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THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA”

i

SECOND PART OF THE SECOND PART.
QQ. CL—CXL

QUESTION CIL

OF PIETY.
(In Four Avlicles.)

AFTER religion we must consider piety, the consideration of
which will render the opposite vices manifest. Accordingly
four points of inquiry arise with regard to piety. (1) To
whom does piety extend ? (2) What does piety make one
offer a person? (3) Whether piety is a special virtue?
(4) Whether the duties of piety should be omitted for the
sake of religion ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER PIETY EXTENDS TO PARTICULAR HUMAN
INDIVIDUALS?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that piety does not extend to
particular human individuals. TFor Augustine says (De
Civ. Der x.) that piety denotes, properly speaking, the wor-
ship of God, which the Greeks designate by the term edoéBea.
But the worship of God does not denote relation to man,
but only to God. Therefore piety does not extend definitely
to certain human individuals

Obj. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral i). Picty, on her
day, provides a banquet, because she fills the inmost recesses of
the heart with works of mercy. Now the works of mercy are
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to be done to all, according to Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i.).
Therefore piety does not extend definitely to certain special
persons.

0bj. 3. Further, In human affairs there are many other
mutual relations besides those of kindred and citizenship, as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii.I1, 12), and on each of them
is founded a kind of friendship, which would seem to be the
virtue of piety, according to a gloss on 2 Tim. 1i 5, Having
an appearance indeed of piety (Douay,—godliness) Therefore
piety extends not only to one’s kindred and fellow-citizens.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Inv. Rhet ii.) that ¢ s
by piety that we do our duty towards our kindved and well~
wishers of our country and vender them faithful service

I answer that, Man becomes a debtor to other mien in
various ways, according to their various excellence and the
various benefits received from them On both counts God
holds first place, for He is supremely excellent, and is for us
the first principle of being and government. In the second
place, the principles of our being and government are our
parents and our country, that have given us birth and
nourishment. Consequently man is debtor chiefly to his
parents and his country, afler God. Wherefore just as it
belongs to religion to give worship to God, so doesit belong
to piety, in the second place, to give worship to one’s parents
and one’s country.

The worship due to our parents includes the worship given
to all our kindred, since our kinsfolk are those who descend
from the same parents, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viil. 12). The worship given to our country includes
homage to all our fellow-citizens and to all the friends of our
country. Therefore piety extends chiefly to these.

Reply Obj. 1. The greater includes the lesser. wherefore
the worship due to God includes the worship due to our
parents as a particular. Hence 1t is written (Malach. i. 6):
If I be a father, where is My honour ? Consequently the
term piety extends also to the divine worship.

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x.), the
term piety is ofien used in connection with works of mercy,
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in the language of the common people ; the reason for which
I consider to be the fact that God Himself has declared that these
works ave more pleasing to Him than sacrifices. This custom
has led to the application of the word* pious”’ to God Humself.

Reply Obj. 3. The relations of a man with his kindred
and fellow-citizens are more referable to the principles of
his being than other relations: wherefore the term piety is
more applicable to them.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER PIETY PROVIDES SUPPORT FOR OUR PARENTS !

We proceed thus to the Second Article ;—

Objection 1. It seems that piety does not provide support
for our parents. For, seemingly, the precept of the decalogue,
Honour thy father and thy mother, belongs to piety. But
this prescribes only the giving of honour  Therefore it does
not belong to piety to provide support for one’s parents,

0Obj. 2 Further, A man is bound to lay up for those
whom he is bound to support. Now according to the
Apostle (2 Cor xii. 14), neither ought the childven to lay up
for the parents. Therefore piety does not oblige them to
support their patents.

0bj. 3. Further, Piety extends not only to one’s parents,
but also to other kinsmen and to one’s fellow-citizens, as
stated above (A. 1.) But one is not bound to support all
one’s kindred and fellow-citizens. Therefore neither 1s one
bound to support one’s parents.

On the contrary, Our Lord (Matth xv. 3-6) reproved the
Pharisees for hindering children from supporting their
parents.

I answer that, We owe something to our parents in two
ways: that 1s to say, both essentially, and acadentally,
We owe them essentially that which is due to a fother as
such : and since he is his son’s superior through being the
principle of his being, the latter owes him reverence and
service. Accidentally, that is due to a father, which it
befits him to receive in respect of something accidental to
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him, for mstance, if he be ill, it is fitting that s
children should visit him and see to his cure; if he be poor,
it is fitting that they should support him; and so on in like
instance, all of which come under the head of service due.
Hence Tully says (De Inv. Rhet i) that piety gives both
duty and homage : duty referring to service, and homage to
reverence or honour, because, as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei. x.), we are said o give homage to those whose memory
or presence we honour.

Reply Obj. 1. According to Our Lord’s interpretation
(Matth. xv. 3-6), the honour due to our parents includes
whatever support we owe them; and the reason for this is
that support is given to one’s father because it is due to him
as to one greater.

Reply Obj. 2. Since a father stands in the relation of
principle, and his son in the relation of that which is from a
principle, it is essentially fitting for a father to support his
son: and consequently he is bound to support him not only
for a time, but for all his life, and this is to lay by. On the
other hand, for the son to bestow something on his father is
accidental, arising from some momentary necessity, wherein
he 15 bound to support him, but not to lay by as for a long
time beforehand, because naturally parents are not the
successors of their children, but children of their parents.

Reply Obj. 3. As Tully says (loc cit.), we owe homage
and duty to all our kindred and fo the well-wishers of our
couniry ; not, however, equally to all, but chiefly to our
parents, and to others according to our means and their
personal claims,

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER PIETY IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE DISTINCT FROM
OTHER VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the Third Avrticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that piety is not a special virtue
distinct from other virtues. For the giving of service and
homage to. anyone proceeds from love. But it belongs to
piety. Therefore piety is not a distinct virtue from charty.
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0bj. 2. Furiher, It is proper to religion to give worship
to God. But piety also gives worship to God, according to
Augustine (De Crv. Dei x.). Therefore piety is not distinct
from religion.

0b4. 3. Further, Piety, whereby we give our country wor-
ship and duty, seems to be the same as legal justice, which
looks to the common good. But legal justice is a general
virtue, according to the Philosopher (Ethec, v, 1, 2). There-
fore plety is not a special virtue,

On the contrary, It is accounted by Tully (De Inv. Rhet. i1.)
as a part of justice.

I answer that, A special virtue 1s one that regards an object
under a special aspect. Since, then, the nature of justice
consists in rendering another person his due, wherever there
is a special aspect of something due to a person, there is a
special virtue. Now a thing is indebted in a special way to
that which 1s its connatural principle of being and govern-
ment. And piety regards this principle, inasmuch as 1t pays
duty and homage to our parents and country, and to those
who are related thereto. Therefore piety is a special virtue.

Reply Oby. 1. Just as religion 15 a protestation of faith,
hope and charity, whereby man 1s primarily directed to God,
so again piety 1s a protestation of the charity we bear
towards our parents and countfy.

Reply Obj. 2. God is the principle of our being and govern-
ment in a far more excellent manner than one’s father or
country. Hence religion, which gives worship to God, is a
distinct virtue from piety, which pays homage to our parents
and country. But things relating to creatures are trans-
ferred to God as the summit of excellence and causality, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 1.): wherefore, by way of ex-
cellence, piety designates the worship of God, even as God,
by way of excellence, is called Our Father.

Reply 0bj. 3. Piety extends to our country in so far ag the
latteris for us a principle of being: but legal justice regards
the good of our country, considered as the common good:
wherefore legal justice has more of the characler of a general
virtue than piety has,
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FOURTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER THE DUTIES OF PIETY TOWARDS ONE'S PARENTS
SHOULD BE OMITTED FOR THE SAKE OF RELIGION ¢

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avicle :—

Objection . 1t seems that the duties of piety towards one’s
parents should be omitted for the sake of religion. For
Our Lord said (Luke xiv. 26)' If any man come to Me, and
hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and
brethren, and sisters, yea and hs own life also, he cannot be
My disciple. Hence it is said in praise of James and John
(Matth. iv. 22) that they left their nets and father, and fol-
Jowed Christ, Again it is said n praise of the Levites
(Deut. xxxiii. 9): Who hath said to his father, and to his
mother: I do not know you, and to his brethven : I know you
not ; and their own children they have not known. These have
kept Thy word. Now aman who knows not his parents and
other kinsmen, of who even hates them, must needs omit
the duties of piety. Therefore the duties of piety should
be omitted for the sake of religion.

0bj. 2. Further, It is written (Luke ix. 59, 60) that in
answer to him who said: Suffer me first io go and bury my
father, Our Lord rephed: Let the dead bury their dead: but go
thou, and preach the kaingdom of God  Now the latter pertains
to religion, while it is a duty of piety to bury one’s father.
Therefore a duty of piety should be omitted for the sake
of religion,

0bj. 3. Further, God is called Our Father by excellence.
Now just as we worship our parents by paying them the
duties of piety, so do we worship God by religion. There-
fore the duties of piety should be omitted for the sake of
the worship of relgion.

Obj. 4. Further, Religious are bound by a vow which
they may not break to fulfil the observances of religion
Now in accordance with those observances they are hin-
dered from supporting their parents, both on the score of
poverty, since they have nothing of their own, and on the
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score of obedience, since they may not leave the cloister
without the permission of their superior. Therefoie the
duties of piety towards one’s parents should be omitted for
the sake of religion.

On the contrary, Our Lord reproved the Pharisees
(Matth, xv. 3-6) who taught that for the sake of religion
one ought to refrain from paying one’s parents the honour
we owe them,

I answer that, Religion and piety are two virtues. Now
no virtue 1s opposed to another virtue, since according to
the Philosopher, in his book on the Categories (Cap. De
Oppos.), good is not opposed to good. Therefore it is impossible
that religion and piety mutually hinder one another, so that
the act of one be excluded by the act of the other, Now, as
stated above (I-11., Q. VI, A. 2- Q. XVIIL, A. 3), the act
of every virtue is liited by the circumstances due thereto,
and if it overstep them it will be an act no longer of virtue,
but of vice. Hence it belongs to piety to pay duty and
homage to one’s parents according to the due mode. But
it is not the due mode that man should tend to worship his
father rather than God, but, as Ambrose says on Luke xii. 52,
the piety of divine veligion takes precedence of the claims of
kindrea.

Accordingly, if the worship of one’s parents take one
away from the worship of God 1t would no longer be an act
of piety to pay worship to one’s parents to the prejudice of
God. Hence Jerome says (Ep. ad Heltod.): Though thou
trample wpon thy father, though thow spurn thy mother, turn
not aside, but with dry eyes hasten to the standard of the
cross; 1t isthe highest degree of piety to be cruel in this matter.
Therefore in such a case the duties of piety towards one’s
parents should be omitted for the sake of the worship religion
gives to God. If, however, by paying the services due to
our parents, we are not withdrawn from the service of God,
then will it be an act of piety, and there will be no need to
set piety aside for the sake of religion.

Reply 0bj. 1. Gregory expounding this saying of Our Lord

says (Hom, xxxvii, +n Ev.) that when we find our pmz'ents to
11 1. 4
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be a hindrance in our way to God, we must ignore them by
hating and flezing from them, For if our parents incite us to
sin, and withdraw us from the service of God, we must, as
regards this point, abandon and hate them. Itisin thisscnse
that the Levites are said to have not known their kindred,
because they obéyed the Lord’s command, and spared not
the idolaters (Exod. xxxii.). James and John are praised
for leaving their parents and following our Lord, not that
their father incited them to evil, but because they deemed it
possible for him to find another means of livelihood, if they
folowed Christ.

Reply 0bj. 2. Our Lord forbade the disciple to bury his
father because, according to Chrysostom (Hom. xxviii. in
Matth.), Our Lord by so doing saved him from many evils, such
as the sorrows and worries and other things that one antictpates
under these circumstances. For afier the buvial the will had
to be read, the estate had to be divided, and so forth: but chaefly,
because there were others who could see to the funeral. Or,
according to Cyril’s commentary on Luke ix., this disciple's
request was, not that he maght bury a dead father, but that he
might support a yel lving father in the latter's old age, until at
length he should bury ham. This is what Our Lord did not
grant, because there were others, bound by the duties of kindred,
to lake care of ham.

Reply Obj. 3. Whatever we give our parents out of piety
is referred by us to God; just as other works of mercy which
we perform with regard to any of our neighbours are offered
to God, according to Matth. xxv. 40: As long as you did it
tooneof . .. Myleast . . . you did it to Me. Accordingly,
if our carnal parents stand in need of our assistance, so
that they have no dther means of support, provided they
incite us to nothing against God, we must not abandon them
for the sake of religion. But if we cannot devote ourselves
to their service without sin, or if they can be supported
without our assistance, it is lawful to forgo their service
50 as to give more time to religion,

Reply Obf. 4. We must speak differently of one who is yet
in the world, and of one who has made his profession in
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religion. For he that 1s in the world, if he has parents
unable to find support without him, he must not leave them
and enter religion, because he would be breaking the com-
mandment prescribing the honouring of parents. Some say,
however, that even then he might abandon them, and leave
them in God's care. But this, considered aright, would be
to tempt God: since, while having human means at hand, he
would be exposing his parents to danger, in the hope of God’s
assistance. On the other hand, if the parents can find
means of livelihood without him, it is lawful for him to
abandon them and enter religion, because children are not
bound to support their parents except in cases of necessity,
as stated above. He that has already made his profession
in religion is deemed to be already dead to the world.
wherefore he ought not, under pretext of supporting his
parents, to leave the cloister where he is buried with Christ,
and busy himself once more with worldly affairs. Neverthe-
less he is bound, saving his obedience to his superiors, and
his religious state withal, to make pious efforts for his
parents’ support.



QUESTION CII

OF OBSERVANCE, CONSIDERED IN ITSELF, AND OF ITS
PARTS.

(In Three Aricles.)

WE must now consider observance and its parts, the con-
siderations of which will manifest the contrary vices.

Under the head of observance there are three points of
inquiry: (1) Whether observance is a special virtue, distinct
from other virtues? (2) What does observance offer?
(3) Ofits comparison with piety.

FIRST ARTICLE,

WHETHER OBSERVANCE IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE, DISTINCT FROM
OTHER VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that observance is not a special
virtue, distinct from other virtues. For virtues are dis-
tinguished by their objects. But the object of observance
is not distinct from the object of piety: for Tully says (De
Inv. Rhet. ii.) that it is by observance that we pay worship and
honowr to those who excel in some kind of digmty. But
worship and honour are paid also by piety to our parents,
who excel in dignity. Therefore observance is not a distinct
virtue from piety.

Obj. z. Further, Just as honour and worship are due to
those that are in a position of dignity, so also are they due
to those who excel in science and virtue. But there is no
special virtue whereby we pay honour and worship
to those who excel in science and virtue. Therefore ob-
servance, whereby we pay worship and honour to those who

Io
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excel in dignity, is not a special virtue distinct from other
virtucs.

Oby. 3 TFurther, We have many duties towards those
who are in a position of dignity, the fulfilment of which is
required by law, according to Rom. xiii. 7, Render . . . fo
all men theiy dues. tribute lo whom tribute is due, etc. Now the
fulfilment of the requirements of the law belongs to legal
justice, or even to special justice. Therefore observance is
not by itself a special virtue distinct from other virtues.

On the contrary, Tully (foc. ¢it.) reckons observance along
with the other parts of justice, which are special virtues.

I answer that, As explained above (Q. CI., AA. 1, 3; Q.
LXXX ), according to the various excellences of those persons
to whom something 1s due, there must needs be a correspond-
g distinction of virtues in a descending order. Now just
as a carnal father partakes of the character of principle
in a particular way, which character is found in God in a
universal way, so too a person who, in some way, exercises
providence 1n one respect, partakes of the character of father
1n a particular way, since a father1s the principle of generation,
of education, of learning and of whatever pertains to the per-
fection of human life' while a person who is in a position
of dignity 1s as a principle of government with regard to
certamn things for instance, the governor of a state in civil
matters, the commander of an army in matters of warfare,
a professor in matters of learning, and so forth. Hence it is
that all such persons are designated as fathers, on account
of themr being charged with like cares: thus the servants
of Naaman said to him (4 Kings v. 13): Father, of the prophet
had bid thee do some greal thing, etc.

