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QUAESTIONES QUODLIBETALES 
Miscellaneous Questions

QUODLIBET I: About God, both with regard to divine nature and the 
human nature assumed  
tr. Sandra Edwards, Quodlibetal 
Questions 1 and 2 . Mediaeval Sources in 
Translation, 27. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1983. 

Question 1: The divine nature 
Article: Whether the blessed Benedict saw the divine essence in the 

vision in which he saw the whole world? 

Question 2: Concerning the human nature in Christ 
Article 1: Whether there is one sonship in Christ by which he is related to 

he Father and his mother, or two? 
Article 2: Whether Christ was dead on the cross? 

Question 3: About angels 
Article 1: Whether an angel depends on a corporeal place according to its 

essence or is it in a corporeal place according to its action only? 
Article 2: Whether an angel can move from one place to another without 

passing through an intermediate place? 

Question 4: About man 
Article 1: Whether when the soul arrives at the body all the forms which 

inhered in the body before, both substantial and accidental ones, are 
destroyed? 

Article 2: Whether a man without grace can prepare himself for grace? 
Article 3: Whether man in the state of innocence loved God above all 

things? 

Question 5: Concerning contrition 
Article: Whether a contrite person ought to prefer being in hell to 

sinning? 
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Question 6: About confession 
Article 1: Whether it is sufficient for someone to confess by writing, or is 

it necessary for him to confess by spoken word? 
Article 2: Whether someone is bound to confess immediately when there 

is opportunity or can he wait until Lent? 
Article 3: Whether a parish priest ought to believe his subject when he 

says he confessed to another priest and give him the Eucharist? 

Question 7: Concerning these matters which pertain to clerics: 
Article 1: Whether one who has prebends in two churches ought to recite 

both offices on the day on which diverse offices are performed in each church? 
Article 2: Whether someone is bound to give up the study of theology, 

even if he is suited to teaching others, in order to devote himself to the 
salvation of souls? 

Question 8: Concerning those matters which pertain to religious: 
Article 1: Whether a religious is bound to obey his prelate so as to reveal 

to him a secret which was committed to his trust? 
Article 2: Whether he is bound to obey him so as to reveal a hidden fault 

of a brother which he knows? 

Question 9: Pertaining to sin 
Article 1: Whether sin is some sort of nature? 
Article 2: Whether perjury is a more serious sin than homicide? 
Article 3: Whether a person sins who out of ignorance does not observe a 

papal constitution? 
Article 4: Whether a monk sins mortally in eating meat? 

Question 10: Then with regard to the good in the order of glory two questions 
were asked about glorified bodies 

Article 1: Whether a glorified body can exist naturally in the same place 
with another non-glorified body? 

Article 2: Whether this can be accomplished miraculously? 

QUODLIBET II: Concerning Christ, angels, and men.  
tr. Sandra Edwards, Quodlibetal 
Questions 1 and 2 . Mediaeval Sources in 
Translation, 27. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1983. 
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Question 1: Concerning Christ, two questions were asked about his passion: 
Article 1: Whether he was numerically the same man during the three 

days of death? 
Article 2: Whether any suffering of Christ would have sufficed for the 

redemption of mankind without death? 

Question 2: Then questions were asked about angels: first as to their 
composition, second as to the time of their motion. 

Article 1: Whether an angel is a composite of essence and being 
(esse ) in the manner of a substance? 

Article 2: Whether supposit and nature are diverse in an angel? 

Question 3: Then it was asked about the time through which God moves a 
spiritual creature, according to Augustine. 

Article: Whether the time which moves a spiritual creature and the time 
which measures a temporal creature are the same? 

Question 4: Concerning man: first as to the virtues, second as to sins, third as 
to punishments. Concerning the virtues, however, questions were asked both in 
relation to divine matters and human matters.  
With regard to virtues in relation to divine matters: 

Article 1: Concerning faith, whether someone would be bound to believe 
a Christ who did not perform visible miracles? 

Article 2: Concerning the sacrament of faith, whether the children of Jews 
are to be baptized when their parents are unwilling? 

Article 3: Concerning tithes which are owed to ministers of the 
sacraments, whether someone can be excused from paying tithes because of a 
custom? 

Question 5: Concerning these things which pertain to the virtues in relation to 
human affairs 

Article 1: Whether a child is bound to obey his parents of the flesh in 
indifferent matters? 

Article 2: Whether a seller is bound to tell a buyer a defect in an item 
sold? 

Question 6: About sins 
Article 1: Whether it is a sin to seek a ruling office? 
Article 2: Whether it is a sin for a preacher to have his eye on temporal 

matters? 
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Question 7: Concerning punishments themselves 
Article 1: Whether a separated soul can be acted upon by corporeal fire? 
Article 2: Whether one of two individuals worthy of the same punishment 

lingers longer in Purgatory than the other? 

Question 8: Concerning the forgiveness of sins 
Article 1: Whether a sin against the Holy Spirit is unforgiveable? 
Article 2: Whether a crusader who dies before he can take the journey 

across the sea has full forgiveness of sins? 

QUOTLIBETS III-XII: not yet translated, except for following exerpts: 

●     Freddoso, Alfred J., trans. Quodlibet Question 3.4.2 and Question 5.6.1. 
●     West, Jason Lewis Andrew, trans. Quodlibet Question 9.2.1[2] and 

Question 9.2.2[3]. 
●     Eileen Sweeney and Sandra Edwards are said to be preparing a 

translation: Quodlibets. Thomas Aquinas in Translation. Washington, DC: 
The Catholic University of America Press. 

 

QUOLDLIBET I: The question that has been asked is about God, both 
with regard to divine nature and the human nature assumed. 

Question 1: The divine nature 

Article: Whether the blessed Benedict saw the divine essence in the 
vision in which he saw the whole world? 

And it was shown that he did. 

1. For Gregory says in Dialogorum  2 where he speaks of 
this vision, that "All creation becomes insignificant for a soul that sees the 
Creator." But to see God is to see the divine essence. Therefore, the I blessed 
Benedict saw the divine essence. 

2. Further. Gregory adds in the same place that "He saw the whole world in the 
divine light." But there is no other light or radiance of God than God himself, as 
Gregory says and as the Glossa on Exodus 33:20, "No man will see me and live," 
says. Therefore, the blessed Benedict saw God through the divine essence. 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (4 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

But to the contrary: John 1:18 says, "No man has seen God at any time." The 
Glossa says on this that "No one living in mortal flesh can see God's essence. 

I answer: it must be said that, according to Wisdom 9:15, “A perishable body 
weighs the soul down.” However, the highest elevation of the human mind is the 
attainment of a vision of the divine essence. So it is impossible for a human mind 
united to a body to see God’s essence unless, Super 
Genesim ad literam , a man is entirely 
dead to this mortal life or is so separated from his senses that he does not know 
whether he is in or outside his body, as we read concerning Paul in 2 Cor 12:3. 
However, when he had that vision the blessed Benedict was neither entirely dead 
to this life nor separated from his bodily senses, which is clear from the fact that 
while remaining in the same vision he summoned another person to see the same 
thing, as Gregory relates. So it is clear that he did not see God’s essence. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that Gregory means in those words to argue 
from a kind of proportion. For if the ones who see God’s essence reckon all 
creation insignificant in comparison, it is not astonishing if the blessed Benedict 
could see something more through the divine light than men commonly see. 

To the second it must be said that sometimes God himself is called the light of 
God, sometimes another light derived from God is called this, according to Psalm 
36 (35):9: “In your light we shall see the light.” Here, however, it means the light 
derived from God. 

Question 2: There were two points of inquiry concerning the human 
nature in Christ: 

1.  Whether there is one sonship in Christ by which he is related to the Father 
and is mother, or two? 

2.  Whether Christ was dead on the cross? 

Article 1: Whether there is one sonship in Christ by which he is related 
to he Father and his mother, or two? 

Concerning the first we proceeded as follows: It seems that there are two 
sonships in Christ 

1.  For when the causes of relations are multiplied, the relations are multiplied. 
However, generation is the cause of sonship. Therefore since the 
generation by which Christ was born eternally from the Father and that by 
which he was born temporally from his mother are diverse, the sonship by 
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which he is related to the Father and that by which he is related to his 
mother will also be diverse. 

2.  Moreover, what receives a relative property in time without changing can 
even more receive a relative property in time without changing. But the 
Son of God receives an absolute property in time without changing becuae 
on Luke 1:32, “He shall be great and shall be called Son of the Highest,” 
Ambrose says, “He will not therefore be great because he was not great 
before being born of the Virgin, but because the power which the Son of 
God has by nature the man was going to receive in time. Therefore, even 
more could the Son of God receive a new sonship in time without 
changing. So two sonships are appropriate to him, one eternal and the 
other temporal. 

But to the contrary: the unity of the cause which makes something such a thing 
makes it one such thing. But by sonship someone is a son, therefore by one 
sonship he is one son. Since Christ is one son and not two, there are not two 
sonships in him but one only. 

I answer: it must be said that relations differ from all other categories of things in 
that those things which belong to other categories are real things from the very 
natures of their categories, as are quantities from the nature of quantity, and 
qualities from the nature of quality. But relations are not real things from the 
nature of relation. For we find certain relations which are not real but mental 
only, for example a knowable object is related not by any real relation existing in 
the knowable object but rather because knowledge is related to the object, 
according to the Philosopher in Metaphysica  5. But 
the reality of a relation comes from its cause when one thing has a natural order 
to another. The natural and real order is for them the relation itself. So right and 
left in an animal are real relations because they follow certain natural powers; 
however, in a column they are mental relations only according to an animal’s 
position in relation to the column. 

But a thing has being and unity from the same cause; and therefore, because of 
the unity of the cause it happens that there is only one real relation. This is 
obvious in the case of equality, for there is in one body only one relation of 
equality because of the one quantity, although this may be in regard to a number 
of things insofar as it is said to be equal to different bodies. If relations were 
really multiplied in one body according to all those references to which it is equal, 
it would follow that there would be an infinite or indeterminate number of 
accidents in one thing. A teacher is by one relation a teacher of all whom he 
teaches he same thing, although there may be many of these; so also according 
to one real sonship one man is the son of his father and of his mother because by 
one birth he received one nature from both of them. Therefore, following this 
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reasoning, it seems that we must say that the real sonships in Christ by which he 
is related to the Father and to his mother are different because he is born from 
both by different acts of generation and the nature which he has from the Father 
and the nature which he has from his mother are diverse. 

But another reason weakens that. For it must be universally held that no relation 
of God t creature really exists in God, but such is only a mental relation because 
God is above every order of creature and is the measure of every creature from 
which every creature derives, and not conversely. This is even truer of a 
knowable object in relation to knowledge, for in the knowable object there is no 
real relation to knowledge for these reasons. 

We must, however, consider that the subject of sonship is not a nature or some 
part of a nature, for we do not say that humanity is a daughter nor that it is a 
head or an eye. Now in Christ we assign only one supposit and one hypostasis, 
just as we also assign one person which is an eternal supposit in which there can 
be no real relation to a creature as was just said. So the only remaining 
alternative is that the sonship by which Christ is related to his mother is a mental 
relation only. But because of this it does not follow that he is not really the son of 
the Virgin, for just as God is really Lord because of the real power by which he 
contains a creature, so Christ really is the son of the Virgin because of the real 
nature which he received from his mother. If, however, there were many 
supposits in Christ it would be necessary to assign two sonships to Christ. But his 
I hold to be erroneous and is found condemned in the Councils. So I say that in 
Christ there is only one real relation by which he is related to the Father. 

To the first it must therefore be stated that we do not deny there is a real 
sonship in Christ by which he is related to his mother because the relation’s cause 
is lacking, but because the subject of such a relation is lacking, since here isno 
created supposit or hypostasis in Christ. 

To the second it must be stated that the same way in which that man received 
the power of God temporarily, he receive the eternal sonship in as much as it was 
accomplished in such a way that there would be one divine and human person, 
as Ambrose supposes in the same place. This, however, was not accomplished 
through something really absolute or relative temporally inhering in the Son of 
God, but solely through the union which really exists in the created nature but is 
not, however, really in the person assuming it. 

What is objected on the contrary side has no necessity, for a thing is sometimes 
said to be one such thing because of the subject’s substantial unity although 
there are many qualities in it, as there are color and taste in an apple. 
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Article 2: Whether Christ was dead on the cross? 

Concerning the second we proceed as follows: it seems that Christ was not dead 
on the cross. 

1.  For if he was dead, this was either because he himself separated his soul 
from his body, or because of his wounds. But he did not die in the first way 
for then it would follow that the Jews would not have killed Christ but he 
would have killed himself, which is inappropriate. And likewise he did not 
die in the second way because a death due to wounds occurs when a man 
reaches the greatest weakness, which was not the case with Christ 
because he died crying out loudly. Therefore, Christ was in no way dead on 
the cross. 

2.  Moreover, human nature was no weaker in Christ than in other men, but 
no other man would die so quickly because of wounds of the hands and 
feet. The wound in the side, however, was inflicted on Christ after his 
death. Therefore, he was not dead on the cross sinc3e there seems to be 
no cause for his death. 

But to the contrary: John 19:30 says that Christ hanging on the cross “with his 
head bowed, gave up the ghost.” Death, however, is due to the soul’s separation 
from the body, therefore Christ was dead on the cross. 

I answer: it must be said that we must confess without any doubt that Christ was 
truly dead on the cross. In order to see the cause of his death we must consider 
that since Christ was true God and man, whatever pertains to Christ’s human 
nature was subject to his power, which does not happen in others who are purely 
men, for physical things are not subject to their wills. This is the cause of Christ’s 
suffering and rejoicing simultaneously: by his willing, death was effected so that 
there would be no overflowing from the higher powers to the lower ones, nor 
would the higher powers be impeded in their own acts because of the suffering of 
the lower ones. This cannot happen in other men because of the natural 
conjunction of the powers with one another. 

And we must answer in like manner to that which was argued, for a violent death 
occurs because a nature yields to harm inflicted, and so long as the nature can 
resist so long is death delayed. Hence things in which a nature is stronger die 
more slowly from the same cause. However, how much the nature would resist 
harm inflicted and when it would yield were subject to Christ’s will. Hence by his 
willing the nature resisted to the end the harm inflicted more than it could in 
other men so that in the end, after much effusion of blood and as though with his 
faculties still intact, he cried out with a loud voice, and at once by his willing the 
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nature yielded and he gave up the ghost so that he might show himself Lord of 
nature and of life and death. And marveling at this, the centurion said in Mark 
15:39: “Truly this man was the Son of God.” 

Therefore, it is true both that the Jews killed Christ by inflicting mortal harm, and 
that he himself laid down his soul and gave up the ghost because when he willed 
it his nature yielded totally to the harm inflicted. Nor is he to be blamed as 
though he killed himself. For the body exists for the sake of the soul and not 
conversely. So injury is done to the soul when it is expelled from the body against 
the soul’s natural desire because of an injury inflicted on the body, although 
perhaps not because of the depraved will of a suicide. But if the soul had in its 
power the capacity to withdraw from and come into the body again when it 
willed, there would be no greater blame if it abandoned the body than if an 
inhabitant deserted a home. However, it is a matter of blame for it to be expelled 
from thence unwillingly. 

The response to the objections is clear. 

Question 3: Two questions were asked concerning angels. 

1.  First: Whether an angel depends on a corporeal place according to its 
essence or is it in a corporeal place according to its action only? 

2.  Secondly: Concerning an angel’s motion, whether it can move from one 
place to another without going through an intermediate place. 

Article 1: Whether an angel depends on a corporeal place according to 
its essence or is it in a corporeal place according to its action only? 

On the first we proceed as follows: It seems that an angelis not in a place 
according to its action only. 

1.  For since existence is prior to action, existence in a place is prior to action 
in a place. But something later is not the cause of something prior. 
Therefore acting in a place is not the cause of an angel’s existing in a 
place. 

2.  Moreover, two angels can act in one place. Therefore, if an angel were in a 
place only through action, it would follow that many angels would exist 
simultaneously in one place, which is reputed to be impossible. 

Article 2: Whether an angel can move from one place to another without passing 
through an intermediate place? 
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On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that an angel cannot move from 
place to place without passing through an intermediate place. 

1.  For everything that moves is in the process of changing before being in the 
state of completion of change, as Physica  6 proves. But if 
an angel moves from one place to another, for example from A to Be, 
when it is at B it is in the state of completion of change. Hence it was in 
the process of changing before. But not when it was at A because then it 
was not yet moving. Therefore, it will be in the process of changing when 
it is at C which is the intermediate between A and B. So it is necessary for 
it to pass through an intermediate. 

2.  Moreover, if an angel moves from A to B without passing through an 
intermediate, it will be necessary for it to be destroyed at A and created 
again at B. This is impossible because then it would not be the same angel. 
Therefore, it is necessary for it to pass through an intermediate. 

3.  But to the contrary: everything that passes through an intermediate must 
first pass through something equal to the thing or less before something 
greater, as is said in Physica  6 and as it appears to the 
senses. But it cannot be less space than the angel which is indivisible, so it 
is necessary for it to pass through something equal to the angel which is 
an indivisible place like a point. An infinite number of points, however, lie 
between any two terms of motion. Therefore, if it were necessary for an 
angel in its motion to pass through an intermediate place, it would be 
necessary for it to pass through an infinite number, which is impossible. 

I answer: it must be stated that an angel can if it wants move from one place to 
another without passing through an intermediate place, and if it wants it can pass 
through an intermediate place. The reason for this is that a body is in a place as 
contained by it, and therefore it is necessary that in moving it follow the condition 
of the place so that it passes through intermediate places prior to arriving at the 
boundaries of the place. But since an angel is in a place through contact by 
power, it is not subject to the place so as to be contained by it, but rather 
contains the place, being supereminent in the place by its power; so it is not 
necessary for it to follow the conditions of place in its motion. But it is subject to 
its will that it be attached to this place and hat through contact by power, and 
without an intermediate place if it wants, just as an intellect can be attached to 
one extreme in understanding, e.g., to white, and afterwards to black, 
indifferently, either thinking or not thinking of the colors in between (although a 
body subject to color cannot move from white to black except through an 
int4ermediate color). 

To the first it must therefore be stated that the Philosopher’s words and his proof 
concern continuous motion. However, an angel’s motion is not necessarily 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (10 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

continuous, but we call the very succession of the aforesaid applications its 
motion, just as we call the succession of thoughts or states of mind the motion of 
a spiritual creature according to Augustine in Super 
Genesim ad litteram . 

To the second it must be said that this does not happen through the destruction 
or new creation of an angel, but because its power is supereminent over a place. 

As to what is objected on the contrary side, it must be said that an angel is not in 
a place through having a common measure with the place but through the 
application of its power to the place, which application can indifferently be to a 
divisible and to an indivisible place. So it can move continuously as something 
which exists in a divisible place by continually intercepting space. But according 
as it is in an indivisible place its motion cannot be continuous nor pass through all 
intermediates. 

Question 4: Then it was asked concerning man: first as to the good in 
the order of nature, second as to the good in the order of grace, third as 
to the good in the order of glory. 

1.  concerning the union of the soul and body, whether when the soul arrives 
at the body all the forms which inhered in the body before, both 
substantial and accidental ones, are destroyed? 

2.  concerning the power of free choice, whether a man without grace can 
prepare himself for grace? 

3.  concerning natural love, whether man in the state of innocence loved God 
more than all things and above himself? 

Article 1: whether when the soul arrives at the body all the forms which 
inhered in the body before, both substantial and accidental ones, are 
destroyed? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that all the forms which inhered 
before are not removed through the arrival of the soul. 

1.  For Genesis 2:7 says, “God formed man from the mud of the earth and 
breathed into his face the breath of life.” However, the body would have 
been formed uselessly if, in breathing in the soul, the forms which he had 
imparted in giving form to it were removed. Therefore, when the soul 
arrives, all the preceding forms are not removed. 

2.  Moreover, the soul necessarily exists in a body endowed with form and 
having many dispositions. If therefore the arriving soul removes all the 
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preceding forms and dispositions, it follows that in an instant the soul gives 
form to the whole body. But it seems God alone can do this. 

3.  Further, the soul exists only in a heterogeneous body. But a mixture of 
elements involves the forms and not only the matter of the elements, 
otherwise there would be destruction and not mixture. Therefore, the soul 
does not remove all the forms founding matter. 

4.  Further, the soul is a perfection. Now a perfection does not destroy, rather 
it perfects. Therefore, in arriving at he body it does not destroy the pre-
existing forms. 

But to the contrary: every form which arrives at something actually existent is 
accidental, for a substantial form makes actual being (esse ) absolutely. 
But if an arriving soul did not destroy the pre-existing forms but was added on to 
them, it would follow that it would arrive at an actually existing thing because any 
form, since it is an act, makes actual being. Therefore the arriving soul removes 
the pre-existing forms. 

I answer: it must be stated that it is impossible for there to be many substantial 
forms in one and the same thing because a thing has its being and unity from the 
same source. It is clear, however, that a thing has being through form, hence it 
also has unity through form. And because of this, wherever there is a multitude 
of forms there is not one thing absolutely, just as a white man is not one 
absolutely nor would a biped animal be one absolutely if it were an animal from 
one component and biped from another, as the Philosopher says. 
Metaphysica  8, or as figures are as the Philosopher 
says concerning the parts of the soul in De anima  2. For always 
the greater number or figure virtually contains in itself the more imperfect as is 
most clear in the case of animals. For the intellective soul has the power to confer 
on the human body whatever the sensitive soul confers in brute animals, and 
likewise the sensitive does in animals whatever the nutritive does in plants, and 
still more. Therefore, in man another sensitive soul in addition to the intellective 
soul would be useless because the intellective virtually contains the sensitive and 
still more, just as, given that you have something containing five members, it 
would be useless to add something containing four. And there is the same 
reasoning for all substantial forms down to prime matter, so that diverse 
substantial forms are not founding a man except to our way of thinking, as when 
we consider him as living by means of a nutritive soul and as sensing by means 
of a sensitive soul, and so on concerning the others. 

