Psalm 48, "And man when he was in honor did not understand; he is compared to senseless beasts, and is become like to them." And because according to Solomon, "the number of fools is infinite," reason rules perfectly but in a few; the inclinations of the heavenly bodies decide the outcome in many men. And for this reason astrologers sometimes foretell true things from an examination of the stars, especially about common occurrences, although in particular occurrences they frequently fail, on account of reason, which is not subject to the heavenly bodies. Whence, in the drawing of points of geomancy, the performers thing that this should be observed, that he who draws the points proceed without the premeditation of reason, and that he who consults questions as though urged by an inner solicitude, and not as it were from the deliberation of reason. This they say should be observed also in all such consultations.

661. But although according to the above mentioned mode of inclination the heavenly bodies by not imposing a necessity dispose to some human acts, nevertheless such and inclination cannot extend to all human occurrnces. For the heavenly bodies act naturally. Moreover, this is proper to nature that it tend to one thing, just as also the action of a natural thing also proceeds from one principle, namely, from the proper form of the thing, which is the principle of natural action. The intellect, however, acts through forms conceived in the mind, which in the same intellect can be multiplied. Consequently, the rational powers are not determined to one thing, but pertain to many. But indeed those things which happen by chance in human eventsw are per accidens, for example, that a man should find a treasure while digging a grave. But what is per accidens is not one. Whence, no natural agent can be inclined to that which occurs per accidens. There could be, therefore, in a man some natural inclination to dig a grave, because here this is some one thing, and similarly to seek a treasure; but that he should meet up with treasure while digging?this cannot have a natural cause.

Therefore an investigation of lots according to the preceding opinion through a mode of inclination to all human occurrences cannot be efficacious. But the intellect can receive as one that which happens per accidens by forming from many things one composite. Therefore, nothing prevents things which seem to happen by accident from being pre-ordained by some intellect. For example, if someone places a stone in the road on which one sent [along the road] by him, trips and falls. The falling of the traveler is indeed by accident, not happening according to his intention; it is, however, disposed by the intellect of the other who sends him.

662. And according to this mode, others say that those things which in human occurrences seem to be fortuitous according to us are ordained by some superior intellect. But the supreme intellect is God, Who, just as by His wisdom He causes all things to exist, so also He conserves and moves the same, directing all to their appointed end, according to the book of Wisdom, "She reacheth therefore from end to end mightily, and ordereth all things sweetly."

However, by divine disposition not only bodies are moved, but the minds of men with respect to their proper actions as well. Fro the human intellect is enlightened by God to know the truth, for which reason the Psalmist begs, "Enlighten my eyes that I never sleep in death." By His power as well human wells are moved to desire and to act, according to the Apostle in the Epistle to the Philippians, "For it is God who of His good pleasure works in you both the will and the performance." And because the intellect and will are the proper principles of human acts, it follows that human acts are subject to divine disposition, according to Isaiah, "For thou has wrought all our works in us."

Therefore, because both human acts and the motions of external things are subject to divine providence, that which is bound to befall each one, proceeds from the divine disposition, though which some achieve the appointed end of their design. Therefore, the Psalmist begs, "Direct me in thy truth."

And sometimes also men are led to some good by divine disposition beyond their own intention. Whence the Apostle said to the Ephesians, "God is able to accomplish all things in a measure far beyond what we ask or conceive."
In the same way also from the divine disposition it turns out that men fall away from their own purpose, according to Job, "Who bringeth to nought the designs of the malignant, so that their hands cannot accomplish what they had begun."

And from time to time some are cast down by the divine disposition into adversities which they could not avoid, according to Isaiah, "her feet shall carry her afar off to sojourn. Who hath taken this counsel against Tyre, that was formerly crowned?" And after that follows, "The Lord of hosts hath designed it." And then there is that said in Jeremiah, "I know, O Lord, that the way of a man is not his: neither is it in a man to walk, and to direct his steps."

From these things, therefore, it is proved that he occurrences of human affairs are not totally subjected to a human disposition, but to a divine disposition. Whence it happens that some come to ampler goods than they were able to dives; they are called fortunate. Others, on the other hand, fall short of those things which they have prudently planned and are cast down into disordered evils; they are called unfortunate.