Therefore, just as, in a manner, beneath religion, whereby
worship is given to God, we find piety, whereby we worship
our parents, so under piety we find observance, whereby
worship and honour are paid to persons in positions of
dignity.

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (Q CI,, A. 3, ad 2), religion
goes by the name of piety by way of supereminence, although
piety properly so called 1s distinct from religion: and 1n the
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same way piety can be called observance by way of excel-
lence, although observance properly speaking is distinct
from piety.

Reply Oby. 2. By the very fact of being in a position of
dignity a man not only excels as regards his position, but
also has a certain power of governing subjects, wherefore
1t is fitting that he should be considered as a principle inas-
much as he is the governor of others. On the other hand,
the fact that a man has perfection of science and virtue does
not give him the character of a principle in relation to others,
but merely a certain excellence in himself. Wherefore a
special virtue is appointed for the payment of worship and
honour to persons in positions of dignity. Yet, forasmuch
as science, virtue and all like things render a man fit for
positions of dignity, the respect which is paid to anyone
on account of any excellence whatever belongs to the same
virtue.

Reply Obj. 3. Tt belongs to special justice, properly speak-
ing, to pay the equivalent to those to whom we owe any-
thing. Now this cannot be done to the virtuous, and to
those whe make good use of their position of dignity, as
neither can it be done to God, nor to our parents, Conse-
quently these matters belong to an annexed virtue, and not
to special justice, which is a principal virtue.

Legal justice extends to the acts of all the virtues, as
stated above (Q. LVIIL, A. 6).

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER IT BELONGS TO OBSERVANCE TO PAY WORSHIP
AND HONQUR TO THOSE WHO ARE IN POSITIONS OF
DIGNITY ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that it does not belong to observance
to pay worship and honour to persons in positions of dignity.
For according to Augustine (De Civ Dei x.), we are said to
worship those perscns whom we hold in honour, so that
worship and honour would seem to be the same. Therefore
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it is unfitting to define observance as paying worship and
honour to persons in positions of dignity.

Obj. 2. Further, It belongs to justice that we pay what
we owe* wherefore this belongs to observance also, smce it
is a part of justice. Now we do not owe worship and honour
to all persons in positions of dignity, but only to those who
are placed over us. Therefore observance is unfittingly
defined as giving worship and honour te all.

0bj. 3. Further, Not only do we owe honour to persons
of dignity who are placed over us; we owe them also fear
and a certain payment of remuneration, according to
Rom. xiil. 4, Render . . .o all men theiy dues; tribute to whom
bribute 1is due; custom to whom custom,; fear to whom fear
honour to whom honouwr Moreover, we owe them reverence
and subjection, according to Heb. xiii. 17, Obey your prelates,
and be subject o them. Therefore observance is not fittingly
defined as paying worship and honour.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Inv. Rhet. i) that i is by
observance that we pay worship and honour to those who excel
in some kind of dignity.

I answer that, It belongs to persons in positions of dignity
to govern subjects. Now to govern is to move certain ones
to their due end: thus a sailor governs his ship by steering
it to port. But every mover has a certain excellence and
power over that which is moved. Wherefore, a person in a
position of dignity is an object of twofold consideration:
first, in so far as he obtains excellence of position, together
with a certain power over subjects: secondly, as regards the
exercise of his government. In respect of his excellence
there is due to him honour, which is the recognition of some
kind of excellence; and 1n respect of the exercise of his
government, there is due to him worship, consisting in
rendering him service, by obeying his commands, and by
repaying him, according to one’s faculty, for the benefits we
recerve from him.

Reply Obj. 1. Worship includes not only honour, but also
whatever other suitable actions are connected with the
relations between man and man.



Q. 102, Art.3 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA™ 14

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (Q. .XXX.), debt is two-
fold One is legal debt, to pay which man 1s compelled by
law; and thus man owes honour and worship to those peisons
in positions of dignity who are placed over him. The other
is moral debt, which is due by reason of a certain honesty:
it is in this way that we owe worship and honour to persons
1n positions of dignity even though we be not their subjects.

Reply 0bj. 3. Honour is due to the excellence of persons
in posttions of dignity, on account of their higher rank* while
fear is due to them on account of their power to use compul-
sion: and to the exercise of their government there is due
both obedience, whereby subjects are moved at the com-
mand of their superiors, and inbutes, which are a repay-
ment of their labour.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER OBSERVANCE IS A GREATER VIRTUE THAN PIETY ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Arkicle :—

Objectron 1. It seems that observance is a greater virtue
than piety. Ior the prince to whom worship is paid by
observance is compared to a father who is worshipped by
plety, as a universal to a particular governor; because the
household which a father governs is part of the state which
is governed by the prince Now a universal power is greater,
and inferiors are more subject thereto. Therefore obser-
vance is a greater virtue than piety.

Obj. 2. Further, Persons in positions of dignity take care
of the common good. Now our kindred pertain to the
private good, which we ought to set aside for the common
good : wherefore it is praiseworthy to expose oneself to the
danger of death for the sake of the common good. There-
fore observance, whereby worship is paid to persons in post-
tions of dignity, is a greater virtue than piety, which pays
worship to one’s kindred.

Obj. 3. Further, Honour and reverence are due to the
virtuous in the first place after God Now honour and
reverence are paid to the virtuous by the virtue of obser-
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vance, as stated above (A. 1, ad 3). Therefore observance
takes the first place after religion.

On the contiary, The precepts of the Law prescribe acts
of virtue Now, immediately after the precepts of religion
which belong to the first 1able, follows the precept of honour-
ing our parents, which refers to piety Therefore piety
follows 1immediately after religion in the order of excellence

I answer that, Something may be paid to persons in
positions of dignity in two ways. First, in relation to the
common good, as when one serves them in the admimistration
of the affairs of the state. This no longer belongs tc
observance. but to piety, which pays worship not only to
one’s father but also to one’s fatherland. Secondly, that
which is paid to persons in positions of dignity refers
specially to their personal usefulness or renown, apd this
belongs properly to observance, as distinct from piety.
Therefore in comparing observance with piety we must
needs take into consideration the different relations in which
other persons stand to ourselves, which relations both
virtues regard. Now it is evident that the persons of our
parents and of our kindred are more substantially akin to
us than persons in positions of dignity, since birth and
education, which originate in the father, belong wore to one’s
substance than external government, the principle of which
is seated in those who are in positions of digmty. For this
reason piety takes precedence of observance, inasmuch
as it pays worship to persons more akin to us, and to whom
we are more strictly bound.

Reply 0b4. 1. The prince is compared to the father as
a universal to a particular power, as regards external
government, but not as regards the father being a principle
of generation: for in this way the father should be compared
with the divine power from which all things derive their
being. ‘ :

Reply Obj. 2. In so far as persons in positions of dignity
are related to the common good, their worship does not
pertain to observance, but to piety, as stated above.

Reply 0bj. 3. The rendering of honour or worship should
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be proportionate to the person to whom it is paid not only as
considered in himself, but also as compared to those who
pay them. Wherefore, though virtuous persons, considered
in themselves, are more worthy of honour than the persons
of one's parents, yet children are under a greater obligation,
on account of the benefits they have received from their
parents and their natural kinship with them, to pay worship
and honour to their parents than to virtuous persons who
are not of their kindred.



QUESTION CIIL

OF DULIA.
(In Four Avhicles.)

WE must now consider the parts of observance. We shall
consider (1) dulia whereby we pay honour and other things
pertaining thereto to those who are in a higher position:
(2) obedience, whereby we obey their commands.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:
(r) Whether honour is a spiritual or a corporal thing?
(2) Whether honour is due to those only who are in a higher
position ?  (3) Whether dulia, which pays honour and
worship to those who are above us, is a special virtue,
distinct from latria ? (4) Whether it contains several
species ?

FIRST ARTICLE,
WHETHER HONOUR DENOTES SOMETHING CORPORAL ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that honour does not denote some-
thing corporal. For honour is showing reverence in ac-
knowledgement of virtue, as may be gathered from the
Philosopher (Ethic. i. 5). Now showing reverence is some-
thing spiritual, since to revere is an act of fear, as stated
above (Q. LXXXT,, A. 2, ad 1). Therefore honour 1s some-
thing spiritual.

0bj. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (EtAic. iv. 3},
honouy is the veward of virtue. Now, since virtue consists
chiefly of spiritual things, its reward is not something
corporal, for the reward is more excellent than the merit.
Therefore honour does not consist of corporal things.

Obj. 3. Further, Honour is distinct from praise, as also

17
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from glory. Now praise and glory consist of external
things Therefore honour consists of things internal and
spiritnal

On the conlvary, Jerome 1 his exposition of I Tim. v. 3,
Honour widows that are widows indecd, and (verse 17), let
the priests that yulé well be esteemed wovthy of double honour
cle., says (Ep. ad Ageruch.). Honour heve stands either for
almsgiving or for vemuneratron. Now both of these pertan
to spiritual things. Thercfore honour consists of corporal
things.

I answer that, Honour denotes a witnessing to a person’s
excellence. Therefore men who wish to be honoured seek
a witnessing to their excellence, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 5, vili. 8). Now witness is borne either before God
or before man. Before God, Who is the searcher of hearts,
the witness of one’s conscience suffices; wherefore honour,
so far as God is concerned, may consist of the mere internal
movement of the heart, for instance when a man acknow-
ledges either God’s excellence or another man’s excellence
before God. But, as regards men, one cannot bear witness,
save by means of signs, either by words, as when one pro-
claims another’s excellence by word of mouth, or by deeds,
for instance by bowmng, saluting, and so forth, or by external
things, as by offering gifts, erecting statues, and the hke.
Accordingly honour consists of signs, external and corporal.

Reply Obj. 1. Reverence 1s not the same as honour* but
on the one hand it is the primary motive for showing honour,
in so far as one man honours another out of the reverence he
has for him; and on the other hand, it is the end of honour,
in so far as a person is honoured in order that he may be held
in reverence by others.

Reply Obj. 2. According to the Philosopher (¢5:4.),
honour is not a sufficient reward of virtue' yet nothing in
human and corporal things can be greater than honour,
since these corporal things themselves are employed as signs
in acknowledgement of excelling virtue, It is, however,
due to the good and the beautiful, that they may be made
known, according to Matth, v. 15, Neither do men light a
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candle, and put 1t under o bushel, but wpon a candlestick, that
1t may shine to all that ave wn the house, In this sense honour
is said to be the reward of virtue.

Reply Obj. 3. Praise is distingiushed from honour in
two ways. First, because praise consists only of verbal
signs, whereas honour consists of any external signs, so that
praise is included in honour. Secondly, because by paying
honour to a person we bear witness to a person’s excelling
goodness absolutely, whereas by praising him we bear
witness to lus goodness in reference to an end: thus we
praise one that works well for an end. On the other hand,
honour is given even to the best, which is not referred to
an end, but has already arrived at the end, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. i. §).

Glory is the effect of honour and praise, since the result
of our bearing witness to a person’s goodness is that his
goodness becomes clear to the knowledge of many. The
word glory signifies tlus, for glory is the same as waypia,
wherefore a gloss of Augustine on'Rom. xv1. 27 observes that
glory is clear knowledge together with praise.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER HONOUR IS PROPERLY DUE TO THOSE WHO ARE
ABOVE US?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that honour 1s not properly due to
those who are above us. For an angel 1s above any human
wayfarer, according to Matth. x1. 11, He that 15 lesser in the
kingdom of heaven is greater than John the Baptist Yet
an angel forbade John when the latter wished to honour him
(Apoc. xxii. 10)  Therefore honour is not due to those who
are above us

Obj 2. Further, Honour is due to a person m acknowledge-
ment of his virtue, as stated above (A. 1: Q. LXIII., A. 3).
But sometimes those who are above us are not virtuous,
Therefore honour is not due to them, as neitherisit due to the
demons, who nevertheless are above usin the order of nature.
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Obj. 3. Further, The Apostle says (Rom. xii. 10): With
honour preventing one another, and we read (r Pet. ii. 17):
Honowr all men. But this would not be so if honour were
due to those alone who are above us. Therefore honour isnot
due properly to those who are above us.

Obj. 4 Further, It is written (Tob. i. 16) that Tobias ad
ten talents of silver of that with which he had been honoured by
the king: and we read (Esther vi 11) that Assuerus honoured
Mardocheus, and ordered it to be proclaimed in his presence:
This honour is he worthy of whom the king hath a wand to
honour. Therefore honour is paid to those also who are
beneath us, and it seems, in consequence, that honour is
not due properly to those who are above us.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. i. 12) that
honour is due 1o the best.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), honour is nothing
but an acknowledgement of a person’s excelling goodness.
Now a person’s excellence may be considered, not only in
relation to those who honour him, in the point of his being
more excellent than they, but also in itself, or in relation to
other persons, and in this way honour is always due to a
person, on account of some excellence or superiority. For the
person honoured has no need to be more excellent than those
who honour him; it may suffice for him to be more excellent
than some others, or again he may be more excellent than
those who honour him in some respect and not simply.

Reply Obj. 1. The angel forbade John to pay him, not
any kind of honour, but the honour of adoration and
latria, which is due to God. Or agamn, he forbade him to
pay the honour of dulia, in order to indicate the dignity of
John himself, for which Christ equalled him to the angels
according to the hope of glory of the children of God: wherefore
he refused to be honoured by him as though he were superior
to him.

Reply Obj. 2. A wicked superior is honoured for the
excellence, not of his virtue but of his dignity, as being
God'’s minister, and because the honour paid to him is paid
to the whole community over which he presides. As for
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the demons, they are wicked beyond recall, and should be
looked upon as enemies, rather than treated with honour.

Reply Obj. 3. In every man is to be lound something that
makes it possible to deem him better than ourselves, accord-
ing to Philip. ii 3, In humility, let each esteem others better
than themselves, and thus, too, we should all be on the alert
to do honour to one anather.

Reply Obj. 4. Private mndividuals are sometimes honoured
by kings, not that they are above themin the order of dignity
but on account of some exccllence of their virtue: and in this
way Tobias and Mardochzus were honoured by kings.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER DULIA IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE DISTINCT FROM'
LATRIA ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that dulia is not a special virtue
distinct from latria  Fora gloss on Ps. vii. 1, O Lord my God,
i Thee have I put my trust, says: Lord of all by His power, to
Whom dulia is due; God by creation, to Whom we owe latria.
Now the virtue directed to God as Lord is not distinct from
that which is directed to Him as God. Therefore dulia is
not a distinct virtue from latria.

Obj. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (Etkic. viil. 8),
to be loved 1s like being honoured. Now the charity with which
we love God 1s the same as that whereby we love our neigh-
bour. Therefore dulia whereby we honour our neighbour
isnot a distinct virtue from latria with which we honour God.

Obj. 3. Further, The movement whereby one is moved
towards an 1image 1s the same as the movement whereby
one 1s moved towards the thing represented by the image.
Now by dulia we honour a man as being made to the image
of God For it is written of the wicked (Wis. ii, 22, 23) that
they esteemed not the honour of holy souls, for God created man
incorruptible, and to the image of His own likencss He made him.
Therefore dulia is not a distinct virtue from latria whereby
God is honoured.
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On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x.) that the
homage due to man, of which the Apostle spoke when he com-
manded servants to obey their masters, and which in Greek is
called dulia, 1s distinct from latria, which denoles the homage
that consists in the worship of God. .

I answer that, According to what has been stated above
(Q. CI., A. 3), where there are different aspects of that which
is due, there must needs be different virtues to render those
dues. Now servitudeis due to God and to man under different
aspects: even as lordship is competent to God und to man
under different aspects. For God has absolute and paramount
lordship over the creature wholly and singly, which is entirely
subject to His power: whereas man partakes of a certain
likeness to the divine lordship, forasmuch as he exercises
a particular power over some man or creature. Wherefore
dulia, which pays due service to a human lord, is a distinct
virtue from latria, which pays due service to the lordship of
God. It is, moreover, a species of observance, because by
observance we honour all those who excel in dignity, while
duha properly speaking is the reverence of servants for their
master, dulia being the Greek for servitude.