Clearly, however, when a perfect form arrives an imperfect form is always 
removed. For example, when the figure of a pentagon arrives 

that of a rectangle is removed. So I say that when the human soul arrives, the 
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substantial form which inhered before is removed. Otherwise there would be 
generation of the one without the destruction of the other which is impossible. 
The accidental forms which inhered before and prepared for the soul are not 
indeed destroyed essentially but accidentally when the subject is destroyed. So 
they remain specifically but not numerically the same, as also happens 
concerning the dispositions of the forms of the elements which seem to reach 
matter first. 

To the first it must be state therefore that according to Basil, the grace of the 
Holy Spirit is there called the breath of life, and so the objection ceases. 
However, if as Augustine says the breath of life is the soul itself, it will not be 
necessary to say that the human body is given form from the mud of the earth 
with a form other than the very breath of life divinely breathed in. For that 
imparting of form did not precede in time the breathing-in, unless perhaps we 
should want to say that the imparting of form is referred to the accidental 
dispositions, e.g. shape and the like, which by a certain order of reason are 
understood to be in the body as material dispositions before the intellective soul 
arrives. But the intellective soul is itself presupposed by those dispositions, not as 
intellective but as containing in itself virtually something of the more imperfect 
forms. 

To the second it must be said that the soul, when it arrives at the body, is not the 
efficient but only the formal cause of the body’s being. However, that which is 
the efficient cause of the body’s form makes the body to be as perfecting it: that 
which works beforehand on the form by gradually and in a certain order bringing 
matter to a closer form or disposition makes the body to be by preparing it. The 
nearer a form or disposition is, the less the resistance to the introduction of the 
form and complete disposition. For fire is more easily made from air than from 
water, although each form is immediately present in matter. 

To the third it must be said that Avicenna maintained the forms of the elements 
remain in a mixture in act. This cannot be because the forms of the elements 
cannot exist in one and the same part of matter at the same time, and so it is 
necessary that they exist in diverse parts of matter which are distinguished 
according to the division of dimensional quantity. Then it will be necessary that 
either many bodies exist at the same time or that it is not a true mixture of every 
part but a mixture appearing to the senses only, because of the juxtaposition of 
the smallest particles. Averroes, however, in De coelo  3, says 
that the forms of the elements are intermediate between accidental and 
substantial forms, and that they receive degrees of more and less. And so, when 
the forms of the elements are modified and reduced to equilibrium, somehow a 
mixture is made. But this is less possible than the first opinion. For a substantial 
form is a kind of limit to specific existence whence in an indivisible the notion of 
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form is like the notion of number and shape, nor is it possible that itbe more 
intense or less, but every addition or subtraction makes another species. And 
therefore we must say otherwise, following the Philosopher in De 
generatione  I, that the forms of the components do 
not remain in the mixture actually, but they remain virtually according as the 
power of the substantial form remains in the elementary quality although 
modified and reduced as it were to equilibrium. For an elementary quality acts in 
virtue of a substantial form. Otherwise the action which is through the heat of fire 
would not be terminated in a substantial form. 

To the fourth it must be stated that the soul, since it is a form, is indeed a kind of 
particular perfection, however not a universal one. And therefore when it arrives 
something is perfected but in such a way that something else is destroyed. 

Article 2: Whether a man without grace can prepare himself for grace? 

On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that a man without grace can 
prepare himself for grace through the natural liberty of choice. 

1.  Because as Proverbs 16:1 says, “To prepare the mind pertains to man.” 
However, that is said to pertain to someone which is assigned to his 
power. Therefore, to be able to prepare himself for grace was assigned to 
the power of man. He does not then need the aid of grace. 

2.  Moreover, Anselm says in De casu 
diaboli  that someone does not lack grace because God 
does not want to give it but because he does not want to receive it. 
Therefore, if he wanted to receive it he could, so he can if he wants to 
prepare himself for grace without external aid. 

3.  But the objector said that a man needs the aid of grace in this matter as 
an external mover. On the contrary: we can say that a man can be moved 
to conversion not only from good things but even from sins, for example if 
someone should see someone sinning heinously and from the horror of the 
sin be turned to God. But the sin is not from God. Therefore, without God’s 
action a man can prepare himself for grace. 

But to the contrary: we are prepared for grace through being turned to God. But 
for this we need the aid of divine grace, for Lamentations 5:21 says, “Convert us, 
Lord to you, and we shall be converted.” Therefore, to prepare himself for grace 
a man needs the aid of divine grace. 

Moreover, a man cannot prepare himself for anything except by thinking. But for 
this itself a man needs the aid of grace, for it is said in 2 Cor 3:5: “We are 
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insufficient of ourselves to think anything as from ourselves.” Therefore, we need 
the aid of divine grace to prepare ourselves for grace. 

I answer: it must be said that in this question we musts guard against the error 
of Pelagius who maintained that through free choice a man could fulfill the law 
and merit eternal life nor needed divine aid except in order to know what to do, 
according to Psalm 143 (143): 10, “Teach me to do your will. But because this 
seemed much too little─for then we would have knowledge only from God, but 
the charity by which the precepts of the law are fulfilled we would have from 
ourselves─the Pelagians afterwards maintained that a man has the beginning of a 
good work from himself when he consents to faith through free choice, but a 
man has the consummation of the work from God. But preparation pertains to 
the beginning of a good work. So saying that a man may be able to prepare 
himself for grace without the aid of divine grace pertains to the Pelagians’ error 
and is against the Apostle who says in Phil 1:6: “He who has begun a good work 
in you will perfect it.” 

Therefore, a man needs the aid of grace not only to merit but even to prepare 
himself for grace, but in different ways. For a man merits through an act of virtue 
when he not only does good but does well, for which a habit is required as is said 
in Ethica  2. And therefore, grace in the mode of a habit is 
required for meriting. But for a man to prepare himself to acquire a habit he does 
not need another habit because then the process would go on to infinity. 
However, he needs divine aid not only with regard to exterior movers insofar as 
divine providence procures for a man occasions for salvation, e.g. teaching, 
examples, and occasionally sicknesses and tribulations, but even with regard to 
interior motion insofar as God moves the interior heart of a man to the good, 
according to Proverbs 21:1, “The heart of the king is in the hand of God: he will 
turn that wherever he wants." That this is necessary the Philosopher proves in a 
chapter of De bono fortunae , for a man 
does this by his will; however, the principle of the will is choice and of choice, 
counsel. But if it were asked what kind of counsel he should begin o take, it 
cannot be said that he should begin to take counsel from a counsel because thus 
the process would be infinite. So it is necessary for there to be some exterior 
principle which moves the human mind to taking counsel concerning things to be 
done, and this must be something better than the human mind. Hence it is not a 
celestial body which is lower than an intellectual power, but God, as the 
Philosopher concludes in the same place. Therefore, just as the principle of every 
motion of lower bodies which are not always moved is the motion of the heavens, 
so the principle of all interior motions of minds is God as mover. No one then can 
prepare himself for grace nor do anything good except trough divine aid. 

Therefore to the first it must be stated that the necessity of divine aid is not 
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excluded because it pertains to a man to prepare himself for grace through free 
choice, just as neither is the necessity of heavenly motion excluded because it 
pertains to fire to heat. 

To the second it must be stated that God moves everything according to its 
manner. So divine motion is imparted to some things with necessity; however, it 
is imparted to the rational nature with liberty because the rational power is 
related to opposites. God so moves the human mind to the good, however, that a 
man can resist this motion. And so, that a man should prepare himself for grace 
is from God, but that he should lack grace does not have its cause from God but 
from the man, according to Hosea 13:9, “Your ruin is from yourself, Israel; your 
help is only from me.” 

To the third it must be stated that although sin is not from God, God sometimes 
arranges sin to be the occasion of someone’s salvation. 

Article 3: Whether man in the state of innocence loved God above all 
things? 

On the third we proceed as follows: it seems that the first man in the state of 
innocence did not love God above all things and more than himself. 

1.  For so to love God is most meritorious. But the first man in that state did 
not have that whereby he might be able to advance by means of merit, as 
is said in Sententiarum  2, d. 24. Therefore, 
the first man in that state did not love God more than himself and above 
all things. 

2.  Further, so to love God is the human mind’s greatest preparation for 
attainting grace. However, the first man in that state is held not to have 
had grace but only natural endowments. Therefore, he did not love God 
more than himself and above all things. 

3.  Moreover, nature curves back upon itself, since it channels back to itself all 
things that it loves. But the adequate cause of each thing is of like kind 
only more so. Therefore, by natural love he loved himself more than God, 
so he did not love God above all things. 

But to the contrary: if he did not love God more than himself, either he loved him 
less than himself or equally with himself. In each way it follows that man took 
pleasure in himself while he did not refer himself to God. However, taking 
pleasure in oneself brings the perversity of sin, as Augustine says. Therefore, the 
first man in the state of innocence was already perverted through sin, which is 
impossible. So it follows that he loved God above all things. 
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I answer: it must be said that if man was made in grace, as can be seen from the 
words of Basil and Augustine, the question is pointless. For it is clear that 
someone who is in a state of grace loves God through charity above himself. But 
because it was possible for God to make man with purely natural endowments, it 
is useful to consider how much natural love could be extended. 

Some said that a man or an angel existing in a purely natural state loves God 
more than himself by a natural love according to the love of desire, because he 
desires more the enjoyment of the divine good as something higher and sweeter. 
But a man naturally loves himself more than God according to the love of 
friendship. It is by the love of desire that we are said to love that which we want 
to use or enjoy, such as wine or some such thing; however, the love of friendship 
is that by which we are said to love a friend to whom we wish good. 

This position cannot stand, for natural love is a kind of natural inclination 
engrafted in a nature by God. But nothing natural is perverse, therefore it is 
impossible for any natural inclination or love to be perverse. Since it is a perverse 
love for someone to love himself more than god by the love of friendship, such a 
love cannot be natural. So we must say that to love God above all things and 
more than oneself is natural not only for an angel and a man but also for any 
creature according as it can love sensitively and naturally, for natural inclinations 
can especially be known in these things which are done naturally without the 
deliberation of reason. For in this way everything in nature is born to act as is 
fitting. But we see that any part, by a kind of natural inclination, works for the 
good of the whole, even to its own danger or detriment, for example, when 
someone exposes his hand to a sword to defend his head on which his whole 
body’s health depends. So it is natural that any part in its way loves the whole 
more than itself. And also according to this natural inclination and according to 
political virtue, the good citizen faces the danger of death for the common good. 
But it is clear that God is the common good of the whole universe and of all its 
parts, so any creature in its way naturally loves God more than itself─insensible 
things do so naturally, brute animals sensitively, rational creatures through the 
intellectual love which is called love (dilectio ). 

To the first it must therefore be said that to love God as the principle of all being 
pertains to natural love, but to love God as the object of beatitude pertains to he 
gratuitous love in which merit consists. However, it is not necessary that we 
sustain in this matter the opinion of the Master who said that man in the first 
state did not have the grace through which he could merit. 

To the second it must be said that someone can make more or less use of the 
natural love by which God is naturally loved above all things, and when he uses it 
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in the highest way there is the supreme preparation for having grace. 

To the third it must be said that the natural inclination of a thing is to two things: 
to motion and to action. Now that natural inclination to motion curves back on 
itself just as fire moves upwards for the sake of its conservation, but that natural 
inclination to action does not curve back on itself, for fire does not act to 
generate fire for its own sake but for the good of what is generated which is its 
form, and further for the common good which is the conservation of the species. 
Hence it is clear that it is not universally true that every natural love curves back 
on itself. 

Question 5: Concerning contrition 

Article: Whether a contrite person ought to prefer being in hell to 
sinning? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that a contrite person ought not to 
prefer being in hell to sinning. 

1.  For the punishment of hell is eternal and irremediable. But he can be freed 
from sin through repentance. Therefore, he ought to prefer sinning to 
being in hell. 

2.  Further, the punishment of hell includes guilt, for one of the punishments 
of hell is the worm, i.e. remorse of conscience concerning a sin, but guilt 
does not include the punishment or hell. Therefore, sin is to be preferred 
to the punishment of hell. 

But to the contrary: Anselm says in De 
similitudinibus  that someone ought to 
prefer being in hell without sin to being in paradise with sin, because an innocent 
person in hell would not feel the punishment and a sinner in paradise would not 
enjoy the glory. 

I answer: it must be said that in general, a contrite person is bound to prefer 
suffering any punishment to sinning because there can be no contrition without 
the charity through which all sins are renounced. From charity a man loves God 
more than himself, but sinning is acting against God. Now to be punished is to 
suffer something against oneself. So charity requires that a contrite person prefer 
any punishment to guilt. 

But in a particular case he is not bound to descend to a consideration of this or 
that punishment. Rather someone would act foolishly if he were to worry himself 
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or another over such particular punishments. For it is clear that just as desirable 
things move one more when considered in particular than when considered in 
general, so do terrible things frighten more if considered in particular. And there 
are some people who do not fall to a lesser temptation who would perhaps fall to 
a greater one, e.g. someone who just hears of adultery is not incited to lust, but 
if in thought he descended to considering particular allurements e would be 
moved more. Likewise someone might not run away from undergoing death for 
Christ, but if he were to descend to considering individual punishments he would 
be more restrained from doing it. And therefore, to descend to a consideration of 
such particulars is to lead a man to temptation and to supply an occasion for 
sinning. 

Therefore, it must be said to the first that deadly guilt is also of itself perpetual, 
but it can be cured by God’s mercy alone. Moreover, the divine good against 
which guilt acts more outweighs the good of a created nature to which the 
punishment is opposed than the perpetuity of the punishment outweighs the 
temporality of guilt. 

To the second, it must be said that remorse of conscience is not guilt, but the 
consequence of guilt could arise without guilt, as in the case of one who has an 
erring conscience from a past act of commission, e.g. if someone believes some 
act he committed before was unlawful when, however, it was permissible, and he 
himself reckoned it permissible while he committed it. 

Question 6: Then three questions were asked about confession: 

1.  whether it is sufficient for someone to confess by writing, or is it necessary 
for him to confess by spoken word? 

2.  whether someone is bound to confess immediately when there is 
opportunity or can he wait until Lent? 

3.  whether a parish priest ought to believe his subject when he says he 
confessed to another priest and give him the Eucharist? 

Article 1: Whether it is sufficient for someone to confess by writing, or 
is it necessary for him to confess by spoken word? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that it is sufficient for someone to 
confess in writing. For confession is required for the manifestation of a sin, but a 
sin can be manifested in writing as well as by spoken word. Therefore, it suffices 
if he confesses in writing. 

But to the contrary: in Romans 10:10 it is said, “Confession is made orally for 
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salvation.” 

I answer: it must be said that confession is part of a sacrament. So just as in 
baptism something is required on the minister’s part, namely that he cleanse and 
speak the words, and something on the part of the one submitting to the 
sacrament, namely that he intend to and be cleansed, so in the sacrament of 
penance it is required on the priest’s part that he absolve under some form of 
words, on he penitent’s part it is required that he subject himself to the keys of 
the Church, manifesting his sins through confession. Therefore, it is essential to 
the sacrament that he manifest his sins, and no one may dispense from this as 
neither may anyone dispense from baptism. But it is not essential to the 
sacrament that the manifestation be made by spoken word, otherwise no one 
could receive the effect of this sacrament in any case of necessity except by 
confessing orally, which is clearly false, for it is sufficient for mutes or for anyone 
who cannot confess orally to confess by writing or gestures. However, in no case 
of necessity can anyone be baptized except by water, because water is essential 
to the sacrament. 

But from the Church’s decree a man who can is bound to confess by spoken 
word, not only because the one confessing orally blushes more in confessing so 
that he who sins orally is cleansed orally, but also because in all the sacraments 
that whose use is more common is always accepted. So in the sacramental 
cleansing of baptism water, which men more commonly use to wash with, is 
accepted, and in the Eucharist bread, which is a rather common food, and so also 
in the manifestation of sins it is fitting to use spoken words by which men are 
more commonly and with more clarity accustomed to signify their concepts. 

And in this sacrament a character is not imprinted, but grace for the remission of 
sin alone is conferred, which no one obtains by sinning. However, he who ignores 
the Church’s degrees sins; so in baptism he who preserves what is essential to 
the sacrament while overlooking the laws of the Church obtains the character of 
the sacrament but here, however, nothing follows. 

However, the reasons which are introduced for both sides are not very 
compelling. For manifestation of sins cannot be so expressly done in writing as in 
spoken words, nor is what is said in  
Confession is made orally for salvation” meant with regard to the confession of 
sins, but rather with regard to the confession of faith. 

Article 2: Whether someone is bound to confess immediately when 
there is opportunity or can he wait till Lent? 
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Concerning the second we proceed as follows: It seems that someone can delay 
confession until Lent. 

1.  For whoever keeps the teaching of the Church is not delinquent. But the 
Church established that men should confess their own sins once a year. 
Therefore, if someone waits till the term established by the Church he does 
not sin. 

2.  Moreover, baptism is a sacrament of necessity as penance is also. But a 
catechumen does not sin if he delays baptism until Holy Saturday. 
Therefore, for the same reason neither does a contrite person sin if he 
delays confession until Lent. 

3.  Further, contrition is more necessary than confession. But confession 
without contrition is not strong enough for salvation, though contrition 
without confession can be strong enough in some cases. Now he who is in 
sin is not bound to be penitent immediately by the contrition which 
abolishes sin, otherwise the sinner would sin in every moment. Therefore, 
neither is the contrite person bound to confess immediately with the result 
that if he does otherwise he sins. 

But to the contrary, a spiritual disease is more to be relieved than a physical 
disease. But someone subject to a physical disease would endanger himself 
unless he sought the remedy of medicine as quickly as he could, and he would 
sin from negligence. Therefore, all the more does he sin who delays to apply the 
remedy of confession against the spiritual disease of sin. 

I answer: it must be said that it is laudable for the sinner to confess his sin as 
quickly as he conveniently can because a grace is conferred through the 
sacrament of penance which makes a man stronger in resisting sin. However, 
some said that he is bound to confess as quickly as the opportunity of confessing 
offered itself so that if he delays he sins. This is against the intelligible structure 
of an affirmative precept which, although it obliges always, does not however 
oblige for always but obliges for a fixed place and time. Now the time for fulfilling 
the precept concerning confession is when an occasion is imminent in which it is 
necessary for a man to confess, e.g. if the moment of death is imminent, or the 
necessity of receiving the Eucharist or Holy Orders or the like, for which it is 
necessary for a man to be prepared by being cleansed through confession. So if 
one of these events is imminent and someone neglects confession, he sins as 
long as a due opportunity is present. And because from the Church’s precept all 
believers are bound to take the communion of the sacrament at least once a 
year, on the feast of Easter especially, therefore the Church decreed that once a 
year when the time for taking the Eucharist is near all believers should confess. 
Therefore, I say that delaying confession until this time, essentially speaking, is 
permitted, but it can become unlawful accidentally, e.g. if a moment in which 
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confession is required should be near, or if someone delays confession out of 
contempt. And likewise such a delay may be accidentally meritorious if he delays 
so that he may confess more prudently or more devoutly because of the holy 
season. 

Therefore we concede the first reasons. 

To that which is objected to the contrary side, it must be said that a physical 
disease, unless it is extinguished through the remedy of medicine, always grows 
worse if it is not perhaps also extinguished by natural power. However, the 
disease of sin is extinguished through contrition; so it is not a similar case. 

Article 3: Whether a parish priest ought to believe his subject when he 
says he confessed to another and give him the Eucharist? 

On the third we proceed as follows: It seems that a parish priest ought not to 
believe his subject when he says he confessed to another and give him the 
Eucharist because of this. 

1.  For frequently some persons are made contrite by confession alone who 
were not contrite before. But a priest ought to lead his subject to good 
insofar as he is able. Therefore it seems he ought absolutely to ask his 
subject to confess to him. 

2.  Moreover, Proverbs 27:33 tells the pastor of a church, “Be diligent in 
knowing the appearance of your flock.” But this cannot be done better 
than through confession. Therefore, he ought to demand from the subject 
that he confess to him. 

But to the contrary: if he confesses to him, the subject could say what he wanted 
and the priest would believe him. Therefore, the priest ought also believe that he 
confessed. 

I answer: It must be said that in the judicial tribunal a man is believed when he 
speaks against but not for himself. However, in the tribunal of penance a man is 
believed when he speaks for an against himself. Therefore, a distinction must be 
made because there may be an impediment hindering someone from taking the 
Eucharist in two ways. For if there is an impediment pertaining to the judicial 
tribunal, e.g. excommunication, the priest is not bound to believe his subject 
whom he knew to be excommunicate unless his absolution is evident to him. If, 
however, there is an impediment which pertains to the tribunal of penance, 
namely sin, he is bound to believe him and acts unjustly if he denies the 
Eucharist to one who says he confessed and was absolved by one who could 
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absolve by apostolic authority or the authority of the bishop. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that that good which men attain in 
confession the person who says he confessed has already obtained if he speaks 
truly; if however he speaks falsely, in like manner he could speak falsely in 
confessing. Nor can anyone be compelled by any man’s authority to confess a sin 
which was confessed to another who could absolve it because, as was already 
said, the confession of sins is a part of a sacrament subject to divine and not 
human command. 