663. This is established, however, not only on divine authority, but is proven by he opinions of philosophers. For Aristotle, in the book De bona fortuna says this: "The starting point of man is not reason, but something better. What, then, could be better than knowledge and intellect but God? And for this reason they are rightly called fortunate who, whatever they start on, succeed in it without being good at reasoning, for they have in them a principle that is better than intellect and deliberation."

664. Thus therefore, according to what has already been determined, an investigation of lots can have efficacy from the divine disposition both insofar as the occurrences of external things are subject to divine providence, and insofar as through it human acts are directed. And thus it can happen, by God's doing, that human acts draw such an effect or course which belongs to the occurrences of external things. Whence in Proverbs it says, "Lots are cast into the lap, but they are disposed of by the Lord." And Dionysius, in the fifth chapter of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy says concerning the divine lot which fell divinely upon Matthias: "Certain others say otherwise, speaking not in a religious fashion, so I think; but I myself will say my opinion. It seems to me that the sacred sayings called the lot "thearchic", that is, a certain divine gift, showing to that hierarchic band," that is, to the apostolic band, "that he had been chosen by divine election." One is given to understand through this that it pertains to lot, when by a gift of God there is declared to men through a certain effect of human acts that the divine disposition is either in dividing things, which pertains to the distributive lot; or in doing things, which pertains to the advisory lot; or in foreknowing future things, which pertains to the divining lot.

665. We ought, moreover, to consider that the divine disposition works by the ministry of certain spirits, according to Psalm 102, "Bless the Lord, all ye his angels." And after that follows, "you ministers of his that do his will." Whence their operation accords in all things with the divine disposition, and thus the judgment is the same about those things which are done through them as about those things which are done by the divine disposition.

There are, however certain beguiling spirits, whom we call demons, whom, even though they reject the divine disposition insofar as they are capable, nevertheless God uses for the fulfillment of His disposition, just as He uses evil men to fulfill the purpose of His will, as is clear in the case of tyrants whose wickedness was used to form the crowns for the martyrs.

Moreover, such foul and deceiving spirits solicit for themselves the transfer by men of the honor of divinity, and thus they involve themselves in those things which seem to pertain to God, so that the honor of divinity might be shown to themselves by deceived men. And so it is that the demons involved themselves in the images which men made from the beginning out of an inordinate regard toward the dead, and in them they gave answers, so that from this they might procure divine honor for themselves.

Likewise also, when through lots or in some other way men inordinately seek after the occult, demons obtrude themselves so that they might lead men into error under a pretext of divination. Whence Augustine, in the second book of the Literal Interpretation of Genesis, speaking about mathematicians who foretell future occurrences through the stars says: "It should be acknowledged that when truths are spoken by such as these, they are said by a certain very hidden instinct which human minds undergo without knowing it. This is the work of the foul and seducing spirits, since its purpose is to deceive men." And in book two of Christian Doctrine he says that all types of such divination pertain to pacts made with the demons. And the opinion of Valerius Maximus does not disagree with this, who says that "men's observance rested upon some contract of religion, for not upon a chance notion is it believed to depend but upon divine providence."

It is clear from the preceding that source lots have efficacy.

Chapter 5: Whether it is permitted to use lots

666. Having seen those things, therefore, it is effortlessly clear whether it is permitted to use lots. First of all, it is obvious that no Christian is permitted to have any pact of association with the demons. For the Apostle in the First Epistle to the Corinthians says, "I would not have you become associates of the devil," to which association pertain not only open invocations of the devil, which necromancers use, but any hidden pacts made with demons. Thus Augustine, in the second book of Christian Doctrine, having treated of the various superstitious observances of men, adds, "All arts of this sort are either nullities, or are part of a guilty superstition, springing out of a baleful fellowship between men and evils, and are to be utterly repudiated and avoided by the Christian as the covenants of a false and treacherous friendship." Wherefore, also, in Deuteronomy it says, "Neither lot there be found among you any one that shall expiate his son or daughter, making them to pass through the fire; or that consulteth soothsayers, or observeth dreams and omens, neither let there be any wizard, nor charmer, nor any one that consulteth pythonic spirits, or fortune tellers, or that seeketh the truth from the dead."