Reply Obf. 1. Just as religion is called piety by way of
excellence, inasmuch as God is our Father by way of ex-
cellence, so again latria is called dulia by way of excellence,
inasmuch as God 1s our Lord by way of excellence. Now
the creature does not partake of the power to create by
reason of which latria is due to God: and so this gloss drew
a distinction, by ascribing latria to God in respect of
creation, which is not communicated to a creature, but
dulia in respect of lordship, which 1s communicated to a
creature,

Reply 0bj. 2. The reason why we love our neighbour is
God, since that which we love in our neighbour through
charity is God alone. Wherefore the charity with which
we love God is the same as that with which we love our
neighbour. Yet there are other friendships distinct from
charity, in respect of the other reasons for which a man is
loved, In like manner, since there is one reason for serving
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God and another forserving man, and for honouring the one
or the other, latria and dulia are not the same virtue,

Reply Obj. 3. Movement towards an image as such is
referred to the thing represcnted by the image. yet not every
movement towards an image 1s referred to.the image s such,
and consequently sometimes the movement to the image
differs specifically from the movement to the thing. Accor-
dingly we must reply that the honour or subjection of dulia
regards some dignity of a man absolutely. For though, n
respect of that dignity, man is made to the image orlikeness
of God, yet in showing reverence to a person, one does not
always refer this to God actually.

Or we may reply that the movement towards an image
is, after a fashion, towards the thing, yet the movement
towards the thing need not be towards its image. Where-
fore reverence paid to a person as the image of God redounds
somewhat to God: and yet this differs from the reverence
that is paid to God Himself, for this in no way refers to His
image.

FOURTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER DULIA HAS VARIOUS SPECIES ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Arbicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that dulia has various species. For
by dulia we show honour to our neighbour. Now different
neighbours are honoured under different aspects, for instance
king, father and master, as the Philosopher states (Ethsc. ix. 2).
Since this difference of aspect in the object differentiates
the species of virtue, it seems that dulia 1s divided into
specifically different virtues.

0bj. 2. Further, The mean differs specifically from the
extremes, as pale differs from white and black. Now hyper-
dulia is apparently a mean between latria and dula. for
1t 1s shown towards creatures baving a special affihity to
God, for instance to the Blessed Virgin as being the mother
of God. Therefore it seems that there are different species
of dulia, one being simply dulia, the other hyperdulia.

Nbj, 3. Further, Just as in the rational creature we find
1L 1, 4 3
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the image of God, for which reason it is honoured, so too in
the irrational creature we find the trace of God. Now the
aspect of likeness denoted by an image differs from the
aspect conveyed by a trace. Therefore we must distinguish
a corresponding difference of duha: and all the more since
honour 1s shown to certain irrational creatures, as, for in-
stance, to the wood of the Holy Cross.

On the contrary, Dulia is condivided with latria. But latria
is not divided into different species. Ncither therefore is
dulia.

I answer that, Dulia may be taken in two ways. In one
way it may be taken in a wide sense as denoting reverence
paid to anyone on account of any kind of excellence, and
thus it comprises piety and observance, and any similar
virtue whereby reverence is shown towards a man. Taken
in this sense it will have parts differing specifically from one
ancther. In another way it may be taken in a strict sense
as denoting the reverence of a servant for his lord, for dulia
signifies servitude, as stated above (A. 3). Taken in this
sense it is not divided into different species, but is one of the
species of observance, mentioned by Tully (De I'nv. Rhet. 1.),
for the reason that a servant reveres his lord under one
aspect, a soldier his commanding officer under another, the
disciple his master under another, and soon insimilar cases.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument takes dulia in a wide sense.

Reply Obj. 2. Hyperdulia is the highest species of dulia
taken in a wide sense, since the greatest reverence is that
which is due to a man by reason of his having an affinity to
God, '

Reply Obj, 3. Man owes neither subjection nor honour to
an irrational creature considered in itself, indeed all such
creatures are naturaily subject to man. As to the Cross
of Christ, the honour we pay to it is the same as that
which we pay to Christ, just as the king’s robe receives the

same honour as the king himself, according to Damascene
{De Fide Orthod, iv.).



QUESTION CIV.

OF OBEDIENCE.
(In Swx Avhicles)

WE must now consider obedience, under which head there
are six points of inquiry: () Whether one man is bound to
obey another ? (2) Whether pbedience is a special virtue ?
(3) Of its comparison with other virtues: (4) Whether God
must be obeyed in all things? (5) Whether subjects are
bound to obey their superiors in all things ? (6) Whether
the faithful are bound to obey the secular power ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER ONE MAN IS BOUND TO OBEY ANOTHER ?

We proceed thus to the First Article ;—

Objection I. It seems that one man is not bound to obey
another. For nothing should be done contrary to the divine
ordinance. Now God has so ordered that man is ruled by
his own counsel, according to Ecclus, xv. 14, God made man
from the beginning, and left him in the hand of his own counsel.
Therefore one man is not bound to obey another.

0bj. 2. Further, If one man were bound to obey another,
he would have to look upon the will of the person command-
ing him, as being his rule of conduct. Now God’s will alone,
which is always right, is a rule of human conduct. There-
fore man is bound to obey none but God.

0bj. 3. Further, The more gratuitous the service the more
is it acceptable. Now what a man does out of duty 1s not
gratwtous, Therefore if a man were bound in duty to obey
others in doing good deeds, for this very reason his good
deeds would be rendered less acceptable through being done
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out of obedience. Therefore one man is not bound to obey
another.

On the contrary, It 15 prescribed ' (Heb. xiil. 17): Obey
your prelates and be subject to them.

I auswer that, Just as the actions of natural things proceed
{rom natural powers, so do human actions proceed from the
human will. In natural things it behoved the higher to
move the lower to their actions by the excellence of the
hatural power bestowed on them by God: and so in human
affairs also the higher must move the lower by their will in
virtue of a divinely established authority. Now to move
by reason and will is to command. Wherefore just as in
virtue of the divinely established natural order the lower
natural things need to be subject to the movement of the
higher, so too in human affairs, in virtue of the order of
natural and divine law, inferiors are bound to obey their
superiors.

Reply Obj. 1. God left man in the hand of his own counsel,
not as though it were lawful to him to do whatever he will,
but because, unlike irrational creatures, he is not compelled
by natural necessity to do what he ought to do, but is left
the free choice proceeding from his own counsel. And just
as he has to proceed on his own counsel in doing other things,
so too has he m the point of obeying his superiors. For
Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.), When we humbly give way to
another's voice, we overcome ourselves tn ouy own hearts

Reply Obj. 2. The will of God 15 the first rule whereby
all rational wills are regulated. and to this rule one will
approaches more than another, according to a divinely
appointed order. Hence the will of the one man who issues
a command may be as a second rule to the will of this other
man who obeys him.

Reply Obf. 3 A thing may be deemed gratuitous in two
ways. In one way on the part of the deed itself, because,
to wit, one is not bound to do it; in another way, on the part
of the doer, because he does it of his own free will. Now a
deed is rendered virtuous, praiseworthy and meritonous,
chiefly according as it proceeds from the will. Wherefore
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although obedience be a duty, 1f one obey with a prompt
will, one’s merit 18 not for that reason dimnished, especially
before God, Who sees not onlly the outward deed, but also
the inward will.

SECOND ARTIC‘LE.
WIETHER OBEDIENCE IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that obedience is not a special
virtue. For disobedience is contrary to obedience. But
disobedience 1s a general sin, because Ambrose says (De
Parad. viil.) that sin is to disobey the divine law, Therefore
obedience is not a special virtue.

0bj. 2. Further, Every special virtue is either theological
or moral. But obedience is not a theological virtue, since
it is not comprnsed under faith, hope or charity. Norisita
moral virtue, since it does not hold the mean between excess
and deficiency, for the more obedient one 1s the more is one
praised. Therefore obedience is not a spectal virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.) that obe-
dience is the more merttorious and praiseworthy, the less it
holds 7is own But every special virtue 1s the more to be
praised the more 1t holds its own, since virtue requires a
man to exercise his will and choice, as stated in Ethic. ii 4
Therefore obedience is not a special virtue.

Obj. 4. Further, Virtues differ in species according to
their objects. Now the object of obedience would seem to
be the command of a supenior, of which, apparently, there
are as many kinds as there are degrees of superiority. There-
fore obedience is a general virtue, comprising many special
virtues.

O# the contrary, Obedience is reckoned by some to be a
part of justice, as stated above (Q. LXXX.).

I answer that, A special virtue is assigned to all good
deeds that have a special reason of praise: for it belongs
properly to virtue to render a deed good. Now obedience
to a supenior is due 1 accordance with the divinely estab-
lished order of things, as shown above (A. 1), and therefore
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it is a good, since good consists in mode, species and order,
as Augustine states (De Natura Boni iii.).* Again, this act
has a special aspect of praiseworthiness by reason of its
object. For while subjects have many obligations towards
their superiors, this one, that they are bound to obey their
commands, stands out as special among the rest Where-
fore obedience is a special virtue, and its specific object is a
command tacit or express, because the superior's will,
however it become known, is a tacit precept, and a man’s
obedience seems to be all the more prompt, forasmuch as
by obeying he forestalls the express command as soon as he
understands his superior’s will.

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing prevents the one same material
object from admitting two special aspects to which two
special virtues correspond: thus a soldier, by defending
his king's fortress, fulfils both an act of fortitude, by facing
the danger of death for a good end, and an act of justice,
by rendering due service to his lord. Accordingly the
aspect of precept, which obedience considers, occurs in acts
of all virtues, but not in all acts of virtue, since not all acts
of virtue are a matter of precept, as stated above (I.-II,,
Q. XCVL, A. 3). Moreover, certain things are sometimes a
matter of precept, and pertain to no other virtue, such things
for instance as are not evil except because they are forbidden.
Wherefore, 1f obedience be taken in its proper sense, as
considering formally and intentionally the aspect of precept,
it will be a special virtue, and disobedience a special sin:
because in this way it is requisite for obedience that one
perform an act of justice or of some other virtue with the
intention of fulfilling a precept, and for disobedience that
one treat the precept with actual contempt On the other
hand, if obedience be taken in a wide sense for the perform-
ance of any action that may be a matter of precept, and
disobedience for the omission of that action through any
intention whatever, then obedience will be a general virtue,
and disobedience a general sin.

Reply Obj. 2. Obedience is not a theological virtue, for

*CiLP.IQ.V, A, s,
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its direct object is not God, but the precept of any superior,
whether expressed or inferred, namely, a simple word of the
superior, indicating his will, and which the obedient subject
obeys promptly, according to Tit. iii. 1, Admonish them to be
subject to princes, and to obey at a word, etc.

It is, however, a moral virtue, since it is a part of justice,
and it observes the mean between excess and deficiency.
Excess thereof is measured m respect, not of quantity, but
of other circumstances, in so far as a man obeys either
whom he ought not, or in matters wherein he ought not to
obey, as we have stated above regarding religion (Q. XCII,
A. 2). We may also reply that as in justice, excess is
the person who retains another's property, and deficiency
in the person who does not receive his due, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v. 4), so too obedience observes the mean
between excess on the part of him who fails to pay due obe-
dience to his superior, since he exceeds in fulfilling his own
will, and deficiency on the part of the superior, who does
not receive obedience. Wherefore in this way obedicnce
will be a mean between two forms of wickedness, as was
stated above concerning justice (Q. LVIII., A. 10)

Reply 0bf. 3. Obedience, like every virtue, requires the
will to be prompt towards its proper object, but not towards
that which is repugnant to it. Now the proper object of
obedience is a precept, and this proceeds from another’s will.
Wherefore obedience makes a man'’s will prompt in fulfilling
the will of another, the maker, namely, of the precept. If
that which 1s prescribed to him is willed by him for its
own sake apart from its being prescribed, as happens in
agreeable matters, he tends towards it at once by his own
will, and seems to comply, not on account of the precept, but
on account of his own will. But if that which is prescribed
is nowise willed for 1ts own sake, but, considered in itself,
is repugnant to his own will, as happens in disagreeable
matters, then it is quite evident that it is not fulfilled except
on account of the precept. Hence Gregory says (Moral, xxxv.)
that obedience perishes or dimanishes when it holds its own in
agreeable matters, because, to wit, one’s own will seems to
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tend principally, not to the accomplishment of the precept,
but to the fulfilment of one’s own desire; but that ¢ sncreases
in disagreeable o difficult matters, because there one’s own will
tends to nothing beside the precept.  Yet this must be under-
stood as regards outward appearances: for, on the other
hand, according to the judgement of God, Who searches the
heart, it may happen that even in agreeable matters obedi-
ence, while holding its own, 13 none the less praiseworthy,
provided the will of him that obeys tend no less devotedly*
to the fulfilment of the precept.

Reply Obj. 4. Reverence regards directly the person that
excels: wherefore it admits of various species according to
the various aspects of excellence. Obedience, on the other
hand, regards the precept of the person that excels, and
therefore admits of only one aspect. And since obedience
is due to a person’s precept on account of reverence to him,
it follows that obedience to a man is of one species, though
the causes from which 1t proceeds differ specifically.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER OBEDIENCE IS THE GREATEST OF THE VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article —

Objection 1. 1t scems that obedience is the greatest of the
virtues. For it is written (1 Kings xv. 22): Obedience is
better than sacvifices, Now the offering of sacrifices belongs
toreligion, which is the greatest of all moral virtues, as shown
above (Q. LXXXI, A. 6). Therefore obedience is the
greatest of all virtues,

0b. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.) that obeds-
ence 15 the only viriue that ingrafis viviues in the soul and pro-
tects them when ingrafted. Now the cause is greater than the
effect. Therefore obedience is greater than all the virtues.

0%bj. 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.) that evil
should never be done oul of obedience: yet sometimes for the
sake of obedience we should lay aside the good we are doing.
Now one does not lay aside a thing except for something

* Ci Q LXXXII, A. 2.
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better. Therefore obedience, for whose sake the good of
other virtues 1s set aside, 1s better than other virtues

On the contrary, Obedicnce deserves praise because it
proceeds from charity - for Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.) that
obedience should be practised, not out of sermle fear, but from
a sense of charity, not through fear of punishment, but through
love of justice. Therefore charity is a greater virtue than
obedience.

I answer that, Just as sin consists 1n man contemning God
and adhering to mutable things, so the merit of a virtuous
act consists in man contemning created goods and adhering
to God as his end. Now the end is greater than that which
is directed to the end. Thereforc 1f a man contemns created
goods in order that he may adhere to God, his virtue derives
greater praise from his adhering to God than from his con-
temning earthly things. And so those, namely the theo-
logical, virtues whereby he adheres to God in Himself, are
greater than the moral virtues, whereby he holds in contempt
some earthly thing in order to adhere to God.

Among the moral virtues, the greater the thing which a
man contemns that he may adhere to God, the greater the
virtue. Now there are three kinds of human goods that man
may contemn for God’s sake. The lowest of these are ex-
ternal goods, the goods of the body take the middle place, and
the highest are the goods of the soul; and among these the
chief, in a way, 1s the will, in so far as, by his will, man makes
use of all other goods. Therefore, properly speaking, the
virtue of obedience, whereby we contemn our own will for
God’s sake, 1s more praiseworthy than the otlier moral
virtues, which contemn other goods for the sake of God.

Hence Gregory says (Moral. xxxv ) that obedienceis rightly
preferved to sacrifices, because by sacvifices another's body is
slain, whereas by obedience we slay our own will. Wherefore
even any other acts of virtue are meritorious before God
through bemng performed out of obedience to God's will.
For were one to suffer even martyrdom, or to give all one’s
goods to the poor, unless one directed these things to the
fulfilment of the divine will, which pertains directly to
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obedience, they could not be meritorious' as neither would
they be if they were done without charity, which cannot
exist apart from obedience, For it is written (1 John i 4, 5):
He who saith that he knoweth God, and keepeth not His com-
mandments, isa liar . . . but he that keepeth His word, in him
in very deed the charity of God is perfected : and this because
friends have the same likes and dislikes.

Reply Obj. 1. Obedience procceds from reverence, which
pays worship and honour to a superior, and in this respect
it is contained under different virtues, although considered
in itself, as regarding the aspect of precept, it is one special
virtue. Accordingly,in so far as it proceeds from reverence
for a superior, it is contained, in a way, under observance;
while in so far as it proceeds from reverence for one’s parents,
it is contained under piety; and in so far as it proceeds from
reverence for God, it comes under religion, and pertains to
devotion, which is the principal act of rehgion. Wherefore
from this point of view it is more praiseworthy to obey God
than to offer sacrifice, as well as because, in @ sacrifice we
slay anather's body, whereas by obedience we slay our own will,
as Gregory says (loc. ¢it.), As to the special case in which
Samuel spoke, it would have been better for Saul to obey God
than to offer in sacrifice the fat animals of the Amalekites
against the commandment of God. .