To the second it must be said that a spiritual pastor ought diligently to recognize 
the appearance of his flock by considering its exterior life. But he cannot 
investigate more diligently than by way of confession, hence it is necessary for 
him to believe those things which are said to him by his subject. 

Question 7: Then two questions were asked concerning these matters 
which pertain to clerics: 

1.  concerning the office of the Church, whether one who has prebends in two 
churches ought to recite both offices on the day on which diverse offices 
are performed in each church? 

2.  concerning the study of theology, whether someone is bound to give up 
the study of theology, even if he is suited to teaching others, in order to 
devote himself to the salvation of souls? 

Article 1: Whether one who has prebends in two churches ought to 
recite both offices on the day on which diverse offices are performed in 
each church? 

On the first we proceed as follows: It seems that someone in such a case ought 
to recite both offices. 

1.  For a burden ought to correspond to an emolument. Therefore one who 
has the emolument of a prebend in two churches ought to bear the burden 
of each by reciting the office of each church. 

2.  Further, it seems just that if he has a greater emolument from one church 
in which perhaps a more extensive office is chanted, that he also take on a 
greater burden by reciting the more extensive office. Therefore, the choice 
is not his but either he ought to recite both or he ought o recite the office 
of the church in which he has the more lucrative benefice. 

Custom was adduced to the contrary. 
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I answer: It must be said that, on the supposition that someone is lawfully 
prebended in two churches, namely because of a dispensation, we must consider 
that someone who received a prebend in any church is obligated to two things, 
namely to God to pay the praises due for his benefices, and to the church from 
which he receives an income. Those things which pertain to a church are subject 
to the dispensation of the church prelates. And therefore, the debt which he owes 
the church he ought to pay according to what was stipulated either through 
himself if it is a prebend which requires residence, or trough a vicar if this suffices 
according to the statute and custom of the church. The debt which he owes God 
he ought to pay through himself, but it does not matter to God by which psalms 
and hymns he praises him, for example, whether he says in Vespers 
“Dixit Dominus ” or “Laudate, 
pueri, Dominum ,” except that a person ought to 
follow the traditions of his forebears. And because the praises he owes God he 
owes as one man, it suffices that he recite the office once according to the 
custom of one of the churches of which he is a cleric. Concerning the choice of 
office it seems reasonable that he should recite the office of that church in which 
he has the higher rank, e.g. if he is a dean in one and a simple canon in the other 
he ought to recite the office of the church in which he is a dean. If he is a simple 
canon in each church, he ought to recite the office of the church of higher 
dignity, although perhaps he has the more opulent prebend in the lesser church, 
because temporal matters are of no moment compared to spiritual matters. If 
indeed both churches are of equal dignity, he can choose whichever office he 
prefers if he is absent from both churches. However if he is present in one of 
them, he ought to conform himself to those with whom he is living. 

And so the answer to the objections is clear. 

Article 2: Whether someone is bound to give up the study of theology, 
even if he is suited to teaching others, in order to devote himself to the 
salvation of souls? 

On the second we proceed as follows: It seems hat someone who can devote 
attention to the salvation of souls sins if he occupies his time in study. 

1.  For it is said in Galatians 6:10: “Let us do good while we have time.” Also, 
no loss is more serious than that of time. Therefore, no one ought to 
spend his whole time in study, delaying to devote attention to the salvation 
of souls. 

2.  Moreover, the perfect are bound to do that which is better. But the 
religious are perfect, so they ought especially to give up study to devote 
themselves to the salvation of souls. 
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3.  Further, it is worse to wander off the moral path than a footpath. But a 
prelate is bound to call his subject back if he sees him wander off the 
footpath. Therefore all the more is he bound to call him back from 
wandering off the moral path. But it is an error for a man to neglect what 
is better. Therefore a prelate ought to force a subject to apply his mind to 
the salvation of souls and neglect study. 

On the contrary side, custom was brought in instead of reasoning. 

I answer: It must be said that any two things can be compared with each other 
both absolutely and according to some particular case. For nothing prohibits that 
which is absolutely better from being the less preferred in some case, e.g. 
philosophizing is absolutely better than increasing your wealth, but in time of 
necessity the latter is to be preferred. And any precious pearl is dearer than one 
piece of bread, but in a case of hunger the bread is to be preferred to the pearl, 
according to Lamentations 1:11: “They gave all valuable things for food in order 
to revive their souls.” 

However, we must consider that in any art the one who arranges the art and is 
called the architect is absolutely better than any manual laborer who carries out 
what is arranged for him by another. So also in constructing buildings the one 
who arranges the building, although he does no work with his hands, is 
contracted for greater pay than the manual workers who hew the wood and cut 
the stones. But in a spiritual building there are he manual workers, as it were, 
who particularly pursue the direction of souls, e.g. by administering the 
sacraments or by doing some such thing in particular. But the bishops are like the 
principal artificers who command and arrange in what way the aforesaid workers 
ought to follow their office, because of which they are called 
“episcopi ,” i.e. superintendents. And likewise teachers of 
theology are like principal artificers who inquire and teach how others ought to 
procure the salvation of souls. 

Therefore it is absolutely better to teach theology and more meritorious if it is 
done with good intention, than to devote particular care to the salvation of this 
one and that. Whence the Apostle says concerning himself in 1 Cor 1:17:”For 
Christ did not send me to baptize but to teach the Gospel,” although baptizing is 
especially a work bearing on the salvation of souls. And in 2 Timothy 2:2, the 
same Apostle says, “Commit to faithful men who shall be qualified also to teach 
others.” Reason itself also demonstrates that it is better to teach those matters 
pertaining to salvation to them who can be of profit both to themselves and to 
others than the simple people who can be of use to themselves only. 
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However, in a particular case where necessity requires, both bishops and 
teachers, having interrupted their own duties, ought to devote themselves 
particularly to the salvation of souls. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that someone who does what is better 
suffers no loss of time by teaching theology, nor does someone who disposes 
himself to this through study. 

To the second it must be said that a person is called perfect because he has 
perfection or because he has a state of perfection. Now human perfection 
consists in the charity which joins a man to God. Hence Genesis 17:1 says 
concerning love of God: “Walk before me and be perfect.” Indeed the Lord says 
after wards concerning love of neighbor, “Love your enemies,” and in Matthew 
5:48 he concludes, “Be therefore perfect.” They are said to have a state of 
perfection, however, who are solemnly obligated to something connected with 
perfection. 

Now something is connected with the perfection of charity in two ways. 
Something is connected in one way as a preamble and something preparatory to 
perfection, like poverty, chastity and such by which a man is drawn back from the 
care of worldly things so that he has more free time for those things which are 
God’s, whence such men are more completely instruments of perfection. Because 
of his Jerome, expounding the words of Peter who said in Matthew :27, “Behold 
we gave up all and followed you,” says that it is not sufficient for Peter to day 
“Behold we gave up all,” but he added what was perfect, “and followed you.” 
Therefore, those who preserve either voluntary poverty or chastity have indeed 
something preparatory to perfection but they are not said to have a state of 
perfection unless they obligate themselves to such a position by a solemn 
profession. Something solemn and perpetual is said to have a state, as is clear in 
the states of liberty, matrimony and the like. 

Something is connected to the perfection of charity in the other way as an effect, 
as when someone undertakes the direction of souls, for it pertains to perfect 
charity that someone out of love of God neglect the delight of the contemplative 
life which he loves more than the active and accept the occupations of the active 
life to procure the salvation of his neighbors. Therefore, he who applies himself in 
this way for the salvation of his neighbors has indeed an effect of perfection but 
not the state of perfection, except a bishop who, with a kind of solemn 
consecration, undertakes the direction of souls. Archdeacons and parish priests 
rather have certain duties committed to them than that they have been place 
through them in a state of perfection. Therefore, only religious and bishops are 
said to be perfect as having the state of perfection. Hence religious are made 
bishops, but they are not made archdeacons or parish priests. 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (26 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

So when it is said that perfect persons are obliged to do what is better, it is true 
if it be understood of those who are called perfect because of the perfection of 
charity, for such are obligated from an inner law which binds by inclining so that 
they are obligated to fulfilling it according to the measure of their perfection. 
However, if it be understood of those who are called perfect because of a state, 
such as bishops and religious, it is not true, for bishops are only bound to those 
things to which the charge of the governance undertaken extends, and religious 
are only bound to that to which they are 

Obligated from the vow of their profession. Otherwise obligation would go on to 
infinity, but nature, art, and every law must have certain boundaries. Even given 
that the perfect are always bound to do that which is better, it would not be to 
the purpose as appears from what was said above. 

To the third it must be said tat although a prelate may be bound to call his 
subject back from all evil, he is not bound to lead him to everything better. This 
reasoning too has no place in the argument, as neither do he others, etc. 

Question 8: Then two questions were asked concerning those matters 
which pertain to religious: 

1.  whether a religious is bound to obey his prelate so as to reveal to him a 
secret which was committed to his trust? 

2.  whether he is bound to obey him so as to reveal a hidden fault of a brother 
which he knows? 

Article 1: Whether a religious is bound to obey his prelate so as to 
reveal to him a secret which was committed to his trust? 

Concerning the first, we proceed as follows: It seems that a religious is bound to 
reveal to a prelate commanding it any secret committed to his trust. For by a 
solemn profession a religious bound himself to obey the prelate but he bound 
himself by a simple promise to keep the secret. Therefore, he ought to obey the 
prelate rather than keep the secret. 

But to the contrary: Bernard says that what was instituted for the sake of charity 
does not militate against charity. But the profession of obedience which a 
religious makes to a prelate was instituted for the sake of charity. Therefore it 
does not militate against the charity by which anyone is bound to keep a 
neighbor’s trust. 
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I answer: It must be said that, as Bernard says in De 
dispensatione et 
praecepto , it is sufficient obedience for a religious to obey 
his prelate concerning those matters which pertain to the rule either directly, 
such as those that are written in the rule, or indirectly, such as those which can 
be reduced to the former as are services produced for brothers and punishments 
inflicted for faults and the like. Now it is perfect obedience for him to obey simply 
in all matters which are not against the rule or against God, but it is a rash and 
impermissible obedience for someone to obey the prelate in these matters which 
are against God or against the rule. 

We must therefore consider in the case under question whether it is permissible 
for a religious to reveal a secret committed to his trust. A distinction must be 
made with regard to secrets. There is a kind of secret which it is not permissible 
to conceal, e.g. one that tends to the danger of others from whom one is bound 
to avert the danger. Whence it is even contained in the oath of fidelity that 
servants should reveal such secrets to their masters. Therefore, a religious is 
bound to make such a secret known on the prelate’s command, even if he 
promised not to reveal it─unless perhaps he heard it in confession, because then 
it must in no way be revealed. As Isidore says, “In cases of bad promises, break 
the faith. There is, however, another kind of secret which of itself can be 
concealed without sin, and such a secret a religious ought in no way to announce 
to the prelate commanding it if it is committed his trust, for he would sin in 
breaking the trust committed to him. 

To the first, it must therefore be said that the obligation which comes from 
natural law and the promise made in baptism to keep those matters which 
pertain to faith and charity, is a more solemn obligation than those which come 
from taking religious vows. 

Article 2: Whether a religious is bound to obey his prelate so as to 
reveal a fault of a brother which he knows? 

Concerning the second, we proceed as follows: It seems that a subject ought to 
reveal the hidden fault of another brother to the prelate commanding it. Because, 
as Jerome says, the fault of one ought not to be hidden to the damage of the 
many. But it must be presumed that the prelate wants to know the fault of one 
for the sake of the good of the many. Therefore the fault of another should be 
revealed o a prelate commanding it. 

But to the contrary: Gregory says that even if we ought sometimes to abandon 
some good for the sake of obedience, we ought in no way to perpetrate 
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something bad for the sake of obedience. But dishonoring another by revealing a 
hidden sin seems to be bad. Therefore this should not be done for the sake of 
obedience. 

I answer: It must be said that a religious prelate presides over a chapter as an 
ecclesiastical judge over a judicial tribunal. Whence he can obligate his subjects 
to make disclosure to him on command with regard to matters on which an 
ecclesiastical judge in a judicial tribunal can require an oath. Therefore, we must 
know that the way of proceeding in criminal cases is triple: one through 
denunciation, another through inquisition, another through accusation. 

In the method of denunciation, the correction of a delinquent is intended and 
therefore brotherly correction ought to precede this, according to the Lord in 
Matthew 18, so that you accuse him between yourself and him alone. But if he 
does not listen you should accuse him in the presence of two or three others, and 
lastly the matter may be related to the Church. For it pertains to charity that 
someone spare a brother as much as he can. Hence he ought first to strive to 
correct the brother’s conscience, preserving his reputation by admonishing him in 
solitary fashion and afterwards in the presence of two or three. Finally, public 
repute must be disregarded in order that conscience be corrected and the affair 
must be related to the Church, in which process consideration is taken for 
conscience. For a sinner, if from the beginning he saw his sin made public, would 
lose shame and be made to sin more obstinately. 

Indeed ill report ought to come first in inquisition, and in accusation a written 
statement through which the accuser obligates himself to recompense ought to 
come first. However, in inquisition an accusation the punishment of the sinner is 
intended for the good of the many. Therefore, if the accuser who obligates 
himself to recompense should appear in the chapter, the prelate can by a 
command demand a confession of truth as also an ecclesiastical judge can 
demand an oath. And likewise, if ill report comes first, the prelate can by a 
command ascertain the truth and the subjects are bound to obey. If, however, 
the4 process is one of simple denunciation, the religious is not bound by the 
prelate giving the command to reveal a brother’s fault unless he sees him 
uncorrected by a preceding warning. Rather he would sin more if he revealed it 
on the prelate’s command because he is bound more strongly to obey the Gospel 
than the prelate. And the prelate would sin much more if he were to lead his 
subject to pervert the order of the Gospel. 

To the first it must be stated that with respect to a past sin on which one has 
been corrected already by a secret admonition or on which it can be hoped that 
one will be corrected, unless the contrary is found to be the case, thee can be no 
threat of danger to the multitude. Still, the objection goes forward concerning a 
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future sin which is dangerous to the multitude, either spiritually or corporeally, for 
then it is not necessary to wait for a secret admonition, but rather it is necessary 
to oppose the danger immediately. Whence also the Lord does not say, “if he 
intends to sin in the future,” but “if he has sinned in the past” (Matthew 18:15). 

Question 9: Then four questions pertaining to sin were asked: 

1.  1: Whether sin is some sort of nature? 
2.  2: Whether perjury is a more serious sin than homicide? 
3.  3: Whether a person sins who out of ignorance does not observe a papal 

constitution? 
4.  4: Whether a monk sins mortally in eating meat? 

Article 1: Whether sin is some sort of nature? 

On the first we proceed as follows: It seems that sin is not some sort of nature. 
For John 1:3 says, "Without him nothing was made," i.e. sin. But what is a nature 
cannot be called nothing. Therefore sin is not some sort of nature. 

But to the contrary: If sin is not some sort of nature it is necessarily a pure 
privation. But pure privations like death and darkness do not admit of degrees of 
more and less. Therefore, one sin would not be more serious than another, which 
is incoherent.─ I answer: it must be said that a sin, especially of transgression, is 
a disorderly act. On the part of the act, therefore, sin is some sort of nature. But 
lack of order is a privation and according o this sin is called nothing. 

And through this the solution to the objections is clear. 

Article 2: Whether perjury is a more serious sin than homicide? 

Concerning the second we proceed as follows: It seems that perjury is a more 
serious sin than homicide. 

1.  For Bernard says that neither God nor man can dispense from the precepts 
of the first table; however God but not man can dispense from the 
precepts of the second table. From this we can understand that it is more 
serious to sin against the precepts of the first table than against the 
precepts of the second. But perjury is against the precept of the first table 
which is “Do not take the name of your God in vain;” homicide, however, is 
against the precept of the second table, “Do not kill.” Therefore, perjury is 
a more serious sin than homicide. 

2.  Moreover, it is more serious to sin against God than against man. But 
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perjury is a sin against God, homicide a sin against man. Therefore perjury 
is a more serious sin than homicide. 

But to the contrary: Punishment is proportioned to the fault, but homicide is 
punished more severely than perjury. So it is the more serious sin. 

I answer: It must be said that, as the Apostle says in Hebrews 6:16, “Men swear 
by what is greater than themselves, and an oath puts an end to all their 
wrangling.” However, in the case of homicide an oath would be the end of 
wrangling uselessly if homicide were a more serious fault than perjury, for it 
would be presumed that someone who committed the greater fault of homicide 
would not fear to incur the lesser one of perjury. So because an oath is deposed 
in the case of any sin, it is clearly shown that perjury ought to be held the 
greatest sin, nor undeservedly because to perjure the name of God seems to be a 
kind of denial of the divine name, so the sin of perjury holds second place after 
idolatry, as appears from the order of precepts. But also with the Gentiles an oath 
was most honored, as is said in Metaphysica  I. 

We grant the first reasons. 

To what is objected on the contrary side: It must be stated that in human 
judgment the quantity of punishment does not always correspond to the quantity 
of the fault, for sometimes a greater punishment is inflicted for a lesser fault, 
when more serious harm threatens men from the lesser fault. But according to 
God’s judgment, the more serious fault is punished by the more severe 
punishment. Whence so that the gravity of idolatry and perjury might be shown, 
after he said in the first precept, “You will not adore nor worship those,” it is 
added in Exodus 20:5, “I am the Lord your God, visiting the iniquities of the 
fathers on the sons.” And after he said (verse 7), “Do not take the name of the 
Lord your God in vain,” he adds: “for the Lord will not hold him who takes his 
name in vain guiltless. 

Article 3: Whether a person sins who out of ignorance does not observe 
a papal constitution? 

On the third, we proceed as follows: It seems that he who acts against a papal 
constitution through ignorance does sin. 

1.  For as Augustine says, sin is voluntary to the extent that if there is not 
voluntary, then there is no sin. But ignorance causes the involuntary, as is 
said in Ethica  3. Therefore, what is done through ignorance 
is not a sin. 
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2.  Further, according to the laws a lord can reclaim his appointed servant 
after a certain time. This, however, ought to be computed from the time of 
its being known, not from the time of the decree." Therefore, the 
obligation to a papal constitution binds from the time of its being known. 

But to the contrary: ignorance of the law does not excuse anyone. But a papal 
constitution makes the law so he who acts against a papal constitution through 
ignorance is not excused. 

I answer: it must be stated that the ignorance which is the cause of an act 
causes the involuntary, hence it always excuses unless the ignorance itself is a 
sin, which happens when someone does not know what he is able to know and 
he is obliged to know. Now indeed everyone is obliged to know the papal 
constitution in his fashion. If, therefore, someone does not know this through 
negligence, he is not excused from blame if he acts against the constitution. If 
indeed there was a sufficient obstacle to someone's knowing it, e.g., if he was in 
prison or in foreign lands which the constitution did not reach, or because of 
something similar, such ignorance excuses so that he does not sin by acting 
against the pope's constitution. 

The response to the objections is clear. 

Article 4: Whether a monk sins mortally in eating meat? 

Concerning the fourth we proceed as follows: it seems that a monk sins mortally 
in eating meat. 

1.  For the canon law De consecratione, d. 5, in the chapter "Corneal," says 
that monks ought not to eat meat and if they do the contrary they ought to 
be incarcerated.ss But such punishment is only inflicted for a mortal sin, 
therefore monks sin mortally in eating meat. 

2.  Moreover, it is a mortal sin to act against a vow. But monks are obligated 
from a vow to keep blessed Benedict's Rule in which it is said that monks 
should abstain from meat. Therefore, monks sin mortally in eating meat. 

But to the contrary: no mortal sin is allowed anyone by reason of an infirmity, but 
eating meat is allowed a monk by reason of infirmity. Therefore, it is not a mortal 
sin for a monk to eat meat. 

I answer: it must be stated that essentially speaking, nothing is a mortal sin for 
any monk or religious which is not a mortal sin for another person except it be 
contrary to what the very vow of the profession obligated him; accidentally 
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speaking, however, because it provides an occasion for sin, something can be a 
sin for him which would not be a sin for another person. Therefore we must 
consider what it is to which a religious is bound by the vow of profession. 

If indeed a religious in making profession vowed he was going to observe the 
Rule, he would seem to obligate himself by the vow to the individual matters 
which are contained in the Rule and so, in acting against any of them, he would 
sin mortally. From this it would follow that the state of religious life would be a 
snare of mortal sin to the religious which he would scarcely or never be able to 
avoid. Therefore, the holy fathers who instituted the orders, not wanting men to 
embrace the snare of damnation but rather the way of salvation, arranged such a 
form of profession in which that danger could not exist, as in the Order of Friars 
Preachers there is the most careful and secure form of avowal which does not 
involve a promise to observe the Rule but "obedience according to the Rule." 
Hence from the vow they are obligated to observe those matters which are put in 
the Rule as precepts and which the prelate according to the tenor of the Rule 
wanted to command. Other matters which are not contained in the Rule under a 
precept do not fall directly under the vow so that one does not sin mortally in 
omitting those. 