667. But a doubt still remains as to what inquiries of lots or of any other divinations trough which pacts are contracted with demons should be called superstitious. The solution of this doubt may indeed be had from the previous words of Augustine, if they be precisely examined. For he states that pacts with demons come about through the arts of nullities or of guilty superstitions. That is called a guilty superstition which clearly contains something unlawful?such as invocations of and sacrifices to demons or anything else of the sort. A thing is called a nullity, on the other hand, when someone uses some particular thing for a purpose for which the power of the thing cannot be extended. In fact, this seems to come about in vain. Therefore, we call nullities vain. For example, if a sick man took medicine for a disease which it can cure, this is not a superstitious nullity. But if someone were to bind to the neck some things which pertain in no way to health, this would seem to have reference to a superstitious nullity, even according to the opinion of doctors. Similarly, when clothes have been gnawed into by mice, to fear more the worry about ture evil than to lament te present damage. And in the same place Augustine stes down many other examples of this type.

668. To what things the power of lots can extend is reckoned from what has been said. For it has been shown that the power of the heavenly bodies extends itself to corporeal effects, but not to change the free will of man. Whence, if someone consults an astrologer as o whether a future summer will be dry or rainy, it is not a nugatory consultation, as it would be if someone should consult as to whether in digging a grave he would come upon a treasure, or what another might answer to his question. Whence such a consideration pertains to he company of demons, who involve themselves in the inordinate motions of men.

The same is also to be observed with regard to an augury, or if someone from the frequent crowing of a crow should thereupon foretell future rain, it is not a nugatory superstition, for animals are moved by a certain natural instinct from an impression of the heavenly bodies, in accordance with the disposition of the air, to he knowledge of the weather, according as it is necessary for their nature, in line with Jeremiah, "The kite in the air hath known her time: The turtle, and the swallow, and the stork have observed the time of their coming."

Similarly also, if from the sudden flight of birds someone should announce that some danger is hidden in that place from which the birds had departed by flying away, this is not a superstition, but human industry. But if through the motions or chatterings of birds something about human actions is foretold, this is superstition.

The same also is to be noted with regard to lots and other similar matters, that whatever can have a sure cause?either natural, human or divine is not superstitious, but only that is called nugatory and superstitious which cannot have a sure cause, and this pertains to the company of the demons, who sometimes manifest efficacy in such matters in order to envelope the souls of men in vanities. Whence in Psalm 39 it says, "Blessed is the man whose trust is in the name of the Lord; and who hath not had regard to vanities, and lying follies." The sacred canons, therefore, condemn these lots, which, provided they come about from harmful and nugatory superstition, pertain to the company of the demons.

669. If, however, those things which have a natural or human cause lack fault, so much the more those which rest upon divine assistance. For it pertains to man's beatitude, according to the same Psalm that the name of the Lord be his trust, and consequently if through the casting of lots someone seeks he divine judgment, it is not in itself a sin. For Augustine, concerning Psalm 30, "My lots are in thy hands," says, "The lot is no evil thing, but it is an event, in human doubt, indicating the Divine Will."

670. In should be known, however, that sin can happen in four ways in lots of this type. In one way, if someone should think that there should be recourse to lots without any necessity, for this seems to test God, if someone having from human industry what he should do, and having omitted it, thinks divine judgment is to be sought. For it says in Second Paralipomenon, "But as we know not what to do, we can only turn our eyes to thee."

Secondly, if the divine judgment is sought through lots without due reverence andd evotion, even in necessity. Whence Bede in his Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles says, "If compelled by some necessity, they thing that God shold be consulted after he example of the Apostles, by lots, they should observe this?that the Apostles themselves acted after having gathered together the band of the brethren, and having poured forth prayers to God."

Thirdly, if the divine oracles are turned toward human and worldly business.  Hence Augustine says in his Reply to the Inquiries of Januarius: "[Regarding] those who draw lots from the pages of the Gospel, although it could be wished tat they would do this rather than run around consulting demons; nevertheless, I do not like this custom of wishing to turn the divine oracles to worldly business and the vanity of this life."

Fourthly, if some should perchance wish to leave to the lot that which should be done through divine inspiration, as when men should be promoted to ecclesiastical dignities by agreement in an election, which the Holy Spirit makes. Consequently, in elections of this kind it is unlawful for the lot to be used. For it would commit an injustice to the Holy Spirit, Who instructs human consciousness so that it judge correctly, according to First Corinthians, "The spiritual man judges all thins." However, "He who is chosen by lot is not grasped by human judgment," as Ambrose says in his Commentary on Luke. Whence also Bede, in his Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, says, "Matthias, ordained before Pentecost, is selected by lot, as if the plenitude of the Holy Spirit had not yet poured forth in the Church; however, the seven deacons selected afterwards were ordained not by lot, but by the choice of the disciples, the prayer of the Apostles, and the imposition of hands."