Reply Obj, 2. Allacts of virtue, in so far as they come under
a precept, belong to obedience. Wherefore according as
acts of virtue act causally or dispositively towards their
generation and preservation, obedience is said to ingraft and
protect all virtues, And yet it does not follow that obedience
takes precedence of all virtues absolutely, for two reasons.
First, because though an act of virtue come under a precept,
one may nevertheless perform that act of virtue wi hout
considering the aspect of precept. Consequently, if there
be any virtue, whose object 1s naturally prior to the precept,
that virtue is said to be naturally prior to obedience. Such
a virtue is faith, whereby we come to know the sublime
nature of divine authority, by reason of which the power to
command is competent to God. Secondly, because infusion
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of grace and virtues may precede, even 1n point of time, all
virtuous acts: and in this way obedience is not prior to all
virtues, neither in point of time nor by nature.

Reply Obj. 3. There are two kinds of good. There is that
to which we are bound of necessity, for instance to love God,
and so forth* and by no means may such a good be set aside
on account of obedience. But there is another good to
which man is not bound of necessity, and this good we ought
sometimes to set aside for the sake of obedience to which we
are bound of necessity, since we ought not to do good by
falling into sin. Yet as Gregory remarks (ibid.), ke who
forbids his subjects awny single good, must nceds allow them
many others, lest the souls of those who obey perish uiterly from
starvation, through being deprived of every good. Thus the
loss of one good may be compensated by obedience and other
goods.

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER GOD OUGHT TO BE OBEYED IN ALL THINGS ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that God need not be obeyed in all
things. For it is written (Matth. ix. 30, 31) that Our Lord
after healing the two blind men commanded them, saying:
See that no man know this. But they going out spread His
fame abroad in all that country. Yet they are not blamed
for so doing. Therefore it seems that we are not bound to
obey God in all things.

Obj. 2. Further, No one is bound to do anything contrary
to virtue. Now we find that God commanded certain things
contrary to virtue: thus He commanded Abraham to slay
his innocent son (Gen. xxii.); and the Jews to steal the
property of the Egyptians (Exod. xi.), which things are
contrary to justice; and Osee to take to himself a woman
who was an adulteress (Osee ii.), and this 1s contrary to
chastity. Therefore God is not to be obeyed in all things.

Obj. 3 Further, Whoever obeys God conforms his will
to the divine will even as to the thing willed. But we are
not bound in all things to conform our will to the divine
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will as to the thing willed, as stated above (I-II., Q. XIX.,
A. 10). Therefore man is not bound to obey God in all
things

On the comtrary, It is written (Exod. xxiv. 7): Al things
that the Lord hath spoken we will do, and we will be obedient.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), he who obeys is
moved by the command of the person he obeys, just as
natural things are moved by their motive causes. Now
just as God is the first mover of all things that are moved
naturally, so too is He the first mover of all wills, as shown
above (I-1I., Q. IX., A. 6). Therefore just as all natural
things are subject to the divine motion by a natural neces-
sity, so too all wills, by a kind of necessity of justice, are
bound to obey the divine command

Reply Obj. 1. Our Lord in telling the blind men to conceal
the miracle had no intention of binding them with the force
of a divine precept, but, as Gregory says (Moral xix.), gave
an example to His servants who follow Him, that they might
wish to hide their virtue and yet that it should be proclaimed
aganst thety will, in ovder that others might profit by their
example.

Reply Obj. 2. Even as God does nothing contrary to nature
(since the nature of a thing is what God does therein, according
to a gloss on Rom. xi ), and yet does certain things contrary
to the wonted course of nature; so too God can command
nothing contrary to virtue, since virtue and rectitude of
human will consist chiefly in conformity with God’s will and
obedience to His command, although it be contrary to the
wonted mode of virtue Accordingly, then, the command
given to Abraham to slay his innocent son was not contrary
to justice, since God is the author of life and death. Nor
again was it contrary to justice that He commanded the
Jews to take things belonging to the Egyptians, because all
things are His, and He gives them to whom He will. Nor
was it contrary to chastity that Osee was commanded to take
an-adulteress, because God Himself 15 the ordainer of human
generation, and the right manner of intercourse with woman
is that which He appoints. Hence it is evident that the
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persons aforesaid did not sin, neither by obeying God nor
by willing to obey Him.

Reply Obj. 3. Though man is not always bound to will
what God wills, yet he is always bound to will what God
wills him to will. This comes to man’'s knowledge chiefly
through God’s command, wherefore man 1s bound to obey
God’s commands in all things.

FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER SUBJECTS ARE BOUND TO OBEY THEIIR
SUPERIORS IN ALL THINGS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. Tt seems that subjects are bound to obey their
superiors in all things. For the Apostle says (Coloss. 1ii. 20)"
Children, obey your parvemts in all things, and farther on
(verse 2z): Servants, obey in all things your masters according
to the flesh. Therefore in like manner other subjects are
bound to obey their superiors 1n all things.

Oby. 2. Further, Superiors stand between God and their
subjects, according to Deut. v. 5, I was the mediator and
stood between the Lovd and you ai that time, jo show you His
words, Now there is no going from extreme to extreme,
except through that which stands between. Therefore the
commands of a superior must be esteemed the commands of
God, wherefore the Apostle says (Gal. iv. 14)* You . . . 7e-
cerved me as an angel of God, even as Christ Jesus, and
(x Thess i 13): When you had received of us the word of the
hearing of God, you received it, not as the word of men, but, as it
1s indeed, the word of God. Therefore as man is bound to obey
God in all things, so is he bound to obey his superiors.

Obj. 3. Further, Just as religious in making their profes-
sion take vows of chastity and poverty, so do they also vow
obedience Now a religious is bound to observe chastity
and poverty in all things. Therefore he is also bound to
obey in all things.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Acts v. 29): We ought to obey
God rather than men. Now sometimes the things commanded
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by a superior are against God. Therefore superiors are not
to be obeyed in all things. .

I answer that, As stated above (AA. I. 4), he who obeys
is moved at the bidding of the person who commands him,
by a certain necessity of justice, even as a natural thing is
moved through the power of 1ts mover by a natural necessity.
That a npatural thing be not moved by its mover, may
happen in two ways. First, on account of a hindrance
arising from the stronger power of some other mover; thus
wood is not burnt by fire if a stronger force of water inter-
vene, Sccondly, through lack of order in the movable
with regard to its mover, since, though it is subject to the
latter’s action in one respect, yet it is not subject thereto
in every respect. Thus, a humour is sometimes subject to
the action of heat, as regards being heated, but not as
regards being dried up or consumed. In like manner there
are two reasons, for which a subject may not be bound to
obey his superior in all things, First on account of the
command of a higher power. For as a gloss says on Rom.
xiii, 2, They that resist (Vulg.,—He that resisteth) the power,
ressst the ordimamce of God (cf. S. Augustine, De Verb.
Dom. viil.). If a commissioner issue an ovder, are you to
comply, 1f 1t is contrary to the bidding of the proconsul ? Again
if the proconsul command one thing and the emperor another,
will you hesitate to disvegard the former and serve the latter?
Therefore if the emperor commands one thing and God another,
you must disvegard the former and obey God. Secondly, a
subject is not bound to obey his superior, if the latter com-
mand him to do something wherein he is not subject to
him. For Seneca says (De Beneficiss iil.): It is wrong to
suppose that slavery falls wpon the whole man : for the betler
part of him is excepted. His body is subjected and assigned
20 his master, but his soulis his own. Consequently in matters
touching the internal movement of the will man is not
bound to obey his fellow-man, but God alone. .

Nevertheless man is bound to obey his fellow-man in
things that have to be done externally by means of the body:
and yet, since by nature all men are equal, he is not bound
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o obey another man in matters touching the nature of the
body, for instance in those relating to the support of his
body or the begetting of his children. Wherefore servants
are not bound to obey their masters, nor children their
parents, in the question of contracting marriage or of re-
maining in the state of virginity or the like., But in matters
concerning the disposal of actions and human affairs, a
subject is bound to obey his superior within the sphere of
his authority; for instance a soldier must obey his general
in matters relating to war, a servant his master in matters
touching the execution of the duties of his service, a son his
father in matters relating to the conduct of his life and the
care of the household; and so forth.

Reply Obj. 1. When the Apostle says in all things, he
refers to matters within the sphere of a father’s or master’s
authority.

Reply Obj. 2. Man is subject to God simply as regards
all things, both internal and external, wherefore he is bound
to obey Him in all things. On the other hand, inferiors are
not subject to their superiors in all things, but only in certain
things and in a particular way, in respect of which the superior
stands between God and his subjects, whereas in respect
of other matters the subject is immediately under God, by
Whom he is taught either by the natural or by the writtenlaw.

Reply Obj. 3. Religious profess obedience as to the regular
mode of life, in respect of which they are subject to their
superiors: wherefore they are bound to obey in those matters
only which may belong to the regular mode of life, and this
obedience suffices for salvation, If they be willing to obey
even in other matters, this will belong to the superabundance
of perfection ; provided, however, such things be not contrary
to God or to the rule they profess, for obedience in this case
would be unlawful.

Accordingly we may distinguish a threefold obedience; one,
sufficient for salvation, and consisting in obeying when
one is bound to obey: secondly, perfect obedience, which
obeys in all things lawful: thirdly, indiscreet obedience,
which obeys even in matters unlawful
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SIXTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER CHRISTIANS ARE BOUND TO OBLEY THE SECULAR
POWER ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that Christians are not bound to
obey the secular power. For a gloss on Matth, xvii, 25,
Then the childven are free, says: If in every kingdom the
children of the king who holds sway over that kingdom are free,
then the children of that King, under Whose sway are all
kingdoms, should be free in every kingdom. Now Christians,
by their faith in Christ, are made children of God, according
to John i, 12: He gave them power to be made the sons of God,
to them that believe in His mame. Therefore they are not
bound to obey the secular power.

0. 2. Further, It is written (Rom. vii. 4): You . . . are
betome dead to the law by the body of Chnist, and the law
mentioned here 1s the divine law of the Old Testament.
Now human law whereby men are subject to the secular
power is of less account than the divine law of the Old Testa-
ment. Much more, therefore, simce they have become
members of Christ’s body, are men freed from the law of
subjection, whereby they were under the power of secular
princes.

Qbj. 3. Further, Men are not bound to obey robbers, who
oppress them with violence. Now, Augustine says (De
Civ. Det iv.): Without justice, what else is a kingdom but
a huge robbery? Since therefore the authority of secular
princes js frequently exercised with injustice, or owes its
origin to some unjust usurpation, it seems that Christians
ought not to obey secular princes.

Oun the contrary, It is written (Tit. 1ii, 1): Admonish them
to be subject to princes and powers, and (x Pet. ii. 13, 14): Be
ye subject . . . to every human creature for God's sake : whether
1t be to the king as excelling, or to governors as sent by him.

I answer that, Faith in Christ is the ongin and cause of
justice, according to Rom. iii. 22, The justice of God by
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faith of Jesus Christ: wherefore faith in Christ does not
void the order of justice, but strengthens it. Now the order
of justice requires that subjects obey their superiors, else
the stability of human affairs would cease. Hence faith in
Christ does not excuse the faithful from the obligation of
obeying secular princes.

Reply 0bf. 1. As stated above (A. 5), the subjection
whereby one man is bound to another regards the body ; not
the soul, which retains its liberty. Now, in thisstate of life
we are freed by the grace of Christ from defects of the soul,
but not from defects of the body, as the Apostle declares by
saying of himself (Rom. vii. 23) that in his mind he served
the law of God, but in his flesh the law of sin. Wherefore
those that are made children of God by grace are free from
the spiritual bondage of sin, but not from the bodily
bondage, whereby they are held bound to earthly masters,
as a gloss observes on 1 Tim. vi, 1, Whosoever are servants
undey the yoke, etc.

Reply Obj. 2 The Old Law was a figure of the New Testa-
ment, and therefore it had to cease on the advent of truth.
And the comparison with human law does not stand, because
thereby one man is subject to another. Yet man is bound
by divine law to obey his fellow-man

Reply Obj. 3. Man is bound to obey secular princes in so
far as this is required by the order of justice. Wherefore if
the prince’s authority is not just but usurped, or if he com-
mands what is unjust, his subjects are not bound to obey
him, except perhaps accidentally, in order to avoid scandal
or danger.

.t 4



QUESTION CV.

OF DISOBEDIENCE.
(In Two Ailicles.)

WE must now consider disobedience, under which head there
are two points of inquiry. (z) Whether it is a mortal sin ?
(2) Whether it is the most grievous of sins ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER DISOBEDIENCE IS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Ariicle :—

Qbjection 1. It seems that disobedience is not a mortal
sin. For every sin is a disobedience, as appears from
Ambrose’s definition given above (Q. CIV. A. 2, Obj. 1).
Therefore if disobedience were a mortal sin, every sin would
be mortal.

Obj. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi)) that dis-
obedience is born of wvainglory. But vainglory is not a
mortal sin. Neither therefore is disobedience.

Obj. 3. Further, A person is said to be disobedient when
he does not fulfil a superior’s command. But superiors often
issue so many commands that it is seldom, if ever, possible
to fulfil them. Therefore if disobedience were a mortal sin,
it would follow that man cannot avoid mortal sin, which is
absurd., ‘Wherefore disobedience is not a mortal sin.

On the comtrary, The sin of disobedience to paients is
reckored (Rom, i, 30: 2 Tim. iii. 2) amn>e other mortal sins.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XXIV,, A. 12: L[-IL,
Q. LXXII, A 5: Q. LXXXVIIL, A 1), a mortal sin is one
that is coutrary to charity which is the cause of spiritual
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life. Now by chanty we love God and our neighbour. The
charity of God requires that we obey His commandments,
as stated above (Q. XXIV,, A. 12). Therefore to be dis-
obedient to the commandments of God is a mortal sin,
because it is contrary to the love of God.

Again, the commandments of God contain the precept
of obedience to superiors. Wherefore also disobedience to
the commands of a superior is a mortal sin, as being contrary
to the love of God, according to Rom. xiii. 2, He that resistcth
the power, resisteth the ordinance of God. It is also contrary
to the love of our neighbour, as it withdraws from the
superior who is our neighbour the obedience that is his due.

Reply Obj, 1. The definition given by Ambrose refers to
mortal sin, which has the character of perfect sin.  Venial sin
is not disobedience, because it is not contrary to a precept,
but beside it. Nor again is every mortal sin disobedience,
propetly and essentially, but only when one contemns
a precept, since moral acts take their species from the end.
And when a thing is done contrary to a precept, not in con-
tempt of the precept, but with some other purpose, it is not
a sin of disobedience except materially, and belongs formally
to another species of sin.

Reply Obj. 2. Vainglory desires display of excellence.
And since it seems to point to a certain excellence that one
be not subject to another’s command, it follows that dis-
obedience arises from vainglory. But there is nothing to
hinder mortal sin from arising out of venial sin, since venial
sin is a disposition to mortal.

Reply Obj. 3. No one is bound to do the impossible:
wherefore if a superior makes a heap of precepts and lays
them upon his subjects, so that they are unable to fulfil
them, they are excused from sin.  Wherefore superiors
should refrain from making a multitude of precepts.
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SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER DISOBEDIENCE IS THE MOST GRIEVOUS OF SINS?

We proceed thus lo the Second Article -—

Objection 1. It seems that disobedience is the most
grievous of sins. For it is written (x Kings xv 23): It ds Like
tne sin of witcheraft to rebel, and like the crime of idolatry to
refuse to obey. But idolatry is the most gnievous of sins
as stated above (. XCIV., A. 3) Therefore disobedience
is the most grievous of sins

Obj. 2. Further, The sin against the Holy Ghost is one
that removes the obstacles of sin, as stated above (Q. X1V,
A. 2). Now disobedience makes a man contemn a precept
which, more than anything, prevents a man from sinning.
Therefore disobedience is a sin against the Holy Ghost,
and consequently is the most grievous of sins.

Oby 3. Further, The Apostle says (Rom. v. 19) that &y
the disobedience of, one man, many were made sinners. Now
the cause is seemingly greater than its effect. Therefore
disobedience seems to be a more grievous sin than the others
that are caused thereby.