The blessed Benedict indeed did not decree that a monk should promise to 
observe the Rule, but he decreed that the one professing promise the conversion 
of his morals according to the Rule. This is what is expressed: that he direct his 
morals according to the Rule, which he acts against if he transgresses either the 
precepts in the Rule or even holds the Rule in contempt by refusing to direct his 
acts entirely according to it. But not all points contained in the Rule are precepts, 
for some are warnings or counsels; some however are orders or statutes such as 
that no one may speak after Compline. Such statutes, however, which are 
contained in the Rule do not have the power of precepts. Neither does a prelate 
in decreeing something always intend to bind someone under pain of mortal sin 
through the precept. Now the prelate is a sort of living rule. So it would be foolish 
to hold that a monk breaking silence after Compline sins mortally, unless perhaps 
he does this against a precept of the prelate or from contempt of the Rule. 
Abstention from meat, however, is not included in blessed Benedict's Rule as a 
precept but as a sort of statute, hence a monk in eating meat does not from this 
very act sin mortally, except in the case of disobedience or contempt. 

Therefore, to the first it must be stated that punishment is inflicted on a monk for 
obstinately and disobediently eating meat. 

To the second it must be stated that eating meat is not against a monk's vow 
except when he eats it out of disobedience or contempt. 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (33 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

What is objected on the contrary side has no efficacy for it holds good concerning 
these things which are bad in themselves, such as homicide, adultery and the 
like, which are illicit for all, the healthy as well as the infirm. It does not, 
however, hold good concerning these things which are bad because they are 
prohibited, for something can be prohibited for the healthy which is not 
prohibited for the sick. 

Question 10: Then with regard to the good in the order of glory two 
questions were asked about glorified bodies: 

1.  whether a glorified body can exist naturally in the same place with another 
non-glorified body? 

2.  whether this can be accomplished miraculously? 

Article 1: Whether a glorified body can exist naturally in the same place 
with another nonglorified body? On the first we proceed as follows: it seems 
that a glorified body can naturally exist in the same place with another body. 

1.  For if it is prohibited from existing in the same place with an-other, it is 
either because of density or fleshiness, or because of dimensions. But it is 
not because of density or fleshiness because a glorified body will be 
spiritual according to the Apostle (I Cor. 15:44); likewise it is not because 
of dimensions either, for since things that touch each other are those 
whose ends are together, it is necessary for a point of one natural body to 
be together with a point of another, and a line with a line, and a surface 
with a surface. Therefore for the same reason a body with a body also. 
Therefore, a glorified body is not prohibited from being able to exist 
naturally with another body in the same place. 

2.  Moreover, the Commentator says on Physica  8 that the 
parts of air and water partly penetrate each other because they are partly 
of a spiritual nature." But glorified bodies will be entirely spiritual as we 
already said, therefore they will be able to penetrate other bodies totally 
and likewise exist with them. 

But to the contrary: glorification does not remove a nature. But a human body 
cannot naturally exist together with another body in the same place in this state, 
therefore neither can it after it is glorified. 

I answer: it must be stated that it is clear that a human body in this state cannot 
exist in the same place with another body. If, therefore, a glorified body can 
naturally exist with another body in the same place because of some property 
engrafted on it, that property removes this which prohibits the human body's 
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existing in the same place with another body in this state. We must, therefore, 
consider what such a prohibiting factor may be. 

Some say that this property is a density or fleshiness which is removed through 
the dowry of glory which they name subtlety." But this is not intelligible for we 
cannot ascertain what such fleshiness or density is. It is not a quality because 
there is no quality which when it is removed the body to which it belongs can 
exist with another body in the same place. Likewise it cannot be the form or 
matter which are parts of the essence, because then the whole essence of the 
human body would not remain in glory, which is a heretical opinion.  
Therefore, we must say that the prohibiting factor is nothing but the dimensions 
which corporeal matter sustains. For it is necessary that that which is of itself be 
the cause in any genus; however, distinction according to position first and of 
itself belongs to dimensional quantity which is defined as quantity having 
position, and that whence the parts in a subject, from this [fact] that they are 
subject to dimension, have a distinction according to position. And just as there is 
a distinction of diverse parts of one body according to the diverse parts of one 
place through dimensions, so because of dimensions diverse bodies are 
distinguished according to diverse places. For actual division makes two bodies of 
physical matter, however potential divisibility makes two parts of one body, hence 
the Philosopher says in Physica  4 that just as when a wooden 
cube is inserted into water or air it necessarily displaces only water or air, so it 
would be necessary that if we posited a void, the separated dimensions would 
displace it. Therefore, since glory does not remove a body's dimensions, I say 
that a glorified body cannot naturally exist with another body in the same place 
because of any engrafted property. 

Therefore, to the first it must be stated that as was said, a human body in that 
state is prohibited from existing with another body in the same place not because 
of a fleshiness or density which is removed through glory (for the Apostle 
opposes spirituality to the animality according to which a body needs 
nourishment, as Augustine says; however, he does not oppose it to fleshiness or 
density) but it is impeded because of the dimensions. Indeed the reason which is 
given on the contrary side is placed among the sophistical reasons by the 
Philosopher in Physica  6, for place is not owing to a point, a line, 
and a surface, but to a body. So it does not follow that if the boundaries of 
bodies are touching each other at the same time that because of this fact many 
bodies can exist in the same place. 

To the second it must be stated as the Commentator says in the same place, that 
penetration is made through condensation and they are said to have spiritual 
power because of rarity. However, it would be erroneous to say that glorified 
bodies are spiritual in this way because they are similar to air and wind, as is 
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clear through what Gregory says in Moralium  14.61. 

Article 2: Whether this can be accomplished miraculously? On the second 
we proceed as follows: it seems that a glorified body can in no way exist with 
another body in the same place at the same time. 

1.  For just as one body is related to one place, so are two bodies to two 
places. Therefore, with substitutions, just as one body is related to two 
places so are two bodies to one place. But one body can in no way exist in 
two places, therefore neither can two bodies exist in one place. 

2.  Moreover, if two bodies exist in one place then two points are assumed in 
the two extremities of the place. It follows, therefore, that between these 
two points there will be two straight lines of the two bodies existing in the 
same place, which is impossible. Therefore, it is impossible for two bodies 
to exist in the same place. 

But to the contrary: it is said in John 20 that Christ entered where his disciples 
were though the doors were closed, which cannot be unless his body existed in 
the same place simultaneously with the corporeal doors. A glorified body can, 
therefore, exist with another body in the same place. 

I answer: it must be stated that, as we already said, two bodies are prohibited by 
their dimensions from existing in the same place because corporeal matter is 
divided according to dimensions; however dimensions are distinguished according 
to position. But God, who is the first cause of everything, can conserve an effect 
in existence without its proximate causes. Hence, just as he conserves accidents 
without a subject in the sacrament of the altar, so can he conserve distinction of 
corporeal matter and the dimensions in it without diversity of place. Therefore, it 
can be miraculously accomplished that two bodies exist in the same place. So the 
saints attributed to Christ's body that it existed through the closed womb of the 
Virgin and entered through closed doors by means of divine power. And I say 
likewise that a glorified body which will be fashioned in conformity with Christ's 
radiant body will be able to exist with another body in the same place, not 
because of some engrafted created power but only with the aid and action of the 
divine power, just as the body of Peter cured the sick by its shadow, but was 
performing miracles with the aid of divine power. 

Therefore, to the first it must be stated that we must employ it thus with the 
proportion changed: as the first is related to the second as two to three, so is the 
third related to the fourth. Therefore, with substitutions, as the first is related to 
the third so also is the second to the fourth, i.e., three to six. And the reasoning 
should proceed according to this thus: as one body is related to one place so are 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (36 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

two bodies to two places, and therefore as one body to two bodies, so one place 
to two places. And so it does not follow that if one body cannot exist in two 
places that two bodies cannot exist in one place. One body's existing in two 
places implies a contradiction because it pertains to the intelligible structure of 
place to be the boundary of the thing in place. However, a boundary is that 
outside of which nothing belongs to the thing, hence nothing of the thing in a 
place can exist in an exterior place. Because if it is maintained that it exists in two 
places, it follows that it is outside its own place and so it follows that it is in a 
place and not in a place. Nor is there a valid disclaimer concerning Christ's body 
because it is not in the sacrament of the altar by way of place but rather through 
conversion. 

To the second it must be stated that for two straight mathematical lines to be 
between two points is impossible because we can understand no reason for their 
distinction except position. But for two natural lines to be between two points is 
indeed naturally impossible but possible through a miracle because there is 
another reason for the distinction of the two lines from the diversity of the 
underlying bodies which are conserved by divine power even when diversity of 
position is removed. 

QUODLIBET II: Questions were asked concerning Christ, angels, and 
men. 

Question 1: Concerning Christ, two questions were asked about his 
passion: 

1.  whether he was numerically the same man during the three days of death? 
2.  whether any suffering of Christ would have sufficed for the redemption of 

mankind without death? 

Article 1: Whether Christ was the same man during the three days of 
death? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that Christ was the same man during 
the three days. 

1.  For Matthew 12:40 says, "As Jonah was in the belly of the whale for three 
days and three nights, so will the son of man be in the heart of the earth." 
But the son of man in the heart of the earth was not other than the son of 
man who spoke on earth, otherwise Christ would have been two sons. 
Therefore, he was the same man during the three days of death. 

2.  Further, Jonah was the same man in the whale's belly as he was before. 
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But as Jonah was in the whale's belly so was Christ in the heart of the 
earth. Therefore Christ was also the same man. 

But to the contrary: if the form of the part is removed, the form of the whole 
which results from the composition of form and matter is removed. Now during 
the three days of death Christ's soul was separated from his body, therefore his 
humanity ceased to exist. So he was not numerically the same man during the 
three days of death. 

I answer: it must be said that three substances were united in Christ – body, 
soul, and divinity. Now body and soul were not only united in one person but in 
one nature, but divinity could not be united in a nature either to soul or body 
because, since it is the most perfect nature, it cannot be a part of any nature. Yet 
it was united to body and soul in the person. In death, however, Christ's soul was 
separated from his body, otherwise his death would not have been a true death, 
for by definition death is the separation of the soul from the body on which it 
bestows life. But divinity was not separated from either the body or the soul, 
which is clear from the Creed which says of the Son of God that "He was buried 
and descended into hell." However, the body lying in the tomb and the soul 
descending into hell would not be attributed to the Son of God unless these two 
were joined to him in a unity of person or hypostasis. 

And therefore, we can speak of Christ during the three days of death in two 
ways: with regard to the hypostasis or person, and in this way he is during the 
three days absolutely numerically the same as he was; or with regard to the 
human nature, and this in two ways. If we speak with regard to the whole nature 
which is called humanity, Christ was not a man during the three days of death 
and so neither the same nor another man, but rather the same hypostasis. If we 
speak with regard to a part of the human nature, his soul was indeed entirely the 
same numerically because it was not transformed in substance; the body was 
numerically the same according to matter but not according to the substantial 
form which is the soul. So we cannot say that he was absolutely numerically the 
same because any substantial difference excludes absolute sameness. However, 
animate is a substantial difference and therefore to die is to be corrupted and not 
only to be altered. Nor on the other hand can we say that he was absolutely non-
identical or other because he was not non-identical or other according to his 
whole substance. We must therefore say that he was the same in one respect 
and not the same in another respect, for he was the same with respect to matter 
but not the same with respect to form. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that 'man' denotes a nature, but 'son' 
denotes a hypostasis and so Christ can be called 'son of man' rather than 'man' 
during the three days of death. 
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To the second it must be said that that passage does not mean likeness with 
regard to everything but only with regard to occupation [of a place], for Christ 
was dead in the heart of the earth but Jonah was not dead in the whale's belly. 

Article 2: On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that no other 
suffering of Christ would have sufficed for the redemption of mankind 
without his death. 

1.  For the Apostle says in Galatians 2:21, "If there is justice from the law then 
Christ died in vain," that is uselessly and without cause. But if any other 
suffering sufficed then Christ died in vain. Now the Apostle regards this as 
inadmissible. Therefore, no other suffering of Christ would have sufficed 
for the redemption of mankind. 

2.  Moreover, that is said to be bought which is procured for a just price. Now 
a just price for the sin of the first parent by which mankind was sold into 
bondage could not be other than the life of Christ which is worth the lives 
of all men, which lives are removed through that sin, for through the first 
man's sin death entered into all, as Romans 5 says. Therefore, mankind 
could not have been redeemed through any other suffering of Christ 
without his death. 

3.  Further, Gregory says in Moralium 3 that "unless Christ had taken on 
himself an undeserved death, by no means would he free us from a 
deserved death." Therefore, no other suffering would have sufficed for 
mankind's liberation without his death. 

4.  Further, the Apostle says in Hebrews 10:14, that Christ "by one offering 
perfected forever those who are sanctified," and therefore there is no place 
for a second offering. But it is clear that Christ sustained many kinds of 
suffering before death - hungering, laboring, being spat upon, being 
beaten. If, therefore, these sufferings had sufficed he would not have 
offered himself for death. Yet he offered himself as a sacrifice to God for 
our sins, as is said in Ephesians 5, and this he did through his death. 
Therefore the suffering of Christ without his death would not have sufficed. 

But to the contrary: anyone's injury or suffering is measured from the dignity of 
his person, for a king suffers a greater injury if he is struck in the face than does 
any private person. But the dignity of Christ's person is infinite because he is a 
divine person; so any suffering of his, however little it be, is infinite. Therefore, 
any suffering of his would have sufficed for the redemption of mankind even 
without his death. Moreover, Bernard says that the least drop of Christ's blood 
would have sufficed for the redemption of mankind. However, a drop of Christ's 
blood could have been shed without his death, so even without his death he 
could have redeemed mankind through any suffering. 
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I answer: it must be said that two things are required for buying, namely the 
amount of the price and its allotment for buying something. For if someone 
should give a price not equivalent for acquiring something, there is not said to be 
a purchase absolutely but partly a purchase and partly a gift. For example, if 
someone should buy a book which is worth twenty libras for ten, he would partly 
buy the book and it would partly be given to him. On the other hand, if he should 
give an even greater price and not allot it for buying he would not be said to buy 
the book. Therefore, if we speak of mankind's redemption with regard to the 
amount of the price, so any suffering of Christ, even without his death, would 
have sufficed for the redemption of mankind because of the infinite dignity of the 
person. And in this manner the last two reasons proceed. 

If, however, we speak with regard to the allotment of the price, we must say that 
Christ's other sufferings without his death are not allotted for the redemption of 
mankind by God the Father and Christ. And there are three reasons for this. First, 
in order that the price of mankind's redemption might not only be infinite in value 
but also of the same genus, i.e., in order that he might redeem us from death 
through death.  
Second, in order that Christ's death might not only be the price of the redemption 
but also an example of virtue, namely in order that men should not fear to die for 
the truth. And the Apostle assigns these two causes in Hebrews 2:14-15 saying, 
"In order that through death he might destroy him who had command of death," 
as concerns the first, "and might free them who through their whole lives were 
subject to servitude through the fear of death," as regards the second.  
Third, in order that his death might also be a sacrament of salvation while we die 
to sin and carnal desires and our own feelings by the power of Christ's death. 
And this cause is assigned in 1 Peter 3:18: "Christ died once for our sins, the just 
for the unjust, in order that he might offer us to God, dead indeed in the flesh 
but brought to life in the spirit." And therefore, mankind is not redeemed through 
any other suffering without the death of Christ. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that Christ's death is not allotted for the 
redemption of mankind without cause, although a lesser suffering could have 
sufficed as we said. 

To the second it must be said that Christ would have paid a sufficient price for 
mankind's redemption not by paying with his life but even by undergoing any 
suffering if a lesser one had been divinely allotted for this. And this is because of 
the infinite dignity of the person of Christ, as we said. 

The other two reasons proceed from the fact that Christ's other sufferings were 
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not allotted so that mankind would be redeemed through them without Christ's 
death. 

Question 2: Then questions were asked about angels: first as to their 
composition, second as to the time of their motion. 

1.  whether an angel is a composite of essence and being (esse ) in 
the manner of a substance? 

2.  whether supposit and nature are diverse in an angel? 

Article 1: Whether an angel is composed of essence and being 
(esse ) in the manner of a substance? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that an angel is not composed of 
essence and being in the manner of a substance. 

1.  For the essence of an angel is the angel itself, because the quiddity of a 
simple thing is the simple thing itself. If, therefore, an angel were 
composed of being and essence, it would be composed of itself and 
another. But this is incoherent. So it is not composed of being and essence 
in the manner of a substance. 

2.  Moreover, no accident enters into the substantial composition of a 
substance. But an angel's being is an accident, for Hilary attributes 
properly to God in De trinitate that being is not an accident in him but is 
subsisting truth.' Therefore, an angel is not composed of essence and 
being in the manner of an essence. 

But to the contrary: the commentary on De causis says that "An intelligence, 
which we call an angel, has essence and being." 

I answer: it must be said that something is predicated of something in two ways 
— in the manner of an essence or in the manner of participation. 'Light' is 
predicated of an illumined body in the manner of participation, but if there were 
some separated light then it would be predicated of it in the manner of an 
essence. Therefore, we must say that 'being' (ens ) is predicated in the 
manner of an essence of God alone, inasmuch a divine being (esse ) is 
subsistent and absolute being. However, it is predicated of any creature in the 
manner of participation, for no creature is its being but rather is something which 
has being. So also we call God 'good' in the manner of an essence because he is 
goodness itself, we call creatures 'good' in the manner of participation because 
they have; goodness. For anything is good inasmuch as it is, according to what 
Augustine says in De doctrina christiana 1, that inasmuch as we are we are good.' 
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However, whenever something is predicated of another in the manner of 
participation, it is necessary that) there be something in the latter besides that in 
which it participates. And therefore, in any creature the creature itself which has 
being and its very being are other, and this is what Boethius says in De 
hebdomabidus , that being and what is are diverse in 
all entities except the first. 

But it must be known that something is participated in in two ways. In one way it 
is participated in as though belonging to the substance of the thing participating, 
as a genus is participated in by a species of it. However, a creature does not 
participate in being this way for that belongs to the substance of a thing which 
enters into its definition, but being (ens ) is not included in the definition 
of a creature because it is neither a genus nor a difference. So it is participated in 
as something not belonging to the thing's essence. And therefore, the question 
'Is it?' is different from the question 'What is it?' So, since all that is outside a 
thing's essence may be called an accident; the being which pertains to the 
question 'Is it?' is an accident. Therefore, the Commentator says on 
Metaphysica  that this proposition, 'Socrates is,' is an 
accidental predication when it signifies either a thing's being (entitatem) or the 
truth of a proposition." 

But it is true that this noun 'being' (ens ), when it signifies a thing to 
which such being (esse ) is attributable, signifies the thing's essence 
and according to this signification being is divided into the ten categories. But it 
does not signify univocally because it is not attributable to all things by the same 
intelligible notion but is attributable to substance through itself (per se) and to 
the other categories in another fashion." Therefore, if there is composition in an 
angel of essence and being, this is not a composition as from the parts of a 
substance but as from a substance and what adheres to the substance. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that sometimes a third thing results from 
those which are joined together; as the humanity by which a man is a man is 
constituted from soul and body so a man is composed of soul and body. 
Sometimes, however, a third thing does not result from those which are joined 
together but a kind of composite intelligible notion results, as when the notions 
'man' and 'white' go to make up the intelligible notion 'white man'. And in such 
things something is composed of itself and another, just as a white thing is 
composed of that which is white and whiteness. 

To the second it must be said that being is an accident, not as though related 
accidentally to a substance, but as the actuality of any substance. Hence God 
himself, who is his own actuality, is his own being. 
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Article 2: On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that supposit 
and nature are the same in an angel. 

1. For in these things which are composed of matter and form, supposit and 
nature differ because the supposit adds individual matter to the nature of the 
species. This cannot be the case in an angel if the angel is not composed of 
matter and form. Therefore, supposit and nature do not differ in an angel. 

2. But it was objected that in an angel the supposit differs from the nature 
inasmuch as the supposit is understood as something which has being but the 
nature is not. 

But to the contrary: just as being is not put in the definition of a nature so it 
would not be put in the definition of a supposit or singular if the supposit or 
singular were defined. Therefore, the supposit does.not differ from the nature 
through being so supposit and nature differ in no way. 

But to the contrary: in all creatures a nature constitutes a supposit. But nothing 
constitutes itself, so in no creature are supposit and nature the same. 

I answer: it must be stated that in order to understand this question, it is 
necessary to consider what supposit and nature are.lb Although we speak of 
nature in many ways, in one way we call the very substance of a thing the 
nature, insofar as 'substance' signifies a thing's essence or quiddity or what a 
thing is, as is said in Metaphysica  5.17 Therefore, as 
we use the term here 'nature' signifies what a definition signifies. Thus Boethius 
in De duabus naturis says that "nature is anything which a specific difference 
gives form to," for the specific difference completes the definition." But a supposit 
is a singular in the category of substance, and is called a hypostasis or first 
substance. And because sensible substances composed of matter and form are 
better known to us, let us first see how essence or nature is related to supposit in 
them. 

Some say that the form of the part is really the same as the form of the whole 
which is called the essence or nature and differs from it only conceptually. For it 
is called the form of the part inasmuch as it makes matter actually exist, but the 
form of the whole inasmuch as it constitutes the species. Thus the soul is called 
the form of the part inasmuch as it makes the body actually exist, and likewise 
the form of the whole inasmuch as it constitutes the human species (and in this 
way it is called humanity). And according to this position, in things composed of 
matter and form the nature is part of the supposit for the supposit is an individual 
composed of matter and form, as we said. 
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But the aforementioned position does not seem to be true because the nature or 
essence is that which a definition signifies. Yet a definition in natural things 
signifies not only form but also matter, as is said in 
Metaphysica  6. Nor can it be said that matter is put in 
the definition of a natural thing as something not belonging to its essence, for it 
is proper to an accident to be defined through something which is not its 
essence, namely through its subject, and therefore it has essence incompletely as 
Metaphysica 6 says. The only remaining possibility, therefore, is that in things 
composed of matter and form the essence or nature is not the form alone but the 
composite of matter and form. 