671. The aforesaid necessity, however, by which it is lawful to implore the divine judgment through lots seems especially to have place with regard to the advisory lot, because even among the upright ancients we frequently find some to have consulted God in doubtful affairs, as is read in the First book of Kings that "David consulted the Lord, saying: "Shall I pursue after these robbers, and shall I overtake them, or not?"

672. A necessity of this type also may pertain to the distributive lot, whenever, namely, the disagreements of men concerning the distributions of things cannot otherwise be settled except by being committed through lots to the divine judgment, according to Proverbs, "The lot suppresseth contentions, and determineth even between the mighty."

The necessity of the distributive lot can occur not only in dividing things, but in the division of those things which are to be done by different people as well. Whence, Augustine in his Letter to Honoratus says, "If among the servants of God, there is a debate as to which of their number should remain, lest by the flight of all the Church be left destitute, and who should flee, lest by the death of all the Church be left destitute; if this debate were not able otherwise to be terminated, it appears to me that the persons who are to remain and who are to flee should be chosen by lot."

In the same way also the necessity of the lot impends if it happens that something which is to be given to many cannot be given except  one of them. Whence Augustine says in the first book of Christian Doctrine, "For suppose that you had a great deal of some commodity, and felt bound to give it away to somebody who had none, and that it could not be given to more than one person; if two persons presented themselves, neither of whom had either from need or relationship a greater claim upon you than the other, you could do nothing fairer than choose b lot to which one you would give what could not be given to both.

And because the office of an earthly dignity is ordained to dispense temporal things, recourse may also be had lawfully to lots of this type if the choice cannot otherwise be harmonious, although a ruler ought not to be sought by lot, but by a prudent zealousness. Yet is more tolerable to seek a secular ruler by lot than to belabor the people with dissensions. But of the spiritual ruler there is another consideration, as we have already said above.

673. But in the dvining lot, the aforesaid necessity does not seem to occur. Whence also the Lord spoke to the disciples, "It is not for you to know the times or dates which the Father has fixed by his own authority." Nevertheless, if it be necessary that the future be foreknown either for the safety of the church or of some individual person, this will be made known to the faithful through the Holy Spirit, concerning Whom the Lord spoke in John, "The things which are to come he will declare to you." Whence it is lawful to seek divine judgment about future events of this type by means of t advisory lot, as is read in Judges that Gideon sought from the Lord whether by his hand the people of Israel would be saved, by seeking a sign in the fleece.

But because the distributive lot may have a place even when human affairs are done fortuitously, as has been said above, it happens that some use the distributive lot not so as to seek a divine judgment, but as though committing it to fortune which is especially seen in the game of dice-throwing. However, this does not lack the fault of vanity.

And that is all that needs to be said about lots.



* * * * *






	DE MODO STUDENDI
by
Pseudo-Thomas Aquinas

	Since you asked me, my dearest in Christ Brother John, how you should study in order to acquire the treasure of knowledge, I offer you this advice on the matter: Do not wish to jump immediately from the streams to the sea, because one has to go through easier things to the more difficult. Therefore the following points are my warning and your instruction: 

	
		I command you to be slow to speak, and slow to go to the conversation room. 

		Embrace purity of conscience. 

		Do not give up spending time in prayer. 

		Love spending much time in your cell, if you want to be led into the wine cellar. 

		Show yourself amiable to all. 

		Do not query at all what others are doing. 

		Do not be very familiar with anyone, because familiarity breeds contempt, and provides matter for distracting you from study. 

		Do not get involved at all in the discussions and affairs of lay people. 

		Avoid conversations about all any and every matter. 

		Do not fail to imitate the example of good and holy men. 

		Do not consider who the person is you are listening to, but whatever good he says commit to memory. 

		Whatever you are doing and hearing try to understand. Resolve doubts, and put whatever you can in the storeroom of your mind, like someone wanting to fill a container. 

		Do not spend time on things beyond your grasp. 



	Following such a path, you will bring forth flowers and produce useful fruit for the vinyard of the Lord of Power and Might, as long as you live. If you follow this, you can reach what you desire. 
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