On the contrary, Contempt of the commander is a more
grievous sin than contempt of his command. Now some
sins are against the very person of the commander, such as
blasphemy and murder. Therefore disobedience is not the
most grievous of sins.

I answer that, Not every disobedience is equally a sin- for
one disobedience may be greater than another, in two ways.
First, on the part of the superior commanding, since,
although a man should take every care to obey each superior,
yetitisagreater dutyto obeya higher than a lower authority,
in sign of which the command of a lower authority 1s set
aside if it be contrary to the command of a higher authority.
Consequently the higher the person who commands, the more
grievous is it to disobey him: so that it is more grievous to
disobey God than man, Secondly, on the part of the things
commanded For the person commanding does not equally
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desire the fulfilment of all his commands: since every such
person desires above all the end, and that which 1s nearest
to the end. Wherefore disobedience is the more gtievous,
according as the unfulfilled commandment is more mn the
intention of the person commanding. As to the command-
ments of God, 1t is evident that the greater the good com-
manded, the more grievous the disobedience of that com-
mandment, because since God’s will 1s essentially directed
to the good, the greater the good, the more does God wish
1t to be fulfilled. Consequently he that disobeys the com-
mandment of the love of God sins more grievously than one
who disobeys the commandment of the love of our neighbour.
On the other hand, man’s will 1s not always directed to the
greater good* hence, when we are bound by a mere precept
of man, a sin is more grievous, not through setting aside a
greater good, but through setting aside that which1s more
in the intention of the person commanding.

Accordingly the various degrees of disobedience must
correspond with the various degrees of precepts: because
the disobedience in which there is contempt of God'’s precept,
from the very nature of disobedience is more gricvous than
a sin commutted against a man, apart from the Jatter being
a disobedience to God. And I say this because whoever
sins against his neighbour acts also against God’s command-
ment.—And 1f the divine precept be contemned in a yet
graver matter, the smn 1s still more grievous. The dis-
obedience that contains contempt of a man'’s precept is less
grievous than the sin which contemns the man who made
the precept, because reverence for the person commanding
should give rise to reverence for his command. In like
manner a sin that directly involves contempt of God, such
as blasphemy, or the like, is more grievous (even if we
mentally separate the disobedience from the sin) than would
be a sin involving contempt of God’s commandment alone.

Reply 0bj. 1. This comparison of Samuel’s is one, not of
equality but of likeness, because disobedience redounds to
the contempt of God, just as idolatry does, though the latter
does so more. -
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Reply Obj. 2. Not every disobedience is a sin against the
Holy Ghost, but only that to which obstinacy is added: for
it is not the contempt of any obstacle to sin that constitutes
sin against the Holy Ghost, else the contempt of any good
would be a sin against the Holy Ghost, since any good may
hinder a man from committing sin. The sin against the
Holy Ghost consists in the contempt of those goods which
lead directly to repentance and the remission of sins.

Reply Obg. 3. The first sin of our first parent, from which
sin was transmitted to all men, was not disobedience con-
sidered as a special sin, but pride, from which the man pro-
ceeded to disobey. Hence the Apostle in these words seems
to take disobedience in its relation to every sin.



QUESTION CVI,

OF THANKFULNESS OR GRATITUDE
(In Six Articles.)

WE must now consider thankfulness or gratitude, and
ingratitude. Concerning thankfulness there are six points of
inquiry: (1) Whether thankfulness is a special virtue distinct
from other virtues? (2) Who owes more thanks to God,
the innocent or the penitent ? (3) Whether man is always
bound to give thanks for human favours ? (4) Whether
thanksgiving should be deferred? (5) Whether thanks-
giving should be measured according to the favour received
or the disposition of the giver ? (6) Whether one ought to
pay back more than one has received ?

FIrsT ARTICLE.

WHETHER THANKFULNESS IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE,
DISTINCT FROM OTHER VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that thankfulness is not a special
virtue, distinct from other virtues. For we have received
the greatest benefits from God, and from our parents. Now
the honour which we pay to God in return belongs to the
virtue of religion, and the honour with which we repay our
parents belongs to the virtue of piety. Therefore thank-
fulness or gratitude is not distinct from the other virtues.

Obj. 2. Further, Proportionate repayment belongs to com-
mutative justice, according to the Philosopher (Etkic. v. 4).
Now the purpose of giving thanks is repayment (ibid.).
Therefore thanksgiving, which belongs to gratitude, is an

45
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act of justice, Therefore gratitude 1s not a special virtue,
distinct from other viriues,

Obj. 3. Further, Acknowledgement of favour received is
requisite for the preservation of friendship, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic.viii. 13, 1%. I). Now friendship 1s associated
with all the virtues, since they are the reason for which man
15 loved. Therefore thankfulness or gratitude to which
it belongs to repay favours received, is not a special virtue.

On the contrary, Tully reckons thankfulness a special part
wof justice (De Inv. Rhel. ii.).

I answer that, As stated above (L.-II., Q. LX., A. 3), the
nature of the debt to be paid must needs vary according to
various causes giving rise to the debt, yet so that the greater
always includes the lesser. Now the cause of debt is found
primarily and chiefly in God, in that He is the first principle
of all our goods : secondarily it 1s found in our father, because
he is the proximate principle of our begetting and upbring-
ing* thirdly 1t is found in the person that excels in digmty,
from whom general favours proceed, fourthly it is found in
a benefactor, from whom we have received particular and
private favours, on account of which we are under par-
ticular obligation to hum.

Accordingly, smnce what we owe God, or our father, or a
person excelling in dignity, is not the same as what we owe
a benefactor from whom we have received some particular
favour, it follows that after religion, whereby we pay God
due worship, and piety, whereby we worship our parents,
and observance, whereby we worship persons excelling in
dignity, there is thankfulness or gratitude, whereby we give
thanks to our benefactors. And it is distinct from the
foregoing virtues, just as each of these is distinct from the
one that precedes, as falling short thereof.

Reply 0bj. 1. Just as religion is supercxcelling piety, so
is it excelling thankfulness or gratitude. wherefore giving
thanks to God was reckoned above (Q. LXXXIIL, A. 17)

among things pertaining to religion,

Reply Obj. 2. Proportionate repayment belongs to commu-
tative justice, when it answers to the legal due; for instance
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when it is contracted that so much be paid for so much.
But the repayment that belongs to the virtue of thankful-
ness or gratitude answers to the moral debt, and is paid
spontaneously. Hence thanksgiving is less thankful when
compelled, as Seneca observes (De Beneficiis iii.).

Reply Obj 3. Since true friendship 1s based on virtue,
whatever there is contrary to virtue 1n a friend 1s an obstacle
to friendship, and whatever 1n him is virtuous 1s an incentive
to friendship. In this way friendship is preserved by re-
payment of favours, although repayment of favours belongs
specially to the virtue of gratitude.

SECOND ARTICLE,

WHETHER THE INNOCENT IS MORE BOUND TO GIVE
THANKS TO GOD THAN THE PENITENT ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article . —

Objection 1. It seems that the imnocent is more bound
to give thanks to God than the penitent. For the greater
the gift one has received from God, the more is one bound
to give Him thanks. Now the gift of innocence is greater
than that of justice restored. Therefore 1t seems that the
mnocent 1s more bound to give thanks to God than the
penitent.

Oby. 2. Further, A man owes love to his benefactor
just as he owes mm gratitude. Now Augustine says
(Conf. ii ): What man, weighing s own infirnuty, would dare
to ascribe his purity and innocence to his own strength, that
so he should love Thee the less, as if he had less needed Thy
mercy, wheveby Thou remutiest sins to those that turn to Thee ?
And farther on he says Awnd for this let him love Thee as
much, yea and more, since by Whom he sees me to have been
recovered from such deep torpor of sin, by Hum he sees himself
to have been from the like torpor of sin preserved. Therefore
the mnocent is also more bound to give thanks than the
penitent.

Oby. 3. Further, The more a gratuitous favour is con-
tinuous, the greater the thanksgiving due for 1t. Now the
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favour of divine grace is more continuous in the innocent
than in the penitent. For Augustine says (ibid.): To Thy
grace I ascribe it, and to Thy mercy, that Thou hast melted
away my sins as it wereice.  To Thy grace I ascribe also what-
soever I have not done of evil ; for what might I not have done ?
.. Yea, all I confess to have been forgiven me, both what
evils I committed by my own wilfulness, and what by Thy
gwdance I commutted not. Therefore the innocent is more
bound to give thanks than the penitent.

On the contrary, It is written (Luke vil. 43): T'o whom
more 1s forgiven, he loveth more* Therefore for the same
reason he is bound to greater thanksgiving,

I answer that, Thanksgiving (gratiarum actio) in the
recipient corresponds to the favour (gratia) of the giver:
so that when there is greater favour on the part of the giver,
greater thanks are due on the part of the recipient. Now
a favour is something bestowed gratis - wherefore on the
part of the giver the favour may be greater on two counts.
First, owing to the quantity of the thing given: and in this
way the innocent owes greater thanksgiving, because he
receives a greater gift from God, also, absolutely speaking,
a more continuous gift, other things being equal. Secondly,
a favour may be said to be greater, because it is given more
gratuitously; and in this sense the penitent is more bound to
give thanks than the innocent, because what he receives
from God is more gratuitously given: since, whereas he was
deserving of punishment, he has received grace. Where-
fore, although the gift bestowed on the innocent is, con-
sidered absolutely, greater, yet the gift bestowed on the
penitent is greater in relation to him* even as a small gift
bestowed on a poor man is greater to him than a great gift
is to a rich man. And since actions are about singulars,
in matters of action, we have to take note of what is such
here and now, rather than of what 1s such absolutely, as the
Philasopher observes (Ethic. ii1.) in treating of the voluntary
and the involuntary.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

® Vulg,,—To whom lass is forgiven, he lovelh less.(Verse 47).
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER A MAN IS BOUND TO GIVE THANKS TO EVERY
BENEFACTOR ?

We proceed thus to the Third Aviicle :—

Objection 1 It seems that a man 1s not bound to give
thanks to every benefactor. Fora man may benefit himself
just as he may harm himself, according to Ecclus. xiv. 5,
He that is evil to himself, to whom will he be good > But a
man cannot thank himself, since thanksgiving seems to
pass from one person to another. Therefore thanksgiving
1s not due to every benefactor

Obj. 2. Further, Gratitude is a repayment of an act of
grace. But some favours are granted without grace, and
are rudely, slowly and grudgingly given. Therefore grati-
tude is not always due to a benefactor.

0Obj 3. Further, No thanks are due to one who works for
his own profit But sometimes people bestow favours
for their own profit. Therefore thanks are not due to
them

0bj. 4. Further, No thanks are due to a slave, for all
that he is belongs to his master. Yet sometimes a slave does
a good turn to his master. Therefore gratitude 1s not due
to every benefactor.

Obj. 5. Further, No one is bound to do what he cannot
do equitably and advantageously. Now it happens at times
that the benefactor is very well off, and 1t would be of no
advantage to him to be repaid for a favour he has bestowed.
Again it happens sometimes that the benefactor from being
virtuous has become wicked, so that it would not seem
equitable to repay him. Also the recipient of a favour may
be a poor man, and is quite unable to repay. Therefore
seemingly a man is not always bound to repayment for
favours received.

. Obj. 6. Further, No one is bound to do for another what
is inexpedient and hurtful to him. Now sometimes it
happens that repayment of a favour would be hurtful or
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useless o the person repaid. Therefore tavours are not
always to be repaid by gratitude.

On the contrary, It 15 written (z Thess. v. 18): In all thirgs
give thanks.

I answer that, Every effect turns naturally to its cause;
wherefore Dionysws says (Div. Nom 1) that God furns all
ihings to Himself, because He is the cause of all : for the effect
must needs always be ditected to the end of the agent
Now it is evident that a benefacior, as such,1s cause of the
beneficiary. Hence the natural order requires that he who
has received a favour should, by repaying the favour, turn
to lus benefactor according to the mode of each And, as
stated above with regard to a father (Q. XXXI, A. 3:
Q CI., A. 2), a man owes lus benefactor, as such, honour and
reverence, since the latter stands to him in the relation of
principle;; but accidentally he owes lum assistance or support,
if he need 1t

Reply 0bj. 1. In the words of Seneca (De Benef. v),
ust as a man is hberal who gives not to himself but to othiers,
and gracious who forgives not limself but others, and merciful
who 15 moved, not by ks own misfortunes but by anoiher's,
so foo, no man confers a favour on himself, he 1s but following
the bent of Ins nature, which wmoves Tum to resist what huris
huin, and to seek what is profitable Wherefore 1 things that
one does for oneself, there 1s no place for gratitude or
mgratitude, since a man cannot deny Iumself a thing except
by keeping it. Nevertheless things which are properly
spoken of 1n relation to others are spoken of metaphorically
in relation to oneself, as the Philosopher states regarding
justice (Ethic. v. 11), in so far, to wit, as the various parts of
man are considered as though they were various persons.

Reply Oby. 2. It is the mark of a happy disposition to see
good rather than evil, Wherefore if someone has conferred
a favour, not as he ought to have conferred it, the recipient
should not for that reason withhold his thanks, Vet he owes
less thanks, than if the favour had been conferred duly,
since in fact the favour is less, for, as Seneca remarks (De
Benef. ii.) prompiness enhances, delay discounts a favour
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Reply Obj. 3. As Seneca observes (De Benef. vi.),
matters much whether a person does a hindness to us for his
own sake, or for ours, or for both his and ours. He that
considers himself only, and benefits because he cannot other-
wise benefit himself, seems to me hke a man who seeks fodder
Jor his caftle. And farther on: If he has done it for me 1»
commmon with humself, having both of us wn his mand, I am
ungrateful and not merely unjust, unless I vejorce that what
was profitable to him is profitable to me also. 1t is the height
of malevolence o refuse to recognize a kindness, unless the
giver has been the loser thereby.

Reply Oby. 4. As Seneca observes (De Benef. iii.), when a
slave does what 15 wont to be demanded of a slave, 1 1s part
of his service: when he does more than a slave 1s bound to do,
1t 1S a favour ; for as soon as he does anything from a motive
of friendship, if indeed that be his motive, 1t is no longer
called sermce  Wherefore gratitude 1s duc even to a slave,
when he does more than his duty.

Reply 0bj. 5. A poor man 1s certamly not ungrateful if
he does what he can. For since kindness depends on the
heart rather than on the deed, so too gratitude depends
chiefly on the heart. Hence Sencca says (De Benef. i)
Who receives a favour gratefully, has already begun to pay
back : and that we ave grateful for favours recesved should be
shown by the outpourings of the heart, not only vn his hearing
but everywhere, TFrom this it is evident that however well
off a man may be, it is possible to thank him for his kindness
by showing him reverence and honour. Wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. viii. 14) © He that abounds should be
repaid with honour, he that is in want should be vepard with
money * and Seneca writes (De Benef. vi.): There are many
ways of repaying those who are well off, whatever we happen
to owe them ; such as good advice, frequent fellowship, affable
and pleasant conversation without flaitery. Therefore there
is no need for a man to desire neediness or distress in
his bencfactor before repaying his kindnecss, because, as
Sencca says (De Benef. vi), 1t were wnhuman to desive this
in one from whom you have received no favowr; how much
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more so to desire it in one whose kindness has made you his
debtor !

If, however, the benefactor has lapsed from virtue,
nevertheless he should be repaid according to his state,
that he may return to virtue if possible. But if he be so
wicked as to be incurable, then his heart has changed, and
consequently no repayment is due for his kindness, as here-
tofore. And yet, as far as it is possible without sin, the
kindness he has shown should be held in memory, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. ix. 3).

Reply 0bj. 6. As stated in the preceding reply, repay-
ment of a favour depends chiefly on the affection of the heart:
wherefore repayment should be made in such a way as to
-prove most beneficial. If, however, through the benefactor’s
carelessness it prove detrimental to him, this is not imputed
to the person who repays him, as Seneca observes (De

Benef. vii.): It 1s my duty to repay, and not to keep back and
safeguard my repayment,

FoURTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER A MAN IS BOUND TO REPAY A FAVOUR AT ONCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avivcle :—

Objectron 1. It seems that a man is bound to repay a
favour at once. For we are bound to restore at once what
we owe, unless the term be fixed. Now there is no term
prescribed for the repayment of favours, and yet this repay-
ment is a duty, as stated above (A. 3). Therefore a man is
bound to repay a favour at once

0bj. 2. Further, A good action would seem to be all the
more praiseworthy according as it is done with greater
earnestness. Now earnestness seems to make a man do his
duty without any delay. Therefore it is apparently more
praiseworthy to repay & favour at once.