It remains to be considered whether, since a supposit or natural individual is 
composed of matter and form, it is the same as its essence or nature. And the 
Philosopher raises the question in Metaphysica  7 
where he inquires whether a thing and its quiddity are the same. And he 
determines that in cases of per se predication they are the same, but where there 
is predication per accidens, they are not the same. For a man is nothing other 
than that which is essential to man, for 'man' signifies nothing but a biped animal 
capable of walking. But a white thing is not entirely the same as the essence 
white which is signified by the term 'white' for 'white' only signifies a quality, as is 
said in the Categoriae ; however a white thing is a 
substance which has a quality. Therefore, in the case of anything to which 
something which does not belong to the intelligible structure of its nature can be 
accidental, the thing and the essence, or the supposit and the nature, differ. For 
in the signification of the nature is included only that which belongs to the 
intelligible structure of the species. But the supposit not only has what belongs to 
the intelligible structure of the species, but also other characteristics which are 
accidental to it. And therefore, the supposit is signified in the manner of a whole; 
however the nature or quiddity is signified as a formal part of it. 

In God alone, however, no accident is found outside his essence because his 
being is his essence, as we said. And therefore in God supposit and nature are 
entirely the same. But in an angel they are not entirely the same because 
something outside what belongs to the intelligible structure of its species is 
accidental to it, both because the very being of an angel is outside its essence or 
nature, and some other characteristics which belong entirely to the supposit are 
accidental to it but not to the nature. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that not only in composites of matter and 
form do we find some accident outside the essence of the species itself, but also 
in spiritual substances which are not composed of matter and form. And 
therefore, in both the supposit is not entirely the same as the nature itself. 
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However, it happens differently in each case for something is taken as an 
accident outside the intelligible structure of a thing in two ways. In one way 
because it does not enter into the definition signifying the essence of the thing 
but is, however, designative or determinative of some one of the essential 
principles. In this way rational is accidental to animal as belonging outside its 
definition and is, nonetheless, essentially determinative of 'animal'; hence it is 
essential to a man and belongs to the intelligible structure of a man. In the other 
way something is accidental to something because it is neither in its definition nor 
determinative of any of its essential principles. In this way whiteness is accidental 
to a man. Therefore, in both ways something which belongs outside the 
intelligible structure of the species is accidental to those things which are 
composed of matter and form. For since the intelligible structure of the human 
species comprehends man's composition of soul and body, the determination of 
body and soul which is from this soul and this body is outside the intelligible 
structure of the species and is accidental to a man as a man. But it is attributable 
of itself to this man to whose intelligible structure it would belong, if he were 
defined, that he be from this soul and this body, just as it pertains to the 
intelligible structure of man in general that he be composed of a soul and a body. 
Many other characteristics outside the intelligible structure of the species which 
are not determinative of the essential principles are also accidental to composites 
of matter and form. Soli( characteristics outside the intelligible structure of the 
species which are not determinative of the essential principles are accidental to 
created immaterial substances, as we said. However, some characteristics which 
are determinative of the species' essence are not accidental to them because the 
very nature of the species is not individuated through matter but through itself 
only, from the fact that such a form is not suited to being received in any matter; 
whence through itself only it is not capable of multiplication nor predicable of 
many/But because such a substance is not its being, something outside the 
intelligible structure of the species is accidental to it, namely being itself and 
certain other characteristics which are attributed to the supposit and not to the 
nature. Thus in such a substance the supposit is not entirely the same as the 
nature.  
To the second it must be said that not everything outside the intelligible structure 
of the species which is accidental to something is determinative of the very 
essence so that it is necessarily included in its intelligible structure, as we said. 
And therefore, although being itself does not belong to a supposit's intelligible 
structure, yet because it belongs to the supposit and does not belong to the 
nature's intelligible structure, it is clear that supposit and nature are not entirely 
the same in any cases in which a thing is not its being. 

To that which is objected on the contrary side it must be said that in composites 
of matter and form also a nature is said to constitute a supposit, not because a 
nature is one thing and a supposit another (for this is the case according to the 
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opinion of those who say that the nature oTf a species is only the form which 
constitutes the supposit as a whole), but because according to the manner of 
signifying, a nature is signified as a part for the aforesaid reason and a supposit 
is signified as a whole. A nature is signified as what constitutes, a supposit as 
what is constituted. 

Question 3: Then it was asked about the time through which God moves 
a spiritual creature, according to Augustine. 

Article: Whether the time which moves a spiritual creature and the time 
which measures a temporal creature are the same? 

Whether the time which moves a spiritual creature is the same as the time which 
measures the motions of corporeal things: it seems so. 

1.  Because neither Augustine nor any other philosopher ascribes a diversity of 
times. Therefore, it seems fruitless to do so. 

2.  Moreover, everything that exists, insofar as it exists, is one. If then there is 
not one time but diverse times, there will be no being, which is incoherent. 
Therefore, it is necessary to maintain only one time. 

But to the contrary: 

1.  the time by which corporeal motions are measured is the numbering of the 
motion of the first heaven, according to the Philosopher in 
Physica  4. But the time through which angels are moved 
does not have any relation to motion. Therefore that time is other than the 
time of corporeal things. 

2.  Moreover, nothing is common to what is perpetual and what is perishable 
except in name, as is said in Metaphysica  10. 
But angels are perpetual, and bodies are perishable. Therefore, their times 
are not the same. 

I answer: it must be said that, as Augustine says in De civitate Dei 2, there would 
not have been times unless there were a creature which changed something by 
some motion. Time follows on this change when things which are diverse and 
cannot exist simultaneously move and succeed one another.29 From this what 
the Philosopher says in Physica  4 is also understood: "It is 
necessary to speak of time according to the intelligible structure of motion, for 
time is the numbering of motion according to before and after." Therefore, all 
motions which can be measured by one measure have one time and if there are 
motions which cannot be measured by one measure, then necessarily their times 
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are diverse. However, since a measure is of like kind with what is measured, as 
Metaphysica  10 says, it is clear that all that belong to 
one genus can have one common measure, but what belong to diverse genera 
cannot. Now all continuous motions belong to one genus insofar as they are 
commensurable, and therefore they can have one common measure. For all are 
measured by the simplest in their genus, namely by the fastest motion of the first 
heaven, so there can be one common time for all continuous motions. This time 
indeed, although it seems to belong to the genus of the numbering of discrete 
things, because it is the numbering of these continuous things, namely motions, 
it becomes also itself continuous, just as ten simply understood is something 
discrete but ten lengths of cloth are something continuous. However, there 
cannot be one common measure of discrete and continuous things since it 
belongs to diverse genera insofar as they are measurable. 

And therefore it is necessary, if there be some noncontinuous motions, that their 
time be other than the motion by which continuous motions are measured. But 
clearly the motions of spiritual creatures, of which Augustine speaks when he 
says spiritual creatures are moved through time and not through place, are not 
continuous motions but certain discrete changes. For he says that a mind is 
moved through time either by remembering what was forgotten, or by learning 
what it did not know, or by willing what it did not will. So it is clear that since 
time has continuity only from motion, such time has no continuum and is 
different from the time of corporeal things. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that Augustine makes the difference of 
times understood from the very difference of the motions. 

To the second it must be said that something is one in that way in which it is said 
to exist. For what is said to exist according to species is one in species but not in 
number. So it does not follow that if there are many men that the species man 
does not exist. And likewise it does not follow that if there are many times time 
does not exist. 

Question 4: Then questions were asked concerning man: first as to the virtues, 
second as to sins, third as to punishments. Concerning the virtues, however, 
questions were asked both in relation to divine matters and human matters. 

Three questions were asked with regard to virtues in relation to divine 
matters: 

1.  concerning faith, whether someone would be bound to believe a Christ 
who did not perform visible miracles? 
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2.  concerning the sacrament of faith, whether the children of Jews are to be 
baptized when their parents are unwilling? 

3.  concerning tithes which are owed to ministers of the sacraments, whether 
someone can be excused from paying tithes because of a custom? 

Article 1: Whether men ought to have believed a Christ who did not 
perform visible miracles? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that men were not bound to believe 
a Christ who did not perform visible miracles. 

1.  For whoever does not do this to which he is bound, sins. But if men did not 
believe a Christ who did not perform miracles, they did not sin. Christ 
himself says in John 15:24, "If I had not done among them works which no 
one else did, they would not have had sin," and according to Augustine he 
is speaking of the sin of lack of faith.35 Therefore, men would not have 
been bound to believe Christ if he had not performed miracles. 

2.  Moreover, only a lawmaker or someone higher than him can change the 
law. But Christ taught some things which seemed to pertain to the 
abolition of the Old Law, such as that foods do not defile a man, and that it 
is permissible to work on the sabbath. If, therefore, he had not proved 
himself to be a lawmaker, it would not have been necessary to believe him. 
But he could not have proved this except through miracles since many 
miracles had preceded the law-making. Therefore, it was not necessary to 
believe Christ unless he had performed miracles. 

But to the contrary: 

3.  men are obligated to believe the first truth more than visible signs. But 
even though Christ had not performed miracles, he himself, being the true 
God, was the first truth. Therefore, even if he had not performed miracles, 
it was still necessary to believe him. 

4.  Moreover, the grace of union is greater than the grace which sanctifies.36 
But miracles do not sufficiently prove a sanctifying grace because, as 
Matthew 7:22 says to those who say to Christ at judgment, "Lord, we did 
many wonderful things in your name," it will be answered, "I did not know 
you." Therefore, much less do miracles suffice to prove a grace of union. If 
then men were not bound to believe Christ without miracles, even when 
miracles were performed they were not bound to believe the one who said 
he was God, which is clearly false. 

I answer: it must be stated that no one is bound to what is above his powers 
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except in the manner in which it is possible for him. However, believing is above 
man's natural power. Hence it arises from a gift of God, according to what the 
Apostle says in Ephesians 2:8, "For by grace you are saved through faith not from 
yourselves for it is the gift of God," and in Philippians 1:29, "It is given you not 
only to believe in him but to suffer for him as well." A man, therefore, is bound to 
believe insofar as he is helped by God to believe. 

Now God helps someone to believe in three ways.  
First through an inner calling, concerning which John 6:45 says, "Everyone who 
has heard and learned from the Father comes to me," and Romans 8:30 says, 
"Whom he predestined, these also he called."  
Second through outer teaching and preaching, according to the Apostle in 
Romans 10:17, "Faith comes from hearing, hearing however through the word of 
Christ."  
Third through outer miracles, whence 1 Cor. 14:22 says that signs are given to 
those lacking faith in order that they may be roused to faith through them. If 
Christ had not performed visible miracles, however, there still remained other 
ways of drawing to faith to which men would be bound to give assent. For men 
were bound to believe the authority of the law and the prophets. They were also 
bound not to resist an inner calling, as Isaiah 50:5 says concerning himself, "The 
Lord God opened my ear, but I did not resist nor turn away back," (as Acts 7:51 
says concerning some, "You always resist the Holy Spirit"). 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that among those works which Christ 
performed among men, we should also count the inner calling by which he drew 
some people. Gregory says in a homily that Christ through compassion drew Mary 
Magdalene from within whom he also received through gentleness without.37 We 
should also count his teaching since he himself also says (John 15:22), "If I had 
not come and spoken to them they had had no sin." 

To the second it must be said that Christ was able to show himself to be a 
lawmaker, not only by performing visible miracles, but also through the authority 
of scripture and through inner inspiration. 

To the third it must be said that the inner inspiration by which Christ could 
manifest himself without outer miracles pertains to the power of the first truth 
which illuminates and teaches man inwardly. 

To the fourth it must be said that visible miracles are performed by divine power 
in order to strengthen the virtue of faith, whence Mark 16:20 says concerning the 
apostles that "they preached everywhere, the Lord working with them and 
confirming the words with signs that followed." However, miracles are not always 
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performed in order to demonstrate the grace of him through whom they are 
performed. And therefore it can happen that someone without the grace which 
sanctifies may perform miracles. But it cannot happen that someone announcing 
a false doctrine should perform a true miracle which can only be performed by 
divine power, for thus God would be a witness to falsehood, which is impossible. 
Therefore, when Christ called himself the son of God and equal to God, the 
miracles which he performed confirmed his teaching, and Christ was shown to be 
God through them. However Peter, although he performed the same or greater 
miracles, was not proved to be God but through them also Christ was proved to 
be God because Peter did not teach that he himself, but rather Jesus Christ, was 
God. 

Article 2: Whether the children of Jews should be baptized when their 
parents are unwilling? 

On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that the children of Jews should 
be baptized when their parents are unwilling for them to be. 

1.  For the marriage bond is greater than the right of parental power because 
parental power can be dissolved by man when a child is emancipated, but 
the marriage bond cannot be dissolved by man, according to Matthew 
19:6, "Let man not separate whom God has joined together." The marriage 
bond is dissolved because of lack of belief, for the Apostle says in 1 Cor. 
7:15, "Because if an unbeliever departs, let him depart, for a brother or a 
sister is not bound in such cases," and canon law says that if an 
unbelieving spouse does not want to cohabit with the other, without 
affront to the creator, then the other spouse is not obligated to cohabit 
with him or her." Therefore, much more is the right of parental power 
removed because of lack of belief. So then, unbelieving Jews do not have 
the right of parental power over their children. Their children can therefore 
be baptized when the parents are unwilling. 

2.  Moreover, we ought more to aid men against the danger of eternal death 
than against the danger of temporal death. But if someone saw a man in 
danger of temporal death and did not aid him, he would sin. So since the 
children of Jews and other unbelievers are in danger of eternal death if 
they are left to their parents who instruct them in their lack of belief, it 
seems that they should be removed from them and baptized and instructed 
in the faith. 

3.  Moreover, slaves' children are slaves and in the power of their lords. But 
Jews are slaves of kings and princes, therefore so are their children, hence 
kings and princes have the power to do what they want concerning the 
children of Jews. Therefore, there would be no harm if they were baptized 
when their parents are unwilling. 
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4.  Further, any man belongs more to God from whom he has his soul than to 
his parent of the flesh from whom he has his body. So it is not unjust if the 
children of Jews be removed from their parents of the flesh and 
consecrated to God through baptism. 

5.  Further, baptism is more efficacious for salvation than is preaching because 
through baptism the stain of sin and guilt of punishment are removed at 
once, and the door of heaven is opened. But if danger follows from lack of 
preaching it is imputed to him who did not preach, as is said in Ezekiel 
3:18 and 33:6 concerning the man who saw the sword coming and did not 
sound the trumpet. Therefore, if the children of Jews are damned because 
of lack of baptism, all the more is it imputed as a sin to those who could 
baptize and did not. 

But to the contrary: harm must be done to no one. Now it would harm the Jews if 
their children were baptized when they were unwilling, because they would lose 
the right of parental power over their children as soon as the children joined the 
believers. Therefore, they must not be baptized when their parents are unwilling; 

I answer: it must be said that the custom of the Church has the greatest 
authority which must always be followed in all things, because even the very 
teaching of the catholic theologians has authority from the Church. Hence we 
should stand more on the Church's custom than on the authority of Augustine or 
Jerome or any teacher. Now the Church never had the practice of baptizing the 
children of Jews when their parents were unwilling, although in past times there 
were many very powerful catholic princes such as Constantine, Theodosius, and 
many others with whom very holy bishops were friendly, such as Silvester with 
Constantine, and Ambrose with Theodosius.40 These princes would not have 
neglected to obtain [the power] from them if this were harmonious with reason. 
And therefore it seems dangerous to assert anew, contrary to the custom so far 
observed in the Church, that the children of Jews may be baptized when their 
parents are unwilling. 

There are two reasons for this.  
One is because of the danger to the faith. For if children who do not yet have the 
use of reason undertake baptism, later when they arrive at adulthood they may 
easily be led by their parents to relinquish what they undertook when ignorant, 
and this might be turned to the detriment of the faith.  
The other reason is that it is contrary to natural justice. For a child naturally 
belongs to his parents. At first he is not distinguished from his parent physically 
so long as he is contained in his mother's womb. Later, after he passes out of the 
womb and before he has the use of free choice, he is in the care of his parents as 
in a kind of spiritual womb. For as long as a child does not have the use of 
reason he does not differ from a nonrational animal in what he does. So, just as a 
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cow or a horse belongs by civil law or the law of the people to the owner so that 
he may use it when he wants as his own instrument, so according to natural law 
a child before he has the use of reason is under his parents' care. It would then 
be against natural justice if a child before he had the use of free choice were 
taken away from his parents' care or if something were ordered concerning him 
against his parents' will. However, after he begins to have the use of free choice 
he begins to be his own person and can provide for himself with regard to those 
things which pertain to divine or natural law. And then he should be led to the 
faith, not by compulsion but by persuasion, and he can also consent to the faith 
and be baptized when his parents are unwilling — not, however, before he has 
the use of reason. 

Hence it is said of the children of parents in ancient times that they were saved in 
their parents' faith, through which we are given to understand that it is up to the 
parents to provide for their children's salvation, especially before they have the 
use of reason. 

Therefore, to the first it must be stated that in the marriage bond each spouse 
has the use of free choice and each can assent to the faith when the other is 
unwilling. But this is not so with a child before he has the use of reason. The 
likeness holds after he has the use of reason, if he wants to be converted. 

To the second it must be stated that no one must be taken away from temporal 
death against the order of the civil law. For example if someone is condemned to 
death by its judge, no one ought to rescue him violently. Neither then ought 
anyone violate the order of natural law by which a child is under his parents' care 
in order to free him from the danger of eternal death. 

To the third it must be said that the Jews are slaves of princes by a civil servitude 
which does not exclude the order of natural or divine law. 

To the fourth it must be said that man is ordered to God through reason through 
which he can know God. So a child before he has the use of reason is ordered to 
God by a natural order through the reason of his parents to whose care he is 
naturally subject. And divine things must be done concerning him according to 
their disposition. 

To the fifth it must be said that the danger following from neglected preaching 
threatens only him to whom the duty of preaching was from men making 
particular determinations about particular matters on the basis of the precepts of 
natural law. Divine law is that given by God to direct men to their supernatural 
end, e.g., the Old and New Laws. 
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Article 3: Whether some people can be excused from the law of paying 
tithes because of a custom? 

On the third we proceed as follows: it seems that some people are excused from 
the law of paying tithes because of a custom. For there is more reason to receive 
tithes than there is not to give them. But because of a custom, in some lands 
some soldiers receive tithes and this is tolerated by the Church. Therefore, all the 
more are some people excused from paying tithes because of a custom, nor are 
they obligated to pay them. 

But to the contrary: divine law is not abolished because a custom is lacking, but 
tithes are owed because of a divine law, therefore the law requiring payment of 
tithes is not abolished through lack of a custom. Men are then bound to pay 
tithes, a contrary custom notwithstanding. 

I answer: it must be said that those things which pertain to positive law are 
abolished through lack of a custom. But no lack of a custom can abolish those 
things which are from natural or divine law, for no lack of a custom can make it 
permissible to steal or commit adultery. Therefore, in connection with the 
proposed question we must consider whether giving tithes pertains to divine law 
or to positive human law. 

Now divine law is contained in the New and Old Testaments. In the New 
Testament, no precept seems to be given concerning payment of tithes, either in 
evangelic or apostolic teaching. For what Matthew 23:23 says concerning the 
payment of tithes, "It was necessary to do these and not to omit those," and 
what the Pharisee says in Luke 18:12, "I give tithes of all that I possess," seem to 
pertain to the condition of the Old Testament rather than to impose a form of 
observance of the New Testament. 

In the Old Testament, however, there was a threefold genus of precepts. Some 
were moral precepts, some judicial, some ceremonial. Moral precepts were 
engrafted in the natural reason to which men are obligated at all times — "Honor 
your father and mother," "Do not commit adultery," "Do not steal," and the like. 
Judicial precepts are those through which trials were conducted, e.g., if someone 
steals one sheep he should return four, and such precepts are not engrafted in 
natural reason for natural reason does not hold that one who steals a sheep 
should return four rather than three or five, but rather a moral precept is 
determined through such precepts. Natural reason holds that one who steals 
ought to be punished, but that he be punished by such and such a punishment is 
determined through a judicial precept. Moreover, the ceremonial precepts of the 
Old Law are those which pertain to the observance of divine worship and were 
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ordained to symbolize something future, just as the sacrifice of the paschal lamb 
symbolized the killing of Christ. 

Therefore, we must consider whether the precept concerning the payment of 
tithes is moral, judicial, or ceremonial. For if it is moral, all are bound to it in all 
times, a contrary custom notwithstanding. But this does not seem to be the case 
because natural reason does not dictate that a man should give a tenth part to 
the ministers of God rather than an eleventh or a ninth part of the fruit of his 
labor. If it is a judicial precept, men are not bound to give tithes, just as all are 
not bound to judge according to the judgments written in the Old Law because 
those judicial precepts were specially given to those people with their conditions 
taken into account, for they do not settle things the same way for all. However, if 
it is a ceremonial precept it not only would not obligate but its observance would 
even lead to sin, for if someone sacrificed a paschal lamb he would sin because 
the symbols ceased after the coming of the Truth. Therefore, we must say, as 
past teachers have done, that some precepts of the law are purely moral, such as 
"Do not kill," "Do not steal." Some are purely ceremonial such as the sacrifice of a 
paschal lamb and circumcision. And some are intermediate, moral in a way and 
ceremonial in a way, as the precept concerning the observation of the sabbath is 
moral as it concerns the allotment of a time of rest for freedom for divine 
matters, because natural reason maintains this; but the allotment of the seventh 
day is due to God's determination for the sake of some symbol; hence this is a 
ceremonial precept. 