Obj. 3. Further, Seneca says (De Benef. in) that it ds
proper to a benefactor to act freely and quickly. Now repay-

ment ought to equal the favour received. Therefore it
should be done at once.
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On the contrary, Seneca says (De Benef. wv.)- He that
hastens to repay, 1s animated with a sense, not of gratitude
but of indebtedness,

I answer that, Just as in conferring a favour two things
are to be considered, namely, the affection of the heart and
the gift, so also must these things be considered in repaying
the favour. Asregards the affection of the heart, repayment
should be made at once, wherefore Seneca says (D¢ Benef. ii.) .
Do you wish to repay a favour? Receive of graciously. As
regards the gift, one ought to wait until such a time as will
be convenient 1o the benefactor. In fact, if instead of
choosing a convenient time, one wished to repay at once,
favour for favour, it would not seem to be a virtuous, but
a constrained repayment. Tor, as Seneca observes (De
Benef. iv.), he that wishes to repay too soon, is an unwilling
debtor, and an unwilitng debtor 1s ungrateful.

Reply 0bj. 1. A legal debt must be paid at once, else the
equality of justice would not be preserved, if one kept another’s
property without his consent. But a moral debt depends on
the equity of the debtor: and therefore it should be repaid
mn due time according as the rectitude of virtue demands,

Reply Obj. 2. Earnestness of the will 1s not virtuous
unless it be regulated by reason; wherefore it is not praise-
worthy to forestall the proper time through earnestness.

Reply Obj. 3. Favours also should be conferred at a
convenient time, and one should no longer delay when the
convenient time comes; and the same 1s to be observed i
repaying favours.

FIFTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER IN GIVING THANKS WE SHOULD LOOK AT THE
BENEFACTOR’S DISPOSITION OR AT THE DEED ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objectron 1. It seems that in repaying favours we should
not look at the benefactor’s disposition but at the deed.
For repayment is due to beneficence, and beneficence con-
sists in deeds, as the word itself denotes. Therefore in re-
paying favours we should look at the deed.
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Oby. 2. Further, Thanksgiving, whereby we repay favours,
is a part of justice. But justice considers equality between
gwing and taking Therefore also in repaying favours we
should consider the deed rather than the disposition of the
benefactor

0bj. 3. Further, No one can consider what he does not
know. Now God alone knows the interior disposition.
Therefore it is impossible to repay a favour according to the
benefactor’s disposition.

On the conirary, Seneca says (De Benef. 1.): We are some-
times under a greater obligation to one who has given little with
a lerge heart, and has bestowed a small favour, vel willingly.

I answer that, The repayment of a favour may belong to
three virtues, namely, justice, gratitude and friendship.
It belongs to justice when the repayment has the character
of a legal debt, as in a loan and the like: and in such cases
repayment must be made according to the quantity received.

On the other hand, repayment of a favour belongs, though
in different ways, to friendship and likewise to the virtue
of gratitude when it has the character of a moral debt
For in the repayment of friendship we have to consider the
cause of friendship; so that in the friendship that is based
on the useful, repayment should be made according to the
usefulness accruing fiom the favour conferred, and in the
friendship based on wirtue repayment should be made with
regard for the choice or disposition of the giver, since tlis
is the chief requisite of virtue, as stated in Ethic viii. 13.
And likewise, since gratitude regards the favour inasmuch as
it is bestowed gratis, and this regards the disposition of the
giver, it follows again that repayment of a favour depends
more on the disposition of the giver than on the effect.

Reply Obj. 1. Every moral act depends on the will
Hence a kindly action, m so far as 1t is praiseworthy and 1s
deserving of gratitude, consists materially in the thing done,
put formally and chiefly in the will. Hence Seneca says
(De Benef. i.): A kindly action consists not in deed or gift, but
in the disposition of the giver or doer.

Reply 0Obj. 2. Gratitude is a part of justice, not indeed as
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i

a. species is part of a genus, but by a kind of reduction to the
genus of juslice, as stated above (Q. LXXX.). Hence it
does not follow that we shall find the same kind of debt
both virtues.

Reply Obj 3. God alone sees man’s disposition in itself:
but m so far as it is shown by certain signs, man also can
know it. Itisthus that a benefactor’s disposition is known
by the way in which he does the kindly action, for instance
through his domg it joyfully and readily.

S1XTH ARTICLE

WHETHER THE REPAYMENT OF GRATITUDE SHQULD SURPASS
THE FAVOUR RECEIVED ?

We proceed thus to the Sixih Artscle :—

Obgection 1, It seems that there is no need foi the repay-
ment of gratitude to swipass the tavour received. Foritis
not possible to make even equal repayment to some, for
instance, to one’s parents, as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. viii. 14). Now virtue does not attempt the impos-
sible Therefore gratitude for a favour does not tend to
something yet greater

Oby 2. Further, If one person repays another more than
he has received by his favour, by that very fact he gives
him something in his turn, as it were But the latter owes
him repayment for the favour which 1n his turn the former
has conferred on him. Therefore he that first conferred a
favour will be bound to a yet greater repayment, and so on
indefinitely Now virtue does not strive at the indefinite,
since the indefinmiie vemoves the nature of good (Metaph. ii,
text 8) Therefore repayment of gratitude should not
surpass the favour recerved,

0Obj 3. Further, Justice consists in equality. But smore
1s excess of equahty. Since therefore excess is sinful in
every virtue, it seems that to repay more than the favour
received 1s sinful and opposed to justice.

On th~ condrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. v. 5): We

should repay those who are gracious to us, by being gracious
i g 5
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to them in veturn, and this is done by repaying more than
we have received. Therefore gratitnde should inchne to do
something greater.

I answer that, As stated above (A 5), gratitude regards the
favour received according to the mntention of the benefactor;
who seems to be deserving of praise, chiefly for having con-
ferred the favour gratis without bemng bound to do so
Wherefore the beneficiary is under a moral obligation to
bestow something gratis in return. Now he does not seem
to bestow something gratis, unless he exceeds the quantity
of the favour received: because so long as he repays less or
an equivalent, he would seem to do nothing gratis, but only
to return what he has received. Therefore gratitude always
inclines, as far as possible, {0 pay back something more

Reply Obj 1 Asstated above (A. 3, ad 5, A 5),in repaying
favours we must consider the disposition rather than the
deed. Accordingly, if we consider the effect of beneficence,
which a son receives from his parents, namely, to be and to
live, the son cannot make an equal repayment, as the
Philosopher states (E#kic. viil. 14). But if we consider the
will of the giver and of the repayer, then it is possible for
the son to pay back something greater to his father,
as Seneca declares (D¢ Benef. ii) If, however, he were
unable to do so, the will to pay back would be sufficient for
gratitude.

Reply 0bj. 2. The debt of gratitude flows from charity,
which the more it is paid the more it is due, according to
Rom, xii1. 8, Owe no man anyihing, but to love one another.
Wherefore it is not unreasonable if the obligation of grati-
tude has no limt.

Reply Obj. 3. As in justice, which is a cardinal virtue, we
consider equality of things, so in gratitude we consider
equality of wills. For while on the one hand the benefactor
of his own free-will gave something he was not bound to
give, so on the other hand the beneficiary repays something
over and above what he has received.



QUESTION CVIL

OF INGRATITUDE.
(In Four Articles)

WE must now consider ingratitude, under which head there
are four points of inquiry- (x) Whether ingratitude is always
asin ? (2) Whether mgratitude 1s a special sin ? (3) Whether
every act of ingratitude 1s a mortal sin ? (4) Whether favours
should be withdrawn from the ungiateful ?

FIRST ARTICLE
WHETHER INGRATITUDE IS ALWAYS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article i—

Objection 1. It seems that mngratitude is not always a sin.
For Seneca says (De Benef. ii1.) ihat he who does not vepay a
favour s ungrateful. But sometimes 1t 1s impossible tc
repay a favour without sinning, for instance if one man has
helped another to commit a sin. Therefore, since it isnot
a sin to reframn from sinning, it seems that ingratitude is not
always a sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Every sin is in the power of the person
who commits 1t. because, according to Augustine (De Lib.
Ayb. iii.* Retract. i.), no man sins in what he cannot avord.
Now sometimes it is not in the power of the sinner to avoid
ingratitude, for instance when he has not the means of
repaying. Again forgetfulness is not i our power, and yet
Seneca declares (De Benef. iii) that fo forget a kindness is
the hesght of ingratriude. Therefore mgratitude 1s not always
a sin.

0bf. 3. Further, There would secm to be no repayment in
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being unwilling to owe anythmg, according to the Apostle
(Rom. xiil. 8), Owe no man anything. Yet an wnwilling
debtor is ungrateful, as Sencca declares (De Benef. iv.).
Therefore ingratitude 1s not always a sin.

On the contrary, Ingratitude is reckoned among other sins
(2 Tim iu. 2), where it is written: Disobedient fo parvents,
ungrateful, wicked, etc,

I answer that, As stated above (Q CVI, A. 4, ad 1, A. 6)
a debt of gratitude is a moral debt required by virtue. Now
a thing is a ein from the fact of its being contrary to virtue.
Wherefore it 1s evident that every ingratitude is a sin.

Reply Obf. 1. Gratitude regards a favour received: and
he that helps another to commut a sin does him not a favour
but an injury. and so no thanks are due to him, except per-
haps on account of hus good will, supposing him to have been
deceived, and to have thought to help him in doing good,
whereas he heiped him to sin. In such a case the repay-
ment due to him 1s not that he should be helped to commit
a sin, because this would be repaying not good but evil, and
this is contrary to gratitude.

Reply Oy 2. No man 1s excused from ingratitude through
mability to repay, for the very reason thal the mere wiil
suffices for the repayment of the debt of gratitude, as stated
above (Q. CVI,, A. 6, ad 1).

Forgetfulness of a favour received amounts to ingratitude,
not mdeed the forgetfulness that arises from a natural defect,
that 1s not subject to the will, but that which arises from
neghgence. For, as Seneca observes (De Bengf. iil.), when
forgetfulness of favours lays hold of a man, he has apparently
given Liltle thought to thevr repayment

Reply Obf. 3. The debt of gratitude flows from the debt of
love, and from the latter no man should wish to be free.
Hence that anyone should owe this debt unwillingly seems
to arise from lack of love for his benefactor.
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SECOND ARTICLE.
WIIETHER INGRATITUDE IS A SPECIAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article '—

Objection 1. It seems that ingratitude is not a special sin,
For whoever sins acts against God lus sovereign benefactor.
But this pertains to ingiatitude. Therefore ingratitude is
not a special sin.

0%j. 2. Further, No special sin 1s contained under different
kinds of sin. But one can be ungiateful by committing
different kinds of sin, for instance by calumny, theft, or some-
thing similar committed against a benefactor. Therefore
ingratitude is not a special sin,

0bj 3. Further, Scneca writes (De Benef. m.)" It 15 un-
grateful to take no notice of a kindness, 1t 1s ungrateful not to
repay one, but 1t is the height of ingrahiude to forget 1f. Now
these do not seém to belong to the same species of sin.  There-
fore ingratitude 1s not a special sm.

On the contrary, Ingratitude 1s optsed to gratitude or
thankfulness, which is a special virtue. Therefore it is a
special sin,

I answer that, Every vice is denominated from a deficiency
of virtue, because deficiency is more opposed to vitue; thus
illiberalily is more opposed to hberality than prodigality is.
Now a vice may be opposed to the virtue of gratitude by way
of excess, for instance if one were to show gratitude for
things for which gratitude is not due, or sooner than it is
due, as stated above (Q. CVI,, A, 4). But still more opposed
1o gratitude is the vice denoting deficiency of gratitude, be-
cause the virtue of gratitude, as stated above (Q. CVI., A 0),
mclines to retuwin something more. Wherefore ingratitude
is properly denomimated from being a deficiency of grati-
tude. Now every deficiency or privation takes its species
from the opposite habit: for blindness and deafncss differ
according to the difference of sight and hearing, Therefore
just as gratitude or thankfulness is one special virtue, so also
is ingratitude one special sin,
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It has, however, various degrees corresponding in their
order to the things required for gratitude. The first of these
is to recognize the favour received, the second to express
one’s appreciation and thanks, and the third to repay the
fayour at a suitable place and time according to one’s
means. And since what is last in the order of generation
is first in the order of destruction, it follows that the first
degree of ingratitude is when a man fails to repay a favour,
the second when he declines to notice and indicate that he
has received a favour, while the third and supreme degree is
when a man fails to recognize the reception of a favour,
whether by forgetting 1t or in any other way. Moreover,
since opposite affirmation mcludes negation, it follows that
it belongs to the first degree of mgratitude to return evil for
good, 1o the second to find fault with a favour received, and
to the third to esteem kindness as though i1t were un-
kindness

Reply 0bf. 1. In every sin there is material ingratitude
to God, inasmuch as a man does something that may
pertam to wgratitude But formal ingratitude is when a
favour 1s actually contemned, and this is a special sin.

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing hinders the formal aspect of some
special sin from being found matenally in several kinds of
sin, and in this way the aspect of ingratitude 1s to be found
1n many kinds of sin.

Reply 0bj. 3. These three are not different species but
different dcgrees of one special sin.

THIRD ARTICLE,
WHETHER INGRATITUDE IS ALWAYS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Arivcle :—

Objection 1. Tt seems that ingratitude is always a mortal
sin. For one ought to be grateful to God above all. But
one is not ungrateful to God by committing a venial sin:
else every man would be gwilty of ingratitude. Therefore
no ingratitude is a venial sin.

0%, 2. Further, A sin is mortal through being contrary
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to charity, as stated above (Q. XXIV.,, A 1r2). But in-
gratitude is contrary to chaiily, since the debt of gratitude
proceeds from that virtue, as statedabove (Q CVI,, A 1,ad3,
A. 6, ad 2). Therefore ingratitude is always a mortal sin.

0by. 3. Further, Seneca says (De Benef. ii.): Between the
giver and the vecewver of a favour theve 1s ths law, that the
former should forihwith forget having gwven, and the latter
should never forget having veceived, Now, seemingly, the
reason why the giver should forget is that he may be un-
awarc of the sin of the recipient, should the latter prove
ungrateful; and there would be no necessity for that if
ingratitude were a slight sm.  Therefore ingratitude 1s always
a mortal sin.

0bj. 4. Onthe contrary, No one should be put i the way of
committing a mortal sin, Yet, according to Sencca (1014 ),
sometimes 1t 15 necessary to deceive the person who receives
assistance, 1n ovder that he may veceive without knowing from
whom he has veceived. But this would seem to put the
recipieni in the way of ingratitude. Therefore ingratitude
is not always a mortal sin.

I answer that, As appears from what we have said above
(A. 2), 2 man may be ungrateful in twoways first, by mere
omission, for instance by failing to recognize the favour
recelved, or to express his appreciation of 1t, or to pay some-
thing in return, and this 1s not always a mortal sin, because,
as stated above (Q. CVL., A. ), the debt of gratitudcrequires
a man to make a libeial return, which, however, he 1s not
bound to do, wherefore 1f he fail 1o do so, he does not sin
mortally It 1s nevertheless a vemal sin, because 1t arises
either from some kind of negligence or from some disinclina-
tion to virtue in him. And yet ingratitude of 1lus kind may
happen to be a mortal sin, by reason either of inward con-
tempt, or of the kind of thing withheld, this bang needful
to the benefactor, either simply, or in some case of necessity.

Secondly, a man may be ungrateful, because he not only
omits to pay the debt of gratitude, but does the contrary.
This again 1s someiimes a mortal and sometimes a venial
sin, according to the kind of thing that is done.



Q.107.Arr 3 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA” 62

It must be observed, however, that when ingratitude
arises from a mortal sin, it has the perfect character of
ingratitude, and when it arises from venial sin, it has the
imperfect character,

Reply Oby 1. By committing a venial sin one is not un-
grateful ta God to the extent of mncurring the guilt of perfect
ingratitude: but there is something of ingratitude in a venial
sin, 1n so far as 1t removes a virtuous act of obedience to God,

Reply Obj. 2. When ingratitude is a venial sin it is not
contrary to, but heside chatity: since it does not destroy the
habit of charity, but excludes some act thereof.