So then the precept concerning the payment of tithes is indeed in some way a 
moral one in providing that they who are free for divine obedience for the whole 
people's sake may be supported by the people's stipends as also they who serve 
in other offices of the state are supported by the whole people. And this precept 
is proposed in the New Testament in this manner, for the Lord says in Matthew 
10:10, "The worker is worthy of his food," and the Apostle says in 1 Cor. 9:14, 
"The Lord ordained that they who preach the Gospel live from the Gospel, and 
they who serve the altar live from the altar." But a determined amount of tithes 
does not pertain to natural law nor is the precept a moral one, but it is 
ceremonial inasmuch as it is related to symbolizing something about Christ, or it 
is even judicial according to its suitability for that people among whom, because 
there was a multitude of ministers, there was need for such taxation for the 
support of God's ministers. 

Therefore, this common law, to provide for the ministers of God in the necessities 
of life, is from divine law like a moral precept, and from natural law. However, it 
is up to any prince who can establish laws to determine the natural common law 
through a positive law, for positive law is nothing but the determination of natural 
law. (For example, natural law holds that a malefactor should be punished, but 
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that he be punished by a particular punishment is determined through a positive 
law). Therefore, because the Church has the power of establishing law in matters 
which pertain to the worship of God, the amount of what the people are to give 
the ministers of God could be determined by Church statute. And in order that 
there might be some agreement of the Old and New Testaments, the Church 
decreed that the taxation of the Old Testament be kept also in the New. Hence 
all are obliged to tithes willy nilly. The Church could, however, decree, if there 
were cause, either a greater or a lesser amount, e.g., that an eighth be given, or 
a twelfth, as well as that a tenth be given. So no contrary custom frees a man 
from the obligation of paying tithes because this obligation is founded on divine 
and natural law. " This is explained more fully in ST 2-2, q. 87, a.l, Blackfriars ed., 
39: 140-143. A tenth is something ceremonial in that it signifies a future 
perfection, for ten is a perfect number; it is judicial also in the sense that it took 
into consideration the conditions of the twelve tribes of Israel, eleven of which 
gave a tenth part of what they had to the Levite tribe so that the members of 
that tribe, who devoted themselves to divine ministries (Num. 18:21), might live 
more honorably. 

Hence men are always bound to pay tithes if the Church demands, a contrary 
custom notwithstanding. And in the lands in which there is a custom that tithes 
be paid, the custom itself, as it were, demands the tithes, hence he who would 
not pay would sin. But in lands in which it is not the common custom that tithes 
be given and the Church does not require them, the Church seems to renounce 
them so long as it ignores them. And therefore, men in those lands do not sin in 
not giving tithes for it would be difficult to say that all the men of Italy and the 
Eastern parts who do not pay tithes would be damned. 

And we can get such an argument from the Apostle who, when the necessities of 
life were due him by those to whom he preached, however did not take them nor 
did they sin who did not give to him, otherwise he had done wrongly by them in 
not taking them, especially since he himself says in Acts 20:27, "I have not 
evaded declaring to you every counsel of God." Therefore, the Apostle did not 
demand what was due him lest some hindrance be given to the Gospel, as he 
himself says there. Hence the rectors of the churches would not do well if they 
demanded tithes in those lands in which it is not the custom for them to be 
given, if they believed with probability that they would give rise to a scandal from 
doing so. 

Therefore, to that which is objected on the contrary side it must be said that 
soldiers who receive tithes in some lands do not have the right to do so for this 
right is a spiritual one owed the ministers of God; hence it does not fall on a lay 
person. But those temporal things which are demanded by the law are given 
some soldiers from a concession of the Church because of a service they 
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performed for the Church; in the same way the Church can renounce those fruits 
of labor which are due as tithes but it does not renounce the right of demanding 
tithes nor remove the debt of paying them. 

Question 5: Then it was asked concerning these things which pertain to 
the virtues in relation to human affairs. And two questions were asked: 

1.  whether a child is bound to obey his parents of the flesh in indifferent 
matters? 

2.  whether a seller is bound to tell a buyer a defect in an item sold? 

Article 1: Whether a child is bound to obey his parents of the flesh in 
everything? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that a child is bound to obey his 
parents of the flesh in everything. 

1.  For it is said in Deuteronomy 21:18-21, if a man begat an obstinate and 
shameless son who does not hear his mother's or father's command, the 
people of the city should strike him down with stones. Such a punishment 
would not be inflicted unless he sinned gravely by not obeying, so children 
are bound to obey their parents of the flesh in all things. 

2.  Moreover, the Apostle says in Colossians 3:21, "Children, obey your 
parents in all matters." 

3.  Further, although affirmative moral precepts do not obligate for all times, it 
is yet never permissible to act contrary to them. But there is an affirmative 
moral precept concerning honoring one's parents. Therefore it is not 
permissible to be irreverent to a parent, which would be the case if his 
command were not obeyed. Hence a child is bound to obey his parents in 
all things. 

 
But to the contrary: spiritual parents must not be obeyed less but more than 
parents of the flesh, as the Apostle maintains in Hebrews 12:9. But subordinates 
are not bound to obey spiritual parents in indifferent matters, for religious who 
profess obedience are only bound to obey their prelates in those matters which 
are according to the Rule, as Bernard says in De dispensatione et praecepto.43 
Therefore, neither are children bound to obey their parents of the flesh in 
indifferent matters. 

I answer: it must be said that, since obedience is due a superior, the duty of 
obedience is extended as far as his authority. Now a father of the flesh first has 

http://www.op-stjoseph.org/Students/study/thomas/QDquodlib.htm (56 of 83) [6/14/2009 12:17:05 AM]



Aquinas: QQ Quolibetales 1-2

authority over a child with regard to domestic life, for the head of the family is 
related to the home as a king to a realm; hence just as the king's subjects are 
bound to obey him in those matters which pertain to the government of the 
realm, so are children and other domestic members bound to obey the head of 
the family in those matters which pertain to the management of the home. The 
father has authority secondly with regard to moral instruction. Hence the Apostle 
says in Hebrews 12:9, "Indeed we had fathers of the flesh who taught us and we 
revered them." For the father owes the child not only upbringing but also 
instruction, as the Philosopher says. In these areas then the child is bound to 
obey his father of flesh, and not in others. 

Therefore to the first it must be said that Moses speaks there of the paternal 
command which pertains to moral instruction, so in the same place it is said, "He 
despises to hear our counsels, he has leisure to devote himself to dissipation and 
reveling and riotous living." (Deut. 21:20) 

To the second it must be said that the Apostle says parents must be obeyed in all 
matters to which their authority extends. To the third it must be said he does not 
exhibit irreverence to one who gives rules if he does not obey him in those 
matters in which he is not bound to obey. 

Article 2: Whether a seller is bound to tell a buyer about a defect in an 
item sold? 

On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that a seller is not bound to tell a 
buyer about a defect in an item sold. 

1.  Because according to civil laws, buyer and seller can deceive each other. 
But there could be no deception if a seller were bound to tell a buyer about 
a defect in an item sold. Therefore, he is not bound to do so. 

2.  But it was objected that the laws do not speak with regard to the court of 
conscience, and that we speak now according to a contentious court. To 
the contrary: according to the Philosopher in Ethica 2, the lawmaker's 
intention is to make good citizens." Therefore, what is permissible 
according to the laws is not contrary to virtue and so also is not contrary to 
conscience. 

But to the contrary: 

1.  he is so obligated because according to civil laws, if someone sells a sickly 
animal he is obligated with respect to the defect. Hence he is bound to tell 
a buyer about the defect. 
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2.  Moreover, Tully says in De officiis that it is part of a good man's duty to tell 
a buyer the reason for which a thing might be sold at a lower price. Now a 
defect in an item sold is such a reason, so a seller is bound to tell a buyer 
about a defect in an item sold. 

I answer: it must be said that something pertains to the good of men to which 
men are not however bound, as it pertains to the good of men that one give his 
goods liberally to a friend although he is not bound to this. And something 
pertains to the good of men to which one is bound, namely that one pay 
someone what is just, for it is an act of justice that what is owed someone be 
paid him. And therefore, every seller is bound to make a just sale but not to 
make a liberal sale by giving up some of the just price. Now justice is a kind of 
equality, as is said in Ethica  5. There is therefore a just sale when 
the price received by the seller is equivalent to the thing sold, but there is an 
unjust sale if it is not equivalent but he receives more. So if a defect in the thing 
sold makes the thing worth less than the price imposed by the seller, the sale will 
be unjust; hence he sins in hiding the defect. However, if it does not make the 
thing worth less than the price imposed, perhaps because the seller imposes a 
lower price because of the defect, then he does not sin in being silent about the 
defect because the sale is not unjust. And perhaps it would be detrimental to him 
if he did tell because the buyer would want to have the thing for an even lower 
price than it was worth. But he would act liberally if he held loss to himself in 
contempt in order that he might satisfy another person's will, although he is not 
bound to do this. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that that statement of the law does not 
mean that it is permissible for a simple seller to deceive a buyer and conversely. 
But something is said to be permissible according to the law when it is not 
punished through the law, as a petition for divorce was permitted according to 
the Old Law. 

To the second it must be said that the law's precepts are capable of leading to 
perfect virtue. Now acts of perfect virtue do not fall under a precept of human 
law but human law prohibits some more serious sins in order that gradually men, 
having been drawn back from evils, may be conducted to virtue through their 
own persons. However, it permits some lesser sins and does not inflict 
punishment on them because the multitude of men is certainly not found without 
them, and among such is the deception between buyers and sellers for there are 
a great many who want to buy cheap and sell dear, as Augustine says in De 
trinitate .4B 

Indeed to that which first is objected on the contrary side, it must be said that we 
must understand that to be the case when the disease of the beast makes it 
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worth less than the price for which it is sold. 

To the second it must be said that Tully says that a good man is not silent 
concerning a defect of an item sold because deceiving someone does not pertain 
to the good of men. But it is not deception if what he is silent about with regard 
to the thing sold does not make the thing worth less than the price he receives 
for it. 

Question 6: Then two questions were asked about sins: 

1.  whether it is a sin to seek a ruling office? 
2.  whether it is a sin for a preacher to have his eye on temporal matters? 

Article 1: Whether it is a sin to seek a ruling office? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that it is a sin to seek a ruling office. 

1.  For it does not seem that we can seek without sin that which existed only 
in the state of corrupted nature and not in the state of innocence. Now 
ruling positions did not exist in the latter state but began to exist after the 
first sin when it was said to woman in Genesis 3:16, "You will be under the 
man's power." Therefore, it is a sin to seek a higher office. 

2.  Moreover, desire seems to concern those things which pertain to the state 
of future glory. Now in the future all ruling positions will cease, as the 
Glossa on 1 Cor. 15:24 says. Therefore, it is a sin to seek a ruling office. 

But to the contrary: 1 Timothy 5:17 says, "Let elders who rule well be held 
worthy of a double honor." But it is not a sin to seek that for which honor is due 
when it is due only for virtue. Hence it is not a sin to seek a ruling office. 

I answer: it must be said that Augustine solves this question in De 
civitate Dei  19 where he says that a ruling office, 
without which the people cannot be governed, is not fittingly sought even if it be 
administered as is fitting, because he who seeks a ruling office is either proud or 
unjust.S° Now it is a matter of injustice for someone to want to take more honor 
for himself, either power or other goods, unless he is worthy of greater things, as 
is said in Ethica  5, 3, but it is a matter of pride and presumption 
for someone to esteem himself to be more worthy for a ruling office than all 
those over whom he takes offices. Hence clearly whoever seeks a ruling office is 
either unjust or proud. And therefore, no one ought to succeed to a ruling office 
by his desire, but only by God's judgment, according to what the Apostle says in 
Hebrews 5:4, "No one takes honor for himself except the one who is called by 
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God as Aaron was." But anyone is permitted to desire himself to be worthy of a 
ruling office, or to desire the works of a good prelate for which honor is due. 

Therefore, the response to the last argument is clear. 

Indeed the first two arguments do not conclude rightly because even those things 
which did not exist in the state of innocence nor will exist in the state of glory can 
be permissibly sought, such as being subject to another, repentance, and the like 
(although ruling offices in some sense existed in the state of innocence and will 
exist in the state of glory as far as superiority of degree, and government or rule 
are concerned, but not as far as compulsory servitude is concerned). 

Article 2: Whether it is a sin for a preacher to have his eye on temporal 
matters? 

On the second we proceeded as follows: it seems that it is a sin for a preacher to 
have his eye on temporal matters. For it is said in Luke 12:31, "Seek first the 
kingdom of God," on which the Glossa says, "i.e., eternal goods," "and all these 
will be added to you," to which the Glossa adds, "even to those not seeking 
them." 52 Therefore, it is not permissible for a preacher to have his eye on 
temporal matters. 

But to the contrary: 1 Cor. 9:10 says, "He who plows ought to plow in hope," to 
which the Glossa adds, "of temporal stipends." So it is permissible for a preacher, 
concerning whom it speaks there, to have his eye on temporal matters. 

I answer: it must be said that having an eye on earthly things happens in two 
ways. In one way it happens with regard to payment or reward, and in this way it 
is not permissible for a preacher to have his eye on earthly things because he 
would then make the Gospel venal. In the other way it happens with regard to 
the stipends necessary to support life, and in this way it is permissible for a 
preacher to have his eye on earthly things. Hence on 1 Timothy 5:17, "Let the 
elders that rule, etc.," Augustine's gloss says, "It is a matter of necessity to take 
the means of living, it is a matter of charity to supply them. However, the Gospel 
is not venal because of those who do, for if they so sell, they sell a great thing 
cheaply. Therefore, let them take the necessities of life from the people, and the 
reward of dispensation from the Lord." 

And through this the response to the objections is clear. 

Question 7: Two questions were asked concerning punishments 
themselves: 
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1.  whether a separated soul can be acted upon by corporeal fire? 
2.  whether one of two individuals worthy of the same punishment lingers 

longer in Purgatory than the other? 

Article 1: Whether a separated soul can be acted upon by corporeal 
fire? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that a soul separated from the body 
cannot be acted upon by corporeal fire. 

1.  For according to the Philosopher, things that do not touch each other do 
not act upon each other. Now corporeal fire does not touch a soul 
separated from the body since it does not have corporeal boundaries; 
however, things that touch each other have their boundaries together. 
Hence a separated soul is not acted upon by corporeal fire. 

2.  Moreover, those things that are acted upon by each other can be 
converted into each other. But the soul cannot be converted into corporeal 
fire nor conversely, so the soul cannot be acted upon by corporeal fire. 

3.  Moreover, Bernard says that nothing burns in hell except the proper will. 
But the proper will, since it is something spiritual, cannot be the matter of 
corporeal fire. Therefore, a soul separated from the body cannot be acted 
upon by corporeal fire. 

But to the contrary: it says in Isaiah 66:24, "Neither shall their fire be quenched." 

I answer: it must be said that to be acted upon is spoken of in many ways. In the 
general sense, to be acted upon is the same as to receive, inasmuch as feeling 
and understanding are cases of being acted upon. And in this way a soul 
conjoined to a body is acted upon by corporeal things in sensing and 
understanding them, but whether it can be acted upon by corporeal things in this 
way when separated from the body is another question, because some say that 
the soul separated from the body, and even an angel, can receive cognition from 
sensible things. But even if this opinion were true, to be acted upon by sensing 
and understanding is to be perfected and not to be punished, unless perhaps 
accidentally inasmuch as what is sensed or understood is repugnant to the will. 
But sensing and understanding considered in themselves are not punitive. In the 
proper sense, being acted upon is an opposition of agent to patient, as we are 
said to be acted upon when something happens to us which is contrary to our 
nature or will. Weakness and sadness are said to be cases of being acted upon in 
this sense. And indeed to be acted upon in this sense can occur in two ways. It 
can occur through the receiving of a contrary form, as water is acted upon by fire 
inasmuch as fire heats it and consequently water's natural quality is lessened. In 
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this way a separated soul cannot be acted upon by corporeal fire because it 
cannot be heated or dried nor be changed according to any form or quality of 
corporeal fire. In the other way we say that all that is in any way kept from its 
proper impetus or inclination is acted upon, as we say a falling stone is acted 
upon when it is impeded in such a way that it cannot fall down, and as we say a 
man is acted upon when he is detained or bound so that he cannot go where he 
wants. And in this way, through a kind of binding the soul is acted upon by 
corporeal fire as Augustine says in De civitate 
Dei  21. It is not against nature for a spirit to be bound to a body since we 
see the soul naturally bound to the body to give it life. Demons also, through 
necromancy, are bound by the power of higher demons to some images or other 
things. All the more then can spirits be bound to corporeal fire by means of divine 
power, not so as to give life but so as to receive punishment, as Augustine says. 
But because what has lesser power cannot by its power bind that which has 
greater power, no body can bind a spirit, which has greater power, except by 
means of some higher power. And because of this it is said that corporeal fire 
acts upon a separated soul, not by its own power but insofar as it is an 
instrument of divine vindicating justice. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that fire touches the soul, not indeed by a 
mathematical contact which is understood according to quantitative boundaries, 
but rather by contact of a power not its own but which it has insofar as it is an 
instrument of divine justice. 

To the second it must be said that that argument proceeds concerning the being 
acted upon which comes through the reception of a contrary form. 

To the third it must be said that the proper will is said to burn in hell because it 
deserves the heat. 

Article 2: Whether one of two persons who are worthy of the same 
punishment lingers longer in Purgatory than the other? 

On the second we proceeded as follows: it seems that one of two persons who 
are deserving of equal punishment cannot be freed from Purgatory more quickly 
than the other. 

1.  For judgment after death is not of man but of God who judges according 
to the truth, as is said in Romans 2:2. But God would judge against the 
truth if a more severe punishment for the senses were inflicted on one of 
them who are deserving of equal punishment than on the other. Now delay 
of glory is a greater punishment than the painfulness of punishment for the 
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senses because, as Chrysostom says in Super Matth., to be cut off from 
the divine vision is a greater punishment than any punishment for the 
senses. Therefore, one of those persons who are deserving of equal 
punishment cannot suffer a greater delay of glory than the other who is 
more quickly freed. 

2.  Further, according to Augustine something is called evil because it harms 
and it harms because it removes a good. Delay of glory, however, removes 
a greater good, namely an uncreated good, so it is a greater evil. And so 
the same as in argument 1. 

But to the contrary: 

3.  the Master says in 4 Sent., d. 45, that he for whom many prayers are said 
is freed from Purgatory's punishments more quickly.62 However, it 
happens that more prayers are said for one of them who are deserving of 
equal punishment than for the other. So one will be freed more quickly. 

4.  Moreover, at the end of the world are found some who have sins needing 
cleansing, whose delay from glory will not be as long as that of those who 
bring such sins to Purgatory, because the delay between death and 
resurrection will be short, as Augustine says. Hence for the same reason 
now also, one of those who bring equal sins can be delayed less from glory 
than the other and so he will be more quickly freed from the punishments. 

I answer: it must be said that this question is founded on the power of prayers — 
whether prayers made for someone avail only for that person for whose liberation 
they are made, or for others also. Concerning this matter some said that they do 
not avail more for the former than for the others; rather they perhaps avail more 
for the others if these are better disposed to receive the power of the prayers. 
And they use an example: it is as if a candle lit in a home for a wealthy man who 
is blind gives light to all living in the house and perhaps gives more light to others 
if they have clearer vision. According to this opinion, one of two persons who are 
detained in Purgatory because of equal faults cannot be freed more quickly than 
the other. 

But I do not regard this opinion as true because the prayer of one avails for 
another for two reasons. It avails in one way because of the unity of charity, 
because all who are in charity are like one body and just as the hand is devoted 
to the whole body and likewise to any member of the body, so the good of one 
redounds to all. Thus any good done by someone avails anyone who is in charity, 
according to Psalm 119 (1 18):63, "I am the companion of all who fear you and 
of those who keep your commandments." It avails also in another way if 
someone's act is transferred to another through his intention, for example if 
someone pays a debt for another person, because there is the same result as if 
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that one had paid it for himself. So in the first way a good work avails through 
the manner of merit whose root is charity. But in the second way the work of one 
avails the other through the manner of satisfaction, since one can satisfy for 
another if the former so intends. And such value is understood to be in prayers 
which are made in order that through them men may be freed from the debt of 
punishment. And so we must say that prayers made in this latter manner avail 
only for those for whom they are made and, if many prayers are made for 
someone he is more quickly freed from the punishment of Purgatory than others 
for whom they are not made, even if they brought equal sins with them. But we 
must concede that prayers made for one avail for all inasmuch as all who know 
rejoice out of charity in the good things that are done out of charity. And in this 
sense it is true that the prayers avail more for those for whom they are not made 
if these have greater charity. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that the punishment of being cut off from 
the divine vision, either absolutely or for a time, is not as such (per se) due for a 
venial sin since it does not involve a turning away from God, but that some are 
delayed from the divine vision for a time happens accidentally, because as long 
as they are deserving of any punishment they cannot participate in the highest 
happiness which consists of the vision. Justice, howevers, considers a punishment 
due as such (per se) for a sin, not however that which follows accidentally. 

Through this the response to the second is clear. 

We concede the third and likewise the fourth. However, those who are found 
alive at the end of the world will have few sins needingcleansing, having been 
purged by preceding tribulations. It will also be accomplished so that the 
painfulness of the punishment for a moderate amount of time makes up for the 
length of punishment in others. 

Question 8: Two questions were asked concerning the forgiveness of 
sins: 

1.  whether a sin against the Holy Spirit is unforgiveable? 
2.  whether a crusader who dies before he can take the journey across the sea 

has full forgiveness of sins? 

Article 1: Whether a sin against the Holy Spirit is unforgiveable? 

On the first we proceed as follows: it seems that a sin against the Holy Spirit is 
unforgiveable, for the dignity and majesty of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are 
one. But a sin against the Son is not unforgiveable, for Matthew 12:32 says, 
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"Whoever has spoken a word against the son of man, it will be forgiven him." So 
a sin against the Holy Spirit is not unforgiveable. 

But to the contrary: it is said in the same place, "Whoever has spoken a word 
against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven him either in this world or in the one 
to come." 

I answer: it must be said that a sin against the Holy Spirit has been spoken of in 
three ways. For teachers before Augustine understood a sin against the Holy 
Spirit to be a blasphemy against the Holy Spirit or its works, or even against the 
divinity of God the Father or the Son, because in the common sense the Holy 
Spirit is also Father and Son, because God is spirit as John 4:24 says. However, 
they understand a sin against the Son of Man to be a blasphemy against Christ 
according to his human nature. And the Jews sinned against Christ in both ways. 
They sinned against him in the first way by attributing the miracles which he 
performed through the Holy Spirit and by the power of his divinity to the prince of 
demons. They sinned against him in the second way saying, "Behold, a 
gluttonous man, a drunkard, and a friend of publicans," Matthew 11:19. 
Therefore, Chrysostom calls this second blasphemy forgiveable since they had an 
excuse because of the weakness of the flesh that they saw in Christ, but he calls 
the other blasphemy unforgiveable because they had no excuse since they saw 
clear signs of the Holy Spirit and divinity. Because of this, according to him, this 
blasphemy was not forgiven those who persevered in it, either in this world or in 
the one to come, for in this world they were punished for it through the Romans, 
and in the one to come they will be tortured in hell. 

According to Augustine, forgiveness of sins is attributed to the Holy Spirit which is 
the charity of the Father and the Son.6S There-fore, he sins against the Holy 
Spirit or blasphemes who says the word in his heart, mouth, or work and who 
does this unrepentant to the end of his life in such a way that forgiveness of sins 
is not granted him. And then it is plain that this sin against the Holy Spirit is not 
forgiven either in this world or in the world to come. 

Modern teachers indeed said that because power is attributed to the Father, 
wisdom to the Son, and goodness to the Holy Spirit, a sin from weakness is a sin 
against the Father, a sin from ignorance is a sin against the Son, a sin from a 
fixed malice is a sin against the Holy Spirit. Therefore, because ignorance or 
weakness excuses a sin either wholly or partly, they say that a sin against the 
Father or the Son is forgiven because it either totally lacks fault or it lessens the 
fault. Malice indeed does not excuse a sin but makes it worse and therefore a sin 
against the Holy Spirit is not forgiven either wholly or partly because it does not 
have in itself any aspect of forgiveness to lessen the fault. And if it is sometimes 
forgiven this is due more to the pity of a forgiving God who cures even incurable 
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diseases than to the remissibility of the sin. 

And through this the solution to the objections is clear. 

Article 2: Whether a crusader who dies before he takes the journey 
across the sea has a plenary indulgence for his sins? 

On the second we proceed as follows: it seems that a crusader who dies before 
he takes the journey has full indulgence for his sins. 

1.  For in order that an indulgence avail someone, it is required that he be 
truly penitent and confessed, as the papal letter says. Now a crusader who 
dies before he has taken the journey has all these things which are 
required according to the form of the letter for the receiving of full 
indulgence for his sins. Therefore, he receives it fully. 

2.  Further, only God forgives sins as far as the fault is concerned, so when 
the pope gives an indulgence for all sins this is not to be referred to the 
fault but to the totality of the punishments. Therefore, he who takes the 
cross according to the form of the papal letter will suffer no punishment for 
his sins and so he will ascend to heaven at once accompanied by full 
forgiveness of his sins. 

But to the contrary: 

3.  Augustine says in De trinitate  15 that 
removing the sword is not the same thing as healing the wound." For the 
sword of sin is removed through forgiveness of sin; however the wound is 
healed through the refashioning of God's image which is accomplished 
through works of satisfaction. But the crusader who dies before taking the 
journey underwent no labor towards the refashioning of his image so the 
wound is not yet healed and he will not be able to arrive in glory at once 
before suffering the punishments of Purgatory. 

4.  Moreover, any priest uses such words: "I absolve you from all your sins." 
Therefore, if the dying crusader should rise to glory, for the same reason 
so would any other person absolved by any priest. This is incoherent. 

I answer: it must be said that, in order to clear up this question, the work of one 
person can satisfy for another to whom it is referred through the intention of the 
one performing it, as we said above in article 1. However, Christ shed his blood 
for his Church and did and suffered much else besides, the estimate of which is 
of infinite value because of the worth of the person suffering. Hence it is said in 
Wisdom 7:14 that "there is an infinite amount" in that "treasury for men." 
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Likewise, all the other saints had the intention in the things they suffered and did 
for God's sake that these would not only be useful for them but also for the 
whole Church. Therefore, the whole treasury is in the dispensation of him who 
rules the universal Church, since the Lord committed to Peter the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven (Matthew 16:19). So when the welfare or necessity of the 
Church itself demands this, he who rules the Church can share with someone 
who through charity becomes a member of the Church as much as seemed 
suitable to him from that infinite treasury, either to the total forgiveness of 
punishments or up to some determined quantity — and in such a way that the 
suffering of Christ and the other saints is imputed to this person as though the 
himself had suffered as much as sufficed for the forgiveness of his sins, just as 
happens when one satisfies for another, as we said. 

Therefore, for indulgence to avail someone three things are needed: first a cause 
pertaining to God's honor or the Church's necessity or welfare; second the 
authority in the one who grants indulgences, for the pope can do so principally 
and others can inasmuch as they receive either ordinary or committed, that is 
delegated power from him; third that he who wants to receive the indulgence be 
in a state of charity. And these three conditions are designated in the papal 
letter. For the appropriate cause is designated in what was premised concerning 
the aid of the Holy Land, the authority indeed in that mention is made of the 
authority of the apostles Peter and Paul and of the pope himself, the charity of 
the recipient in these words, "To all penitents and confessed people." It does not 
say, "and those making satisfaction" because an indulgence does not excuse one 
from contrition and confession but takes the place of satisfaction. Hence we must 
say to the question proposed that if, according to the form of the papal letter, an 
indulgence is conceded to those taking the cross in aid of the Holy Land, a 
crusader has an indulgence at once, even if he dies before he takes the journey. 
However, if it is contained in the form of the letter that an indulgence be given 
those who cross the sea, he who dies before he crosses lacks the cause of the 
indulgence. 

Therefore, to the first it must be said that in this last case, that which is more 
principal, namely the cause of the indulgence, is lacking in the dying crusader. 

To the second it must be said that only God forgives a fault through authority, 
but a priest does also by his ministry insofar as he confers a sacrament of the 
forgiveness of sins, for example in baptism or in penance. However, an 
indulgence is not extended for forgiveness of a fault because it is not something 
sacramental since it does not result from orders but jurisdiction. For a nonpriest 
can also grant an indulgence if it is committed to him to do so and therefore, the 
punishment is wholly remitted if the cause is there but not if it is wanting. 
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To the third it must be said that satisfaction is both punitive inasmuch as it is an 
act of vindictive justice, and also medicinal inasmuch as it is something 
sacramental. So an indulgence takes the place of satisfaction as punitive, because 
the punishment which another suffers is imputed to this person as though he 
himself had suffered, and therefore the guilty condition of punishment is 
removed. But it does not take the place of satisfaction as medicinal, because the 
propensities to commit sins which are left from a prior sin remain, and for the 
healing of these the labor of satisfaction is more necessary. And therefore, 
crusaders while they live must be counseled not to neglect works of satisfaction 
inasmuch as they preserve from future sins, although the guilty condition of 
punishment be totally removed. Nor is any labor required for this because the 
labor of Christ's suffering suffices. However, such preservation is not necessary 
for the dying, but only liberation from the guilty condition of punishment. 

To the fourth it must be said that the priest's saying "I absolve you from all your 
sins," is not related to punishment but to fault for the absolution of which he 
devotes his ministry. However, no one can be absolved from one fault without 
being absolved from all. Punishment can be dismissed totally or in particular — in 
particular indeed in sacramental absolution, totally in the spiritual grace of an 
indulgence, as the Lord says to an adulterous woman in John 8:11: "I will not 
condemn you. Go and sin no more." 

* * * * * * 

St. Thomas Aquinas: 
Quaestiones 

quodlibetales  
III, q. 4 

Article 2: Whether those listening to different teachers of 
Theology who have contrary  

opinions are excused from sin if they follow the false 
opinions of their teachers.

Sic: As for the second article, the case for an affirmative answer 
goes as follows: It seems that those listening to different teachers 
who hold diverse opinions are excused from the sin of being in 
error if they follow the opinions of their teachers. For at Matthew 
23:2 the Lord says, "The scribes and pharisees sit upon the chair 
of Moses: do everything and observe everything they tell you." It 
follows that those things which are taught by doctors of Sacred 
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Scripture are all the more to be respected; so those who follow 
their opinions do not sin. 

Sed contra: But opposed to this is what is said at Matthew 
15:14, "If one blind man leads another, they will both fall into the 
pit." But anyone who is in error is blind insofar as he is in error. 
Therefore, whoever follows the opinion of a teacher who is in 
error falls into the pit of sin.

Response: It should be said that if the differing opinions of the 
doctors of Sacred Scripture do not pertain to faith or good morals, 
then the listeners can follow either opinion without danger. For in 
that case what the Apostle says in Romans 14:5 applies: "Let 
each abound in his own understanding." 

But in those matters that pertain to faith and good morals no one 
is excused if he follows the erroneous opinion of some teacher. 
For in such matters ignorance does not excuse; otherwise, those 
who followed the opinions of Arius, Nestorius and the other 
heresiarchs would have been immune from sin.

Nor can the naivete of the listeners be used as an excuse if they 
follow an erroneous opinion in such matters. For in doubtful 
matters assent is not to be given easily. To the contrary, as 
Augustine says in De Doctrina 
Christiana  III: "Everyone should 
consult the rule of faith which he gets from the clearer texts in 
the Scriptures and from the authority of the Church."

Therefore, no one who assents to the opinion of any teacher in 
opposition to the manifest testimony of Scripture or in opposition 
to what is officially held in accordance with the authority of the 
Church can be excused from the vice of being in error.

As for the argument on behalf of the contrary position, then, one 
should respond that the reason he first said "The scribes and 
pharisees sit upon the chair of Moses" was so that what he then 
added, viz., "Do everything and observe everything they tell you," 
might be understood to apply to those things which pertain to 
that chair. However, things which are contrary to the faith or to 
good morals do not pertain to that chair.
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St. Thomas Aquinas:  
Quaestiones 

quodlibeta  V, ques. 6, art. 1

Is the form of the bread annihilated (in the sacrament of 
the Altar)?

OBJ 1. It seems that what is annihilated is that which ceases to 
exist and is not converted into anything. But once the 
consecration has taken place, the form of the bread ceases to 
exist and there is nothing into which it is converted. For it is not 
converted into the matter of Christ's body; nor is it converted 
into the form of Christ's body, that is, his soul--otherwise, his 
soul would exist there by the power of the sacrament. 
Therefore, the form of the bread is annihilated.

OBJ 2. Further, in his commentary on John 17:5 ("Exalt me, 
Father..."), Augustine says, "If the human nature were 
converted into the Word, then if we consider this carefully, a 
man would perish in God." But what is said to be annihilated is 
that which perishes. Therefore, if the bread is converted into 
the body of Christ, it seems that it is annihilated.

On the contrary: As Augustine claims in 
Quaestiones 83 , God is not the 
source of anything's falling into non-being. But he is the source 
of the sacrament of the Eucharist. Therefore, in this sacrament 
nothing is annihilated.

I answer: One should claim that annihilation involves a certain 
motion; but every motion is designated by its 
terminus ad quem ; hence, 
the terminus of annihilation is nothingness.

In the sacrament of the Eucharist, however, the consecration of 
the bread is terminated not in nothingness but in the body of 
Christ. Otherwise, there would be no explanation for how the 
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body of Christ begins to exist under the sacrament. For it does 
not begin to exist there through a local motion, since otherwise 
it would cease to exist in heaven.*

What's left, then, is that in the consecration of the bread there 
is no annihilation of the bread into the body of Christ.

Reply to OBJ 1: Just as in natural generation it is neither the 
form nor the matter that is generated or corrupted, but instead 
the whole composite, so too in the sacrament of the altar one 
should not ask separately about what the form or the matter is 
converted into. Rather, the whole of the bread is converted into 
the whole of the body of Christ insofar as it is a body. For if a 
consecration had taken place during the triduum of Christ's 
death, then the soul would not have existed there but [only] the 
lifeless body--in the same condition in which it was lying in the 
tomb.

Reply to OBJ 2: If the human nature were converted into the 
Word, it would be said to perish insofar as it would cease to 
exist--something that pertains to the 
terminus a quo . However, if it 
were annihilated, it would not be said to perish because of the 
terminus ad quem .

*Catholic teaching is that Christ remains bodily in heaven even 
while he exists under the sacrament of the altar. So his 
presence in the sacrament cannot be explained as a function of 
his moving locally from heaven to the altar.

Translated by 
Alfred J. Freddoso 
University of Notre Dame
 
 

Quodlibetal Questions, IX, q. 2, a. 1[2]
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Utrum in Christo sit una hypostasis tantum. Ad 
primum sic proceditur.

"Whether there is only one hypostasis in 
Christ."

Videtur quod in Christo sint plures hypostases. It seems that there are many hypostases 
in Christ.

Unio enim animae ad corpus praesupponitur ad 
assumptionem; quia Christus humanitatem sive 
humanam naturam assumpsit, quae, cum sit 
forma totius, dicit aliquid compositum ex anima et 
corpore. Sed anima et corpus unita faciunt 
hypostasim hominis. Ergo hypostasis in humana 
natura praeintelligitur assumptioni. Sed omne 
quod praeintelligitur assumptioni, potest dici esse 
assumptum. Ergo hypostasis Verbi assumpsit 
hypostasim hominis...; et sic sunt duae 
hypostases in Christo. 

1. For the assumption presupposes the 
union of the soul to the body, because 
Christ assumed his humanity or a human 
nature, which, since it is the form of a 
whole designates something composed 
from a soul and a body; but the united soul 
and body produce the hypostasis of a 
man. Therefore, a hypostasis in a human 
nature is presupposed in the assumption; 
but everything that the assumption 
presupposes can be called assumed; 
therefore, the hypostasis of the Word 
assumed the hypostasis of a man. ["The 
thing assuming is not the thing assumed", 
according to Boethius. Therefore, the 
hypostasis of man and the hypostasis of 
the Word differ in Christ]; and thus there 
are two hypostases there.

Praeterea, corpus quod praeintelligitur 
assumptioni, est assumptibile. Sed corpus non 
est assumptibile nisi ut unitum animae rationali: 
non enim dicitur corpus inanimatum esse 
assumptibile. Ergo unio animae et corporis 
praeintelligitur ad assumptionem humanae 
naturae; et sic idem quod prius.

2. Further, the body, which the assumption 
presupposes, is assumable: but the body 
is not assumable except as united to a 
rational soul; for an inanimate body is not 
said to be assumable. Therefore, the 
union of the soul to the body is 
presupposed to the assumption of human 
nature; and thus the same conclusion as 
the first objection follows.
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Praeterea, medium unionis praesupponitur ad 
unionem. Sed gratia est medium unionis 
humanae naturae ad divinam personam, unde 
dicitur gratia unionis. Ergo praesupponitur ad 
unionem. Gratia autem non potest intelligi nisi in 
anima; anima autem non intelligitur esse 
antequam corpori uniatur: quia creando 
infunditur, et infundendo creatur. Ergo oportet 
praeintelligi unionem animae cum corpore, ad 
unionem humanae naturae cum divina; et sic 
idem quod prius. 

3. The medium of the union is 
presupposed to the union; but grace is the 
medium of the union of the human nature 
to the divine person, hence it is called the 
grace of union; therefore, it is 
presupposed to the union. But grace 
cannot be understood except in a soul, nor 
is a soul understood to exist before being 
united to a body, because "by being 
created it is infused and by being infused it 
is created". Therefore, it is necessary to 
understand the union of the soul with the 
body before the union of the human nature 
with the divine. Thus, we get the same 
objection as before.

Praeterea, humanitas est quaedam forma 
substantialis. Omnis autem forma substantialis 
requirit aliquid quod per ipsam informetur. Non 
autem potest dici quod hypostasis vel 
suppositum aeternum informetur per aliquam 
formam creatam. Ergo oportet in Christo ponere 
aliquod suppositum vel hypostasim creatam, 
quae humanitate informetur; et sic in Christo 
erunt duae hypostases: hypostasis scilicet Verbi, 
et hypostasis hominis. 

4. Further, Humanity is a certain 
substantial form; but every substantial 
form requires something that is informed 
through it. Now it cannot be said that the 
eternal hypostasis or suppositum is 
informed through some created form. 
Therefore it is necessary to posit some 
suppositum or created hypostasis in Christ 
which may be informed by the humanity; 
and thus there are two hypostases in 
Christ, namely, the hypostasis of the Word 
and the hypostasis of the man.

Sed contra. Ea quae sunt ad invicem disparata, 
non praedicantur de se invicem, nisi per hoc 
quod conveniunt in uno supposito; sicut dicimus 
quod album est dulce, propter unitatem subiecti. 
Sed divina natura et humana sunt naturae 
penitus disparatae; praedicantur autem de se 
invicem in concreto; dicimus enim, Deus est 
homo, et homo est Deus. Ergo est ibi unum 
suppositum tantum, et una hypostasis. 

To the contrary, (1) those things which are 
disparate from one another are not 
predicated of one another, unless they 
belong to one suppositum, just as we say 
that a white thing is sweet on account of 
the unity of the subject; but the divine 
nature and the human nature are utterly 
disparate natures, but they are predicated 
of one another in the concrete (in 
concreto). For we say "God is man", and 
"Man is God"; therefore, there is only one 
suppositum and one hypostasis there.
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Si dicatur, quod praedicatur de se invicem 
propter hoc quod conveniunt in una persona, non 
per hoc quod conveniunt in uno supposito, vel 
hypostasi una, sicut dicimus, album est dulce; 
contra: persona non addit supra hypostasim vel 
suppositum nisi aliquod accidens, scilicet 
proprietatem ad dignitatem pertinentem. Si ergo 
in Christo esset una persona, et non unum 
suppositum vel hypostasis, divina natura et 
humana essent in ipso unitae solum in accidente; 
quod falsum est. 

(2) If it is said that things are predicated of 
one another on account of the fact that 
they share in one person, but not in one 
suppositum or one hypostasis, to the 
contrary: person does not add [anything] 
beyond a hypostasis or a suppositum 
except something accidental, namely, a 
property pertaining to dignity; therefore, if 
there were one person and not one 
suppositum and hypostasis in Christ, the 
divine nature and the human nature would 
be united in him only accidentally, which is 
false.

Respondeo. Dicendum, quod secundum 
opinionem secundam, quam Magister dist. 6 lib. 
III Sententiarum ponit, quae est communis opinio 
modernorum, et aliis multo verior et securior, in 
Christo est unum suppositum tantum, et una 
tantum hypostasis, sicut et persona una. 

I answer that, according to the second 
opinion which Peter Lombard posits in 
distinction VI, of book III of the Sentences, 
which is the common opinion of recent 
writers and is truer and safer than the 
others [i.e. opinions] by far: there is only 
one suppositum and only one hypostasis 
in Christ, just as there is one person. 

Oportet namque nos secundum doctrinam fidei 
ponere unam rem subsistentem in duabus 
naturis, divina scilicet, et humana: alias non 
posset dici, quod unus esset Dominus Iesus 
Christus secundum sententiam Apostoli, I Ad 
Cor. viii, 6. Unde et Nestorius fuit damnatus 
propter hoc quod Christum praesumpsit dividere, 
duas introducens personas.

For truly it is necessary that we posit one 
thing subsisting in two natures, namely 
human and divine, according to the 
teaching of the faith. Otherwise, it could 
not be said that the Lord Jesus Christ is 
one according to the statement of the 
Apostle, I Corinthians, VIII. Hence 
Nestorius was condemned on account of 
the fact that he presumed to divide Christ, 
introducing two persons.
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Illud autem quod est subsistens in natura, est 
aliquod individuum et singulare: unde unitas 
Christi, in qua duae naturae uniuntur, attribuenda 
est alicui nomini per quod singularitas designetur. 
Nominum autem quae singularitatem designant, 
quaedam significant singulare in quolibet genere 
entis, sicut hoc nomen singulare et particulare et 
individuum, quia haec albedo est quoddam 
singulare et particulare et individuum; nam 
universale et particulare circumeunt omne genus. 
Quaedam vero significant singulare solum in 
genere substantiae; sicut hoc nomen hypostasis, 
quod significat individuam substantiam; et hoc 
nomen persona, quod significat substantiam 
individuam rationalis naturae: et similiter hoc 
nomen suppositum vel res naturae; quorum 
nullum de hac albedine potest praedicari, 
quamvis haec albedo sit singularis; eo quod 
unumquodque eorum significat aliquid ut 
subsistens, accidentia vero non subsistunt. 
Partes vero substantiarum quamvis sint de 
natura subsistentium, non tamen per se 
subsistunt, sed in alio sunt; unde etiam praedicta 
nomina de partibus substantiarum non dicuntur: 
non enim dicimus quod haec manus sit 
hypostasis vel persona, vel suppositum, vel res 
naturae, quamvis possit dici quod sit quoddam 
individuum, vel particulare, vel singulare, quae 
nomina de accidentibus dicebantur.