Reply 0bj 3. Scneca also says (De Benef. vii.): When we
say that a man after conferring a fuvour should forget about 1t,
18 15 @ mistake to suppose that we mean ham to shake off the
recollection of a thing so very prasseworthy. When we say:
He must not remember it, we mean that he must not publish
1t abroad and boa<d about i,

Reply Obj. 4. He that 1s unaware of a favour conferred
on him 1s not ungrateful, if he fails to repay it, provided he
be prepared to do so if he knew. It is nevertheless com-
mendable at times that the object of a favcur should remain
in1gnorance of it, both in order to avoid vainglory, as when
Blessed Nicolas threw gold into a house secretly, wishing to
aveld popularity, and because the kindness 1s all the greater
through the benefactor wishing not to shame the person on
whom he is conferring the favour.

FOURTH ARTICLE,

WHETIIER FAVOURS SHOULD BE WITHHELD FROM THE
UNGRATEFUL ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *—

Objection 1. It seems that favours should be withheld from
the ungrateful. For 1t is written (Wis, xv1, 29)* The hope of
the unthankful shall mell away as the winter's ice. But this
hope would not melt away unless favours were withheld from

him. Therefore favours should be withheld from the un-
grateful.
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0bj. 2. Further, No one should afford another an occasion
of commuitting sin. But the ungrateful in receiving a favour
is given an occasion of ingratitude. Therefore favours
should not be bestowed on the ungrateful.

0bf. 3. Further, By what things a man sinneth, by the same
also he ¢s tormented (Wis. xi. 17). Now he that 1s ungrateful
when he receives a favour sins against the favour. There-
fore he should be deprived of the favour.

On the comtrary, It is written (Luke vi. 35) that the
Haghest . . . is kind to the unthankful, and to the evii Now
we should prove ourselves His children by imitating Him
(s01d. 36). Therefore we should not withhold favours from
the ungrateful.

I answer that, There are two points {o be considered with
regard to an ungraleful person. The first is what he de-
serves to suffer, and thus it is certain thatl he deserves to be
deprived of our favour. The second i3, what ought his bene-
factor to do? Tor in the first place he should not easily
judge him to be ungrateful, since, as Seneca remarks (De
Benef. iir.), a man is often grateful olthough he repays not,
because perhaps he has not the means or the opportunity of
repaying Secondly, he should be inclined to turn his un-
gratefulness into gratitude, and if he does not achieve this
by being kind to him once, he may by being so a second time
If, however, the more he repeats his favours, the more
ungrateful and evil the other becomes, he should cease from
bestowing his favours upon him.

Reply Oby 1. The passage quoted speaks of what the
ungrateful man deserves to suffer.

Reply Obj. 2. He that bestows a favour on an ungrateful
person affords him an occasion not of sin but of gratitude and
love. And if the recipient takes therefrom an occasion of
mgratitude, this is not to be imputed to the bestower.

Reply Obj 3 He that bestows a favour must not at once
act the part of a punisher of ingratitude, but 1ather that of a
kindly physician, by healing the mgratitude with repeated
favours.



QUESTION CVIIIL.

OF VENGEANCE.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider vengeance, under which head there
are four points of inquury. (1) Whether vengeance 18 law-
ful ? (2) Whether it is a special virtue ?  (3) Of the manner
of taking vengeance’ (4) On whom should vengeance be
taken ?

FIRST ARTICLF.
WHETHER VENGEANCE IS LAWFUL ?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle i—

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance is not lawful For
whoever usurps what is God’s sins. But vengeance belongs
to God, for it 1s wiitten (Deut xxxii. 35, and Rom xii. 19)
Revenge to Me, and I will vepay  Therefore all vengeance is
unlawful.

Obj 2. Further, He that takes vengeance on a man
does not bear with him. But we ought to bear wilh the
wicked, for a gloss on Cant. 1i. 2, As the lily among the thorns,
says: He s not @ good man that cannot bear with a wicked one.
Therefore we should not take vengeance on the wicked.

0bj. 3. Further, Vengeance is taken by inflicting punish
ment, which is the cause of servile fear. But the New Law is
not a law of fear, but of love, as Augustine states (Conira
Adamant, xvii.). Therefore at least in the New Testament
all vengeance is unlawful.

Obj 4. Further, A man is said to avenge himself when he
takes revenge for wrongs inflicted on himself. But, seem-
ingly, it is unlawful even for a judge to pumsh those who have
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wronged him for Chrysostom* says: Let us learn after Christ's
example to beay our own wrongs with magnamuuty, yet not o
suffer God’s wrongs, not even by listening to them. Therefore
vengeance seems to be unlawful.

0by. 5 Further, The sin of a multitude is more harmful
than the sin of only one- for it is written (Ecclus xxvi 5-7):
Of three things my heart hath been afraid . . . the accusation
of a city, and the gathering together of the people, and a false
calumwy. But vengeance should not be taken on the sin
of a multitude, for a gloss on Matth. xiu. 29, 30, Lest per-
haps . . you oot up the wheat . .. suffer bothto grow, says
that a multitude should not be excommunicated, nov should the
sovereign. Neither therefore is any other vengeance lawful.

On the contrary, We should look to God tor nothing save
what is good and lawful. But we arc to look to God for
vengeance on His enemies: for it is written (Luke xviit. )
Will not God revenge His elect wha cry to Him day and night ?
as if to say He will indeed. Therefore vengeance 1s not
essentially evil and unlawful

I answer that, Vengeance consists in the infliction of a
penal evil on one who has sinned. Accordingly, in the
matter of vengeance, we must consider the mnd of the
avenger. For if his intention is directed chiefly to the evil
of the person on whom he takes vengeance, and rests there,
then his vengeance is altogether unlawful: because to take
pleasure in another’s evil belongs to hatred, which is contrary
to the charity whereby we are bound to love all men. Nor
18 it an excuse that lie intends the evil of one whao has unjustly
inflicted evil on Ium, as neither 1s a man excused for hating
one that hates him for a man may not sin against another
just because the latter has already sinned against him, since
this is to be overcome by evil, which was forbidden by the
Apostle, who says (Rom. xii 21)* Be not overcome by cvil, but
overcome evil by good.

I, however, the avenger’s intention be directed chiefly to
some good, to be obtained by means of the punishment of

* Cf Opus Imperfectum, Hom. v. s Matth. falsely ascribed to
8. Chrysostom
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the person who has sinned (for instance that the sinner may
amend, or at least that he may be resirammcd and others
be not disturbed, that justice may be upheld, and God
honoured), then vengeance may be lawful, provided other due
circumstances be observed.

Reply Obj. 1. He who takes vengeance on the wicked m
keeping with his rank and position does not usurp what
belongs to God, but makes use of the power granted him by
God. For it is wrnitten (Rom. xiii. 4) of the earthly prince
that he is God's mimister, an avenger to execute wrath uwpon
him that doeth evil. 1f, however, a man takes vengeance
outside the order of divine appointment, he usurps what
is God's and therefore sins.

Reply Obj. 2. The good bear with the wicked by enduring
patiently, and in due manner, the wrongs they themselves
receive from them: but they do not bear with them so as to
endure the wrongs they infhict on God and their neighbour.
For Chrysostom* says. It is praiseworihy to be patient under
our own wrongs, but to overlook God’s wrongs 1s most wicked.

Reply Obj. 3. The law of the Gospel is the law of love, and
therefore those who do good out of love, and who alonc
properly belong to the Gospel, ought not to be terrorized
by means of punishment, but only those who are not moved
by love to do good, and who, though they belong to the
Church outwardly, do not belong to it in merit.

Reply Obj. 4. Sometimes a wrong done to a person
reflects on God and the Church' and then it is the duty of
that person to avenge the wrong. For example, Elias made
fire descend on those who were come to seize him (4 Kings i.);
likewise Eliseus cursed the boys that mocked him (4 Kings ii.);
and Pope Sylverius excommunicated those who sent him
into exile (XXIII,, Q. iv., Cap Guilisarius) But in so far
as the wrong inflicted on a man affects his person, he should
bear it patiently if this be expedient. For these precepts
of patience are to be understood as referring to preparedness
of the mind, as Augustine states (De Serm. Dom. in Montei.).

Reply Obj. 5. When the whole multitude sins, vengeance

* Ci, 0bj. 4 and footnote.
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wmst be taken on them, either in respect of the whole
mnultitude—thus the Egyplians were drowned m the Red
Sea while they were pursmng the children of Israel (Exod
xiv), and the people of Sodom were entirely destroyed
(Gen. x1x.)—or as regards part of the multitude, as may
be seen m the punishment of those who worshipped the calf.

Sometunes, however, if there is hope of many making
amends, the seventy of vengeance should be brought to
bear on a few of the principals, whose punishment fills the
rest with fear; thus the Lord (Num xxv.) commanded
the princes of the people to be hanged for the sin of the
multitude

On the other hand, if it 1s not the whole but onlv a part of
the multitude that has sinned, then if the guilty can be
separated from the innocent, vengeance should be wrought on
them* provided, however, that this can be done without
scandal to others, else the multitude should be spared and
severity forgone The same applies to the sovereign, whom
the multitude follow. For his sin should be borne with, if
it cannol be punished without scandal to the multitude:
unless indeed his sin were such, that it would do more harm
to the multitude, either spiritually or temporally, than would
the scandal that was feared to arise from his pumshment.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER VENGEANCE IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :(—

Objectron 1. It seems that vengeance is not a special
and distinct virtue. For just as the good are rewarded for
their good deeds, so are the wicked punished for theiwr evil
deeds. Now the rewarding of the good does not belong to
a special virtue, but is an act of commutative justice.
Therefore in the same way vengeance should not be ac-
counted a special virtue.

0bj. 2 Further, There is no need to appoint a special
virtue for an act to which a man 1s sufficiently disposed by
the other virtues. Now man is suffictently disposed by the
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virtues of fortitude or zeal to avenge evil Therefore
vengeance should not be reckoned a special virtue

0bj. 3. Further, There 1s a special vice opposed to every
special virtue. But seemingly no special vice is opposed
to vengeance. Therefore it is not a special virtue.

On the contrary, Tully (De Inv Rhet. 1i.) reckons it a part
of justice.

I answer that, As the Philosopher states (Efhic iv 1), apti-
tude to virtue is in us by nature, but the complement of
virtue is m us through habituation or some other cause
Hence it is evident that virtues perfect us so that we follow
in due manner our natural 1aclinations, which belong to the
natural nght. Wherefore to every definite natural inclina-
tion there corresponds a special virtue Now there is a
special inclination of nature to remove harm, for which
reason animals have the wascible power distinct from the
concupiscible. Man resists harm by defending himself
against wrongs, lest they be mflicted on um, or he avenges
those which have already been inflicled on im, with the
intention, not of harming, but of removing the harm done.
And this belongs to vengeance, for Tully says (loc. cit)
that by vengeance we resist force, or wrong, and in general
whatever 1s obscure® (ie. derogatory), either by sclf defence
or by avenging it Therefore vengeance is a special virtue

Reply Obj. 1. Just as repayment of a legal debt belongs to
commutative justice, and as repayment of a moral debt,
arising from the bestowal of a particular favour, belongs to
the virtue of gratitude, so too the punishment of sins,
so far as it is the concern of public justice, is an act of com-
mutative justice; while so far as it is concerned n defending
the rights of the mdividual by whom a wrong 1s resisted, 1t
belongs to the virtue of revenge.

Reply Obj. 2. Fortitude disposes to vengeance by re-
moving an obstacle thereto, namely, fear of an imminent
danger. Zeal, as denoting the fervour of love, signifies the
primary root of vengeance, in so far as a man avenges the

* Obscurum. Cicero wrote obfuturum: but the sense is the same ag
8. Thomas gives in the parenthesis,
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wrong done to God and his neighbour, because charity makes
him regard them as his own. Now every act of virtue
proceeds from charity as its root, since, according to Gregory
(Hom. xxvii in Ewv.), there are no green leaves on the bough
of good works, unless charity be the root.

Reply Obj 3. Two vices are opposed to vengeance' one
by way of excess, namely, the sin of cruelty or brutality,
which exceeds the measure in punishing’ while the other is
a vice by way of deficiency and consists in being remiss in
punishing, wherefore 1t iswritten (Prov xiit 24). He that
spareth the vod hateth is son. But the virtue of vengeance
consists in observing the due measure of vengeance with
regard to all the circumstances.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER VENGEANCE SHOULD BE WROUGHT BY MEANS OF
PUNISHMENTS CUSTOMARY AMONG MEN ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance should not be
wrought by means of punishments customary among men
For to put a man to death is to uproot him. But Our
Lord forbade (Matth. xiii. 29) the uprooting of the cockle,
whereby the children of the wicked one are signified There-
fore sinners should not be put to death.

0Obj 2. Further, All who sin mortally seem to be deserv-
ing of the same punishment. Therefore if some who sin
mortally are punished with death, it seems that all such
persons should be punished with death and this 1s evidently
false.

0bj. 3. Further, To punish a man publicly for his sin
seems to publish his sin: and this would seem to have a
harmful effect on the mvltitude, since the example of rin is
taken by them as an occasion for sin  Therefore il seems
that the punishment of death should not be inflicted fo1 a sin.

On the contrary, These punishments are fixed by the divine
law as appears from what we have said above (L.-II,
Q CV,A. 2).
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I answer that, Vengeance is lawful and virtuous so far as it
tends to the prevention of evil. Now some who are not
influenced by motive of virtue are prevented from commit-
ting sin, through fear of losing those things which they
love more than those they obtain by sinning, else fear would
be no restraint to sin. Consequently vengeance for sm
should be taken by depriving a man of what he loves most.
Now the things which man loves most are hfe, bodily safety,
his own freedom, and external goods such as riches, his
country and his good name. Wherefore, accordmg to
Augustine’s reckoning (De Civ. Des xxi.), Tully writes thas
the laws recognize eight kinds of pumishment : namely, death,
whercby man is deprived of Lfe; stripes, retalalion, or the
loss of eye for eye, whereby man forfeits his bodily safety;
slavery, and Tmprisonment, whereby he is deprived of free-
dom; exile, whereby he is banished {rom his country; fines,
wheteby he is mulcted in his riches; sgnominy, whereby he
loses his good name.

Reply Oby. 1. Our Lord forbids the uprooting of the
cockle, when there is fear lest the wheat be uprooted to-
gether with it. But sometimes the wicked can be uprooted
by death, not only without danger, but even with great
profit, to the good. Wherefore in such a case the punish-
ment of death may be inflicted on sinners.

Reply 0bj. 2. All who sin mortally are deserving of eternal
death, as regards future retribution, which is in accordance
with the truth of the divine judgment. But the punish-
ments of this life are more of a medicinal character ; where-
fore the punishment of death is inflicted on those sins alone
wluch conduce to the grave undoing of others.

Reply 0bj. 3. The very fact that the punishment, whether
of death or of any kind that is fearsome to man, is made
known at the same time as the sin, makes man’s will averse

to sin: because the fear of punishment is greater than the
enticernent of the example of sin,
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Fourrn ARTICLE.

WHETHER VENGEANCE SHOULD BE TAKEN ON TIHOSE WHO
HAVE SINNED INVOLUNTARILY ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance should be taken
on those who have sinned involuntarily. For the will of
one man does not follow from the will of another. Yet one
man is punished for another, according to Exod xx. 5,
I am ... God ... jealous, wisting the wniquity of ithe
fathers upon the children, unto thethird and fourth generation.
Thus for the sin of Cham, his son Chanaan was cursed
(Gen. ix. 25), and for the sin of Giezi, his descendants were
struck with leprosy (4 Kings v.). Again the blood of
Christ lays the descendants of the Jews under the ban of
punishment, for they said (Matth. xxvii. 25): His blood be
wpon us and wpon our children. Moreover, we read (Josue vi.)
that the people of Israel were delivered into the hands of their
encmies for the sin of Achan, and that the same people were
overthrown by the Philistines on account of the sin of the
sons of Heli (x Kings 1v.). Therefore a person 1s to be
punished without having deserved it voluntarily.