Now that which is subsisting in a nature is 
something individual or singular. Hence, 
the unity of Christ, in which the two 
natures are united, must be attributed to 
some name through which singularity is 
designated. However, of those names 
which designate singularity, certain ones 
signify a singular thing in any genus of 
beings, such as the name 'singular', so 
also both 'particular' and 'individual', 
because this whiteness is a certain 
singular both individual and particular. For 
the universal and the particular extend to 
every genus. But certain names signify 
singularity only in the genus of substance, 
as the name 'hypostasis', which signifies 
an individual substance, and the name 
'person', which signifies an individual 
substance of a rational nature; and 
similarly the name 'suppositum' or 'a thing 
of nature', none of which can be 
predicated of this whiteness, although this 
whiteness is singular, to the extent that 
each of these names signify something 
subsisting per se, but accidents do not 
subsist [in this way]. In fact, the parts of 
substances, although they are of the 
nature of subsisting things, nevertheless 
do not subsist per se, but they are in 
another; thus, even the aforesaid names 
are not said of the parts of substances; for 
we do not say that this hand is a 
hypostasis, a person, a suppositum, or a 
thing of nature, although it may be said 
that it is a certain individual or particular or 
singular, which names are also said of 
accidents.
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Non autem potest dici quod humana natura in 
Christo, vel aliqua pars eius, sit per se 
subsistens: hoc enim unioni repugnaret; nisi 
poneremus unionem secundum quid et non 
simpliciter: sicut uniuntur lapides in acervo, vel 
duo homines per effectum amoris, vel per 
aliquam imitationis similitudinem: quae omnia 
dicimus esse unum secundum quid, et non 
simpliciter. Quod enim est simpliciter unum et per 
se subsistens, nihil continet actu per subsistens, 
sed forte in potentia. Unde servata veritate 
unionis naturarum in Christo, oportet ponere sicut 
unam personam, ita unam hypostasim, et unum 
suppositum, et unam rem duarum naturarum. 
Sed ipsam humanam naturam in Christo nihil 
prohibet dicere esse quoddam individuum, aut 
singulare, aut particulare; et similiter quaslibet 
partes humanae naturae, ut manus et pedes et 
ossa, quorum quodlibet est quoddam individuum: 
non tamen quod de toto praedicetur, quia nullum 
eorum est individuum per se subsistens. Sed 
individuum per se subsistens, vel singulare, vel 
particulare, quod praedicatur de Christo, est 
unum tantum. 

Now it cannot be said that the human 
nature in Christ or some part of it is 
subsisting per se: for this is contrary to the 
union, unless we posited a union in a 
certain respect and not absolutely 
[secundum quid et non simpliciter], as 
stones are united in a pile or [as] two men 
[are united] through the desire of love or 
through some likeness of imitation, all of 
which we call one in a certain respect and 
not simply. For that which is one thing, 
subsisting per se simply, contains nothing 
subsisting per se actually, but perhaps it 
does potentially. Hence, having preserved 
the truth of the union of natures in Christ, 
just as it is necessary to posit one person, 
so also one hypostasis, one suppositum 
and one thing of two natures [must be 
posited]. But nothing prevents saying that 
the human nature in Christ is a certain 
individual or singular or particular; and 
similarly any part of the human nature, as 
hands and feet and bones, each of which 
is a certain individual, yet it is not what is 
predicated of the whole, since none of 
them is an individual subsisting per se; but 
the individual subsisting per se, whether 
the singular or the particular which is 
predicated of Christ is only one.

Unde possumus dicere, in Christo esse plura 
individua, vel singularia, vel particularia: non 
autem possumus dicere, Christum esse plura 
individua vel singularia vel particularia. Sed 
plures hypostases vel supposita non possumus 
dicere in Christo esse. 

Hence, we can say that there are many 
individuals or singulars or particulars in 
Christ, but we do not say that Christ is 
many individuals or singulars or 
particulars; but neither can we say that 
there are many hypostases or supposita in 
Christ.
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Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod ex unione 
animae et corporis constituitur et homo et 
humanitas: quae quidem duo hoc modo differunt: 
quod humanitas significatur per modum partis, eo 
quod humanitas dicitur qua homo est homo, et 
sic praecise significat essentialia principia 
speciei, per quae hoc individuum in tali specie 
collocatur; unde se habet per modum partis, cum 
praeter huiusmodi principia multa alia in rebus 
naturae inveniantur. Sed homo significatur per 
modum totius: homo enim dicitur habens 
humanitatem, vel subsistens in humanitate, sine 
praecisione quorumcumque aliorum 
supervenientium essentialibus principiis speciei; 
quia per hoc quod dico: habens humanitatem; 
non praeciditur, qui habet colorem, et 
quantitatem, et alia huiusmodi.

1. From the union of the soul and the body 
both a man and humanity are established, 
in fact these two differ in this way, that 
humanity is signified through the manner 
of a part, insofar as humanity is called that 
by which a man is a man, and thus it 
signifies precisely the essential principles 
of the species through which this individual 
is placed in such a species, hence it has 
the status of a part, since beyond 
principles of this kind many others are 
found in things of nature. But, a man is 
signified through the manner of a whole: 
for a man is spoken of [as] having 
humanity or subsisting in humanity, 
without the exclusion of any other 
supervening things in the essential 
principles of the species. Due to this fact I 
say that 'having humanity' is not cut off 
[from] having colour and quality and other 
things of this kind.

Secundum ergo secundam opinionem 
praedictam, unioni humanae naturae ad divinam 
praesupponitur unio animae et corporis 
secundum quod constituit humanitatem, non 
secundum quod constituit hominem. Illud enim 
quod in Christo est constitutum ex anima et 
corpore tantum, quod unioni praesupponitur, non 
est totum quod per se subsistit, sed aliquid eius; 
et ideo non potest signari ut homo, sed ut 
humanitas. Unde oportet dicere, quod in ipsa 
unione humanae naturae ad divinam quasi in 
termino assumptionis, intelligatur primo in Christo 
ratio hominis, quia tunc primo intelligitur ut res 
per se subsistens completa. et in hoc differt ab 
aliis duabus opinionibus. 

Therefore, according to the second 
opinion stated above [i.e. as listed in Peter 
Lombard], the union of the soul and the 
body is presupposed to the union of the 
human nature to the divine insofar as it 
establishes humanity, but not insofar as it 
establishes a man. For that which was 
established in Christ from the soul and 
body alone, which is presupposed to the 
union, is not a whole which subsists per 
se, but it is some [part] of him and thus it is 
not able to be signified as a man, but as 
humanity. Hence, it is necessary to say 
that in the union of the human nature to 
the divine the character [ratio] of a man is 
understood first in Christ as if in the term 
of the assumption, since it is then primarily 
understood as a completed thing existing 
per se. And it differs from the other two 
opinions in this.
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Nam prima opinio ponit, quod unio animae ad 
carnem praesupponitur secundum intellectum 
assumptioni humanae naturae, non secundum 
solum hoc quod constituit humanitatem, sed 
etiam secundum quod constituit hominem; dicit 
enim hominem esse assumptum. 

For the first opinion posits that a union of 
the soul to the flesh is presupposed 
according to the understanding of an 
assumption of human nature, not only 
insofar as it establishes humanity, but also 
insofar as it establishes a man: for it says 
that a man was assumed.

Tertia vero opinio ponit, quod nec etiam in 
termino assumptionis intelligitur anima corpori 
unita, nec ad constituendum hominem, nec ad 
constituendam humanam naturam; dicit enim 
humanam naturam sumi multipliciter, idest pro 
partibus eius, scilicet anima et corpore, cum 
dicamus, humanam naturam assumptam a 
Verbo: unde patet quod nec vere dicit Christum 
esse hominem, nec vere ponit humanam 
naturam in Christo: et ideo est tamquam 
haeretica condemnata. 

Now, the third opinion posits that the soul 
united to the body is not understood even 
in the completion , neither for constituting 
a man nor for consituting a human nature: 
for it says that human nature is taken 
materially, i.e. for its parts, namely, a soul 
and a body, when we say that the human 
nature was assumed by the Word. Hence 
it is obvious that this opinion posits that 
Christ is neither true man nor does it truly 
posit a human nature in him, and the same 
opinion was condemned as heretical.

Ad secundum dicendum, quod corpus unitum 
animae praeintelligitur assumptioni humanae 
naturae: unitum autem dico unione constituente 
humanitatem, non autem unione constituente 
hominem. 

2. The body united to the soul is 
presupposed to the assumption of human 
nature, but I say that it was united by the 
union constituting humanity, but not by the 
union constituting a man.

Ad tertium dicendum, quod gratia habitualis non 
intelligitur ut medium unionis, quod secundum 
intellectum praecedit unionem: nec est medium 
quod causet unionem vel unibilitatem: sed 
medium quod facit ad congruitatem unionis, sicut 
decora vestis facit ad congruitatem coniunctionis 
matrimonialis. Et similiter scientia et omnes aliae 
perfectiones Christi possent dici medium unionis; 
et pro tanto gratia habitualis Christi potest dici 
gratia unionis. Verius tamen puto, quod gratia 
unionis dicatur vel ipsa gratuita Dei voluntas, 
quae gratis, nullis meritis praecedentibus, 
unionem fecit; vel potius ipsum donum gratis 
datum humanae naturae, quod est esse in divina 
persona. Si tamen anima unita corpori 
praeintelligitur ad assumptionem, solvendum est 
ut prius. 

3. Habitual grace is not understood as the 
medium of the union which according to 
the understanding of it precedes the union: 
for it is not such a medium that causes the 
union or unitability, but a medium which 
produces suitability of the union, just as 
suitable clothing makes for the suitability of 
matrimonial joining (and similarly the 
knowledge and all other perfections of 
Christ can be called the medium of the 
union) and because of all that Christ's 
habitual grace can be called the grace of 
union. Yet I think that it is more truly said 
that the grace of union refers either to the 
gratuitous will of God which freely 
produced the union, that is with no 
preceding merits, or it refers to a gift freely 
given (donum gratis datum) to human 
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nature, namely, to be in the divine person. 
Yet, if the soul united to the body is 
presupposed to the assumption, it must be 
solved in the same way as before.

Ad quartum dicendum, quod humanitas non est 
forma partis quae dicatur forma quia informet 
aliquam materiam vel subiectum; sed dicitur 
forma totius, in qua suppositum naturae subsistit; 
unde non oportet ponere quod hypostasis 
increata informetur humanitate, sed quod 
subsistit in ea. 

4. Humanity is not the form of a part which 
is called a form because it informs some 
matter or subject, but it is called the form 
of a whole, in which a nature's suppositum 
subsists; hence it is not necessary to posit 
that the uncreated hypostasis is informed 
by humanity, but that it subsists in it.

© Mr. Jason Lewis Andrew West 
(jlawest@watarts.uwaterloo.ca) 
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Quodlibetal Questions, IX, q. 2, a. 2[3]: 
"Whether there is only one being in Christ?"

Ad secundum sic proceditur: videtur quod in 
Christo non sit unum tantum esse.

It seems that there is not only one being in 
Christ:

Vivere enim, secundum Philosophum in II de 
Anima, viventibus est esse. Sed in Christo non 
est tantum unum vivere, cum duplex sit in eo 
vita: creata scilicet vita, qua vivit corpus per 
animam, quae morte privatur; et vita increata, 
qua vivit per seipsum. Ergo nec in Christo est 
tantum unum esse.

Objection 1: For, according to the 
Philosopher in book II of De Anima, living is 
being in living things; but there is not only 
one act of living in Christ, since there is in 
him both a created life, by which a body 
lives through a soul, which is lost in death, 
and an uncreated life, by which the Word 
lives through himself: therefore, there is not 
only one being in Christ.
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Praeterea, sicut esse est suppositi, ita et 
operatio. Sed unitas suppositi non facit quin in 
Christo sint plures operationes. Ergo nec faciet 
quod in Christo sit tantum unum esse.

Objection 2: Further, just as being is of a 
suppositum, so too is operation; but the 
unity of a suppositum does not entail that 
there are not many operations in Christ; 
therefore neither does it entail that there is 
only one being.

Praeterea, generatio est mutatio ad esse. Sed 
in Christo est quaedam generatio temporalis, de 
qua Matth. I, 18: Christi autem generatio sic 
erat: quae non potest terminari ad esse 
aeternum. Ergo terminatur ad aliquod esse 
temporale et creatum. Ergo in Christo est 
duplex esse, cum in ipso maxime sit esse 
increatum. 

Objection 3: Further, "generation is a 
change towards being"; but in Christ there is 
a kind of temporal generation, about which 
Matthew says: "Now the generation of 
Christ was thus...", which cannot be 
terminated at an eternal being; therefore it is 
terminated at some temporal and created 
being; therefore there is a two-fold being in 
Christ, since there is most specially an 
uncreated being in him.

Praeterea, unicuique est attribuendum esse de 
quo convenienter quaeri potest an est. Sed de 
humana natura potest quaeri an est. Ergo 
humana natura habet esse proprium in Christo; 
et sic est in eo duplex esse, cum etiam humana 
natura suum esse habeat. 

Objection 4: Further, being must be 
attributed to each and every thing, about 
which we can fittingly ask "does it exist?"; 
but it is possible to ask whether human 
nature exists; therefore human nature has 
its own being in Christ, and thus there is a 
two-fold being in him, since the divine 
nature also has its own being. 

Sed contra, quaecumque sunt distincta 
secundum esse, sunt in supposito distincta. Sed 
in Christo est unum tantum suppositum. ergo et 
unum tantum esse. 

To the contrary, whatever things are distinct 
according to being, are distinct according to 
suppositum; but there is only one 
suppositum in Christ; therefore there is also 
only one being.

Respondeo. Dicendum, quod esse, dupliciter 
dicitur, ut patet per Philosophum in V Metaph., 
et in quadam glossa Origenis super principium 
Ioan. Uno modo, secundum quod est copula 
verbalis significans compositionem cuiuslibet 
enuntiationis quam anima facit: unde hoc esse 
non est aliquid in rerum natura, sed tantum in 
actu animae componentis et dividentis. Et sic 
esse attribuitur omni ei de quo potest propositio 
formari, sive sit ens, sive privatio entis; dicimus 
enim caecitatem esse. Alio modo esse dicitur 
actus entis in quantum est ens, idest quo 
denominatur aliquid ens actu in rerum natura. Et 

I answer that the term 'being' is used in two 
ways, as is obvious from Aristotle in book V 
of the Metaphysics and in a certain gloss of 
Origen on the beginning of John. It is used 
in one way, insofar as it is a verbal copula 
signifying the composition of any 
enunciation which the mind produces, 
hence being [taken] in this way does not 
signify something in the nature of things, but 
only in the mind's act of composing and 
dividing; and in this sense being [esse] is 
attributed to everything about which a 
proposition can be formed, whether it is a 
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sic esse non attribuitur nisi rebus ipsis quae in 
decem generibus continentur; unde ens a tali 
esse dictum per decem genera dividitur. 

being [ens] or a privation of being: for we 
say that there is blindness. In another way 
being means the act of a being insofar as it 
is a being [actus entis in quantum est ens], i.
e. that by which something is called an 
actual being in reality; and thus being is only 
attributed to real things which are contained 
amongst the ten categories, hence a being 
[ens] said to have being [esse] in this way 
falls under the ten categories.

Sed hoc esse attribuitur alicui dupliciter. But being in this sense is attributed to 
something in two ways.

Uno modo ut sicut ei quod proprie et vere habet 
esse vel est. Et sic attribuitur soli substantiae 
per se subsistenti: unde quod vere est, dicitur 
substantia in I Physic.. Omnia vero quae non 
per se subsistunt, sed in alio et cum alio, sive 
sint accidentia sive formae substantiales aut 
quaelibet partes, non habent esse ita ut ipsa 
vere sint, sed attribuitur eis esse alio modo, 
idest ut quo aliquid est; sicut albedo dicitur 
esse, non quia ipsa in se subsistat, sed quia ea 
aliquid habet esse album. Esse ergo proprie et 
vere non attribuitur nisi rei per se subsistenti.

In one way, as [it is attributed] to that which 
truly and properly has being or is; and in this 
way it is only attributed to substances 
subsisting through themselves, hence "what 
truly is" is called substance in book 1 of the 
Physics. Now, all these things which do not 
subsist through themselves, but [subsist] in 
another and with another, whether they are 
accidents, substantial forms, or any parts, 
do not have being in such a way that they 
truly are, but being is attributed to them in 
another way, i.e. as that by which 
something is. Just as whiteness is said to 
be, not because it subsists, but because it 
has something that is white. Therefore, 
being is not truly and properly attributed to a 
thing unless it is subsisting per se.

Huic autem attribuitur esse duplex. Unum 
scilicet esse resultans ex his ex quibus eius 
unitas integratur, quod proprium est esse 
suppositi substantiale. Aliud esse est supposito 
attributum praeter ea quae integrant ipsum, 
quod est esse superadditum, scilicet 
accidentale; ut esse album attribuitur Socrati 
cum dicitur: Socrates est albus. 

But being is attributed to such a thing in two 
ways. One is of course being which results 
from those things from which a thing's unity 
is brought about and this is the substantial 
being proper to a suppositum. Being in the 
other sense is attributed [to things] beyond 
those which constitute the suppositum, that 
is super-added , i.e. accidental, being, as 
being white is attributed to Socrates when 
we say: Socrates is white.
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Quia ergo in Christo ponimus unam rem 
subsistentem tantum, ad cuius integritatem 
concurrit etiam humanitas, quia unum 
suppositum est utriusque naturae; ideo oportet 
dicere quod esse substantiale, quod proprie 
attribuitur supposito, in Christo est unum 
tantum; habet autem unitatem ex ipso 
supposito, et non ex naturis. Si tamen ponatur 
humanitas a divinitate separari, tunc humanitas 
suum esse habebit aliud ab esse divino. Non 
enim impediebat quin proprium esse haberet 
nisi hoc quod non erat per se subsistens; sicut 
si arca esset quoddam individuum naturale, 
ipsa tota non haberet nisi unum esse; quaelibet 
tamen partium haberet nisi unum esse; 
quaelibet tamen partium eius ab arca separata 
proprium esse habebit. Et sic patet quod 
secundum opinionem secundam oportet dicere 
quod in Christo est unum esse substantiale, 
secundum quod esse est suppositi proprie, 
quamvis sit in eo multiplex esse accidentale.

Therefore, since we only posit one 
subsisting thing [res] in Christ, to whose 
completeness his humanity accompanies, 
since there is one suppositum of both 
natures, thus we must say that the 
substantial being which is properly 
attributed to the suppositum, is only one in 
Christ, but it has unity from its suppositum, 
not from the natures. Yet, if it is posited that 
the humanity is separated from the divinity, 
then humanity will possess its being other 
than the divine being: for Christ's humanity 
was not impeded from having its own being 
except by the fact that it was not subsisting 
per se: just as if a box were a kind of natural 
individual, its whole would have just one 
being, yet any of its parts separated from 
the box will have their own being. And in 
this way it is evident that according to the 
second opinion [described by Peter 
Lombard], we must say that there is only 
one substantial being in Christ, insofar as 
being is properly of a suppositum, although 
there is a multiplicity of accidental being in 
him.

Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod vivere dicit 
esse quoddam specificatum per speciale 
essendi principium; et ideo diversitas vitae 
consequitur diversitatem principiorum vivendi, 
sed magis respicit ad suppositum subsistens.

Reply 1: Living means a certain specified 
being through a special principle of being, 
and thus diversity in a living thing follows 
upon the diversity of principles of living; but 
being looks more to the subsisting 
suppositum.

Ad secundum dicendum, quod operatio 
suppositi non est de integritate unitatis eius, sed 
consequitur eius unitatem; unde unius suppositi 
invenimus multas operationes secundum 
diversa operationum principia, quae supposito 
insunt: sicut homo aliud operatur lingua et 
manu; sed esse est id in quo fundatur unitas 
suppositi: unde esse multiplex praeiudicat 
unitati essendi.

Reply 2: The operation of a suppositum is 
not to do with the integrity of its unity, but 
follows upon its unity, hence we find many 
operations of one suppositum according to 
the diverse principles of the operations 
which are present in the suppositum, just as 
a man uses his mouth and his hand 
differently; but being is that in which the 
unity of the suppositum is founded, hence 
multiple being is injurious to unity.
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Ad tertium dicendum, quod generatio temporalis 
terminatur non ad esse suppositi aeterni, ut 
simpliciter per eam esse incipiat; sed quod 
incipiat esse suppositum, habens illud esse 
suppositi humanae naturae.

Reply 3: A temporal generation is not 
terminated in the being of an eternal 
suppositum so that it begins to be through it 
simply, but it begins to be a suppositum 
possessing that property, [i.e.] to be the 
suppositum of a human nature.

Ad quartum dicendum, quod obiectio illa 
procedit de esse quod in actu animae consistit; 
quia an est, etiam de caecitate quaeri potest.

Reply 4: That objection proceeds from being 
which consists in an act of the mind, insofar 
as those things are only said with respect to 
mental being, since it is also possible to ask 
"does it exist?" of blindness.
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