Oby. 2. Further, Nothing 1s voluntary except what isina
man’s power. But sometimes a man is punished for what
1s not in his power, thus a man is removed from the
administration of the Church on account of being infected
with leprosy; and a Church ceases to be an episcopal see on
account of the depravity or evil deeds of the people. There-
fore vengeance is taken not only for voluntary sins.

0bj. 3. Further, Ignorance makes an act involuntary.
Now vengeance 1s sometimes taken on the ignorant. Thus
the children of the people of Sodom, though they were in
invincible ignorance, petished with their parents (Gen. xix.).
Again, for the sin of Dathan and Abiron their children were
swallowed up together with them (Num. xvi.). Moreover,
dumb animals, which are devoid of reason, were commanded

to he slain on account of the sin of the Amalekites (é Kings
I un g4
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xv.). Therefore vengeance is somectimes taken on those
who have deserved it imvoluntarily.

0bf. 4. Further, Compulsion is most opposed to volun-
tariness. But a man does not escape the debt of punish-
ment through being compelled by fear to commit a sin
Therefore vengeance is sometimes taken on those who have
deserved it involuntarily.

0bj. 5. Further, Ambrose says on Luke v. that the ship in
which Judas was, was in distress ; whereforc Pefer, who was
calm in the security of s own meris, was wn distress about
those of others. But Peter did not will the sin of Judas.
Therefore a person is someiumes pumshed without having
voluntarily deserved it.

On the contrarvy, Pumshment 15 due to sin. But every
sin 1s voluntary according to Augustine (De L2b. Arb. ui..
Retract. 1.). Thercfore vengeance should be taken only on
those who have deserved it voluntarily.

I answer that, Punishment may be considered in two ways.
First, under the aspect of punishment, and in this way
punishment is not due save for sin, because by means of
punishment the equality of justice 1s restored, in so far as he
who by sinning has exceeded in following his own will
suffers something that is contrary to his will. Wherefore,
since every sin 1s voluntary, not excluding original sin, as
stated above (L-II., Q. LXXXI,, A. 1), it follows that no oneis
punished i this way, except for something done voluntarily
Secondly, punishment may be considered as a medicine, not
only healing the past sin, but also preserving from future
sin, or conducing to some good, and in this way a person is
sometimes punished without any fault of s own, yet not
without cause.

It must, however, be observed that a medicine never
removes a greater good in order to promote a lesser; thus the
medicine of the body never blinds the eye, in order to repair
the heel. yet sometimes it 1s harmful in lesser things that
it may be helpful in things of greater conmsequence. And
since spiritual goods are of the greatest consequence, while
temporal goods are least important, sometimes a person is
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punished 1n his temporal goods without any fault of his own,
Such are many of the punishments inflicted by God 1n thus
precent life for our humiliation or probation. But no one
is punished 1n spiritual goods withount any fault on lus part,
netther m this nor 1 the future life, because 1n the latter
punishment 1s not medicinal, but a result of spiritual con-
demnation.

Reply Oby 1. A man is never condemned to a spiritual
punishment for another man’s sin, because spiritual punish-
ment affects the soul, in respect of which each man is master
of himself, But sometimes a man 1s condemned to punish-
ment in temporal matters for the sin of another, and this
for three reasons. First, because one man may be the
temporal goods of another, and so he may be pumshed in
pumshment of the latier: thus children, as to the body,
are a belonging of their father, and slaves are a possession
of their master. Secondly, when one person’s sin istrans-
miutted to another, exther by wmuaiation, as children copy the
sins of their parents, and slaves the sins of their masters, so as
to sin with greater daring, or by way of meriZ, as the smful
subjects mer1t a sinful superior, according to Job xxxiv. 30,
Who maketh a man that 1s @ hypocrite to reign for the sins of
the people > Hence the people of Israel were pumshed for
David’s sin in numbering the people (2 Kings xxiv.). This
may also happen through some kind of consent or cons-
vance. thus sometimes even the good are pumshed in tem-
poral maiters together with the wicked, for not having con-
demned therr sins, as Augustine says (De Cw. Dei i, 9).
Thirdly, in order to mark the unity of human fellow=lnp,
whereby one man is bound to be solicitous for another, lest
he sin, and in order to inculcate horror of sin, seeing that the
punishment of one affects all, as though all were one body,
as Augustine says in speaking of the sin of Achan (QQ. sup.
Josuc vin.). The saymg of the Lord, Visuing the imquity
of the fathers wpon the childven unto the third and fourth
generation, seems to belong to mercy rather than to severity,
since He does not take vengeance forthwith, but waits for
some future time, in order that the descendants at lemst



Q.108. Ar7. 4 THI “SUMMA THEOLOGICA™ 74

may mend their ways; yet should the wickedness of the
descendants increase, 1t becomes almost necessary to take
vengeance on them.,

Reply Obj 2. As Augustine states (foc. cit ), human judg-
ment should conform to the divine judgment, when this is
manifest, and God condemns men spintually for their own
sins. But human judgment cannot be conformed to God’s
hidden judgments, whereby He pumishes certamn persons
in temporal matters without any fault of theirs, since man
is unable to grasp the reasons of these judgments, so as to
know what is expedient for each individual Wherefore
according to human judgment a man should never be con-
demned without fault of his own to an nflictive punish-
ment, such as death, mutilation or flogging. But a man
may be condemned, even according to human judgment, to
a punishment of forfeituyre, even without any fault on his
part, but not without cause. and this i three ways.

First, through a person becomimg, without any fault of his,
disqualified for having or acquiring a certain good: thus for
being infected with leprosy a man is removed from the
admimstration of the Church- and for bigamy, or through
pronouncing a death sentence 2 man 1s hindered from re-
cerving sacred orders.

Secondly, because the particular good that he forfeits.
is not his own but common property: thus that an episcopal
see be attached to a certain church belongs to the good
of the whole city, and not only to the good of the clerics.

Thirdly, because the good of one person may depend on
the good of another" thus in the crime of high treason a son
loses his inheritance through the sin of his parent.

Reply Oby 3. By the judgment of God children are
punished in temporal matters together with their parents,
both because they are a possession of their parents, so that
their parents are punished also in their person, and because
this is for their good lest, should they be spared, they might
imitate the sins of their parents, and thus deserve to be
punished still more severely.

Vengeance 1s wrought on dumb animals and any other
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irrational creatures, because in this way their owners are
punished, and also in horror of sin.

Reply Obj. 4. An act done through compulsion of fear is
not involuntary simply, but has an admixture of voluntari-
ness, as stated above (I.-11.,, Q. VI,, AA. 5, 6)

Reply Obj. 5. The other apostles were distressed about
the sin of Judas, in the same way as the multitude is
punished for the sin of one, 1n commendation of unity, as
stated above (Reply 0bj. 1, 2).



QUESTION CIX.

OF TRUTH
(In Fouy Avticles)

WE must now consider truth and the vices opposed thereto.
Concerning truth there are four points of inquiry () Whether
truth is a virtue ? (2) Whether it is a special virtue ? (3)
Whether it 1s a part of justice ? (4) Whether it inclines to
that which 15 less ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER TRUTII IS A VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the First Article . —

Objection 1 1t seems that truth is not a virtue. TFor the
first of virtues is faith, whose object is truth. Since then
the object precedes the habit and the act, it seems that truth
is not a virtue, but something prior to virtue.

Oby. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. %),
it belongs to truth that a man should state things concerning
himself to be neither more nor less than they are. But this
1s not always praiseworthy—neither in good things, since
according to Prov. xxvii, 2, Let another praise thee, and not
thy own mowth—nor even in evil things, because it is written
in condemnation of certain people (Isa ui. 9): They have
proclaimed abroad their sin as Sodom, and they have not hd
¢, Therefore truth is not a virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, Every virtue is either theological, or
intellectual, or moral. Now truth 1s not a theological virtue,
because its object is not God but temporal thimgs. For
Tully says (De Inv. Rhet. ii.) that by truth we faithfully repre-

sent things as they are, were, or will be Likewise it is not one
76
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of the intellectual virtues, but ther end. Nor again is it a
moral virtue, smce 1t is not a mean between excess and
deficiency, for the more one tells the truth, the better it is,
Therefore truth is not a virtue

On the contrary, The Philosopher both 1n the Second and
in the Fourth Book of Ethics places truth among the other
virtues.

I answey that, Truth can be taken i two ways Furst, for
that by reason of which a thing 15 said to be tiue, and thus
truth is not a virtue, but the object or end of a virtue
because, taken m this way, tiuth is not a habit, which is
the genus containing virtue, but a certain equality between
the understanding or sign and the thing understood or signi-
fied, or again between a thing and its rule, as stated in the
First Part (Q. XVIL, A. 1. Q XXI, A 2). Secondly, truth
may stand for that by which a person says what is true, in
which sense one is said to be truthful. This truth or truth-
fulness must needs be a virtue, because to say what 1s true
is a good act * and virtue i1s that which makes its possessor
good, and renders s action good.

Reply Obp. 1 This argument takes truth in the first sense

Reply Obj. 2. To state that which concerns oneself, in so
far as 1t is a statement of what is true, is good generically.
Yet this does not suffice for it to be an act of virtue, since it
1s requisite for that purpose that it should also be clothed
with the due circumstances, and if these be not ohserved,
the act will be sinful, Accordingly 1t 1s sinful to praise one-
self without due cause even for that which is true: and it is
also sinful to publish one’s sin, by prasing oneself on that
account, or in any way proclaiming it uselessly.

Reply Obj. 3. A person who says what is true, utters
certain signs which are i conformity with things ; and such
signs are either words, or external actions, or any external
thing. Now such kinds of things are the subject-matter

of the moral virtues alone, for the latter are concerned
with the use of the external members, in so far as this use

is put into effect at the command of the will. Wheiefore
truth is neither a theological, nor an intellectual, bul a moral
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virtue. And it is a mean between excess and deficiency
in two ways First, on the part of the object, secondly, on
the part of the act On the part of the object, because the
true essentially denotes a kind of equality, and equal is a
mean between more and less. Hence for the very reason
that a man says what is true about himself, he observes the
mean between one that says more than the truth about
himself, and one that says less than the truth. On the part
of the act, to observe the mean is to tell the truth, when one
ought, and as one ought. Excess consists in making known
one’s own affairs out of season, and deficiency in hiding
them when one ought to make them known.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETYHER TRUTH IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article *—

Objection 3. It seems that truth is not a special virtue.
For the true and the good are convertible. Now goodness
is not a special virtue, in fact every wirtue is goodness,

because 1 makes its possessor good Theretore {ruth 1s not a
special virtue.

0bj. 2. Further, To make known what belongs to oneself
is an act of truth as we understand it here.  But this belongs
to every virtue, since every virluous habit is made known
by its own act. Therefore truth is not a special virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, The truth of life is the truth whereby one
lives aright, and of which it is written (Isa xxxviii 3): I
beseech Thee . . remember how I have walked before Thee 1n
truth, and with a perfect heari. Now one hives aright by any
virtue, as follows from the definition of virtue given above
(I.-IL, Q. LV., A. 4). Therefore truth is not a special
virtue.

Obj. 4. Further, Truth seems to be the same as simplicity,
since hypocrisy is opposed 1o both, But simplicity 1s not a
special virtue, simce it rectifies the intention, and that is
required in every virlue. Therefore neither is truth a
special virtue,
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Omn the contrary, It 1s number ed together with other vintucs
(Ethic. 1. 7).

I answer that, The nature of human virtue comsisis 1n
making a man'’s deed good. Consequently whencver we find
a special aspect of goodness in human acts, 1t is necessary
that man be disposed thereto by a special virtue.  And since
according to Augusline (De Nat. Boni iii.) good consists in
order, it follows that a special aspect of good will be found
where there 1s a special order.  Now there is a special order
whereby our externals, whether words or deeds, arc duly
ordered in relation to some thing, as sign to thing signified.
and thercto man is perfected by the virtue of truth. Where-
fore it is evident that truth is a special virtue.

Reply Obj. 1 The true and the good are convertible as to
subject, since every true thing is good, and every good thing
is true. But considered logically, they exceed one another,
even as the intellect and will exceed one another. For the
intellect understands the will and many things besides, and
the will desires things pertaining to the intellect, and many
others. Wherefore the #7ue considered in its proper aspect
as a perfection of the intellect 1s a particular good, since 1t is
something appetible. and in Iike manner the good considered
in its proper aspect as the end of the appetite is something
irue, since 1t is something intelligible  Therefore since virtue
includes the aspect of goodness, 1t is possible for truth to be
a special virtue, just as the #rue is a special good; yet it is not
possible for goodness to be a special virtue, since rather,
considered logically, it is the genus of virtue.

Reply Obj 2. The habits of virtue and vice take their
species from what 1s directly intended, and not from that
which is accidental and beside the intention. Now that a
man states that which concerns himself, belongs to the virtue
of truth, as something directly intended: although it may
belong to other virtues consequently and beside his prin-
cipal intention. For the brave man intends to act bravely:
and that he shows his fortitude by acting bravely is a con-
sequence beside his principal intention.

Reply 0b7. 3. The truth of life 1s the truth whereby a thing
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is true, not whereby a person says what is true. Life like
anything else 15 said to be true, from the fact that it attains
its rule and measure, namely, the divine law, since rectitude
of life depends on conformity to that law. This truth or
rectitude is common to every virtue

Reply Obj. 4. Sumplicity is so called from its opposition
to duplicity, whereby, to wit, a man shows one thing out-
wardly while having another in his heart* so that simplicity
pertains to this virtue. And it rectifies the intention, not
mdeed directly (since this belongs to every virtue), but by
excluding duplicity, whereby a man pretends one thing and
intends another.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER TRUTH IS A PART OF JUSTICE {

We proceed thus to the Thurd Avticle .—

Objection 1. It seems that truth 1s not a part of justice.
For it seems proper to justice to give another man his due.
But, by telling the truth, one does not seem to give another
man his due, as is the case in all the foregoing parts of justice.
Therefore truth is not a part of justice.

Obj. 2. Further, Truth pertains to the intellect* whereas
justice is in the will, as stated above (Q. LVIIL, A. 4).
Therefore truth 1s not a part of justice.

0bj. 3. Further, According to Jerome truth is threefold,
namely, truth of hfe, truth of justice, and éruth of doctrine.
But none of these is a part of justice. For truth of life com-
prises all virtues, as stated above (A. 2, ad 3). truth of justice
15 the same as justice, so that 1t is not one of its parts; and
truth of doctrine belongs rather to the intellectual virtues.
Therefore truth is nowise a part of justice.

On the contrary, Tully (De Inv. Rhet. ii.) reckons truth
among the parts of justice.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. LXXX.), a virtue is
annexed to justice, as secondary to a principal virtue,
through having something in common with justice, while
falling short from the perfect virtue thereof. Now the virtue
of truth has two things in common with justice. In the
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{irst place it is directed to another, since the manifestation,
which we have siated to be an act of {ruih, 15 dizected 1o
another, masmuch as one person manilests to another the
things that concern limself In the second place, juctice
sets up a certain equality between things, and this the vituc
of truth does also, for it cquals signs to the things which
concern man himself. Nevertheless 1t falls short of the
proper aspect of justice, as to the notion of dcbt: for this
virtue does notl regard legal debt, which justice considers,
but rather the moral debt, 1n so far as, out of cquity, one
man owes another a manifestation of the truth. Therefore
truth is a part of justice, being annexed thereto as a secon-
dary virtue to its principal.

Reply Obj. 1. Smce man 15 a social ammal, one man
naturally owes another whatever is necessary for the pre-
servation of human society. Now it would be impossible
for men to live together, unless they believed one another,
as declaring the trulh one to another. Iencc the wvirtue
of truth does, in a manncr, regard something as being due.

Reply Obj. 2. Truth, as known, belongs to the intellect
But man, by his own will, whereby he uses both habits and
members, utters external signs in order to manifest 1the truth,
and in this way the manifestation of the truth is an act of
the will.

Reply Obj. 3. The truth of which we are speaking now
differs from the truth of hfe, as stated in the preceding
Article (ad 3).

We speak of the truth of justice in two ways. In one way
we reler 1o the fact that justice itsclf is a certain rectitude
regulated according to the rule of the divine law; and m
this way the truth of justice differs from the truth of life,
because by the truth of life a man lives aright in himself,
whereas by the truth of justice a man observes the rectitude
of the law in those judgements which refer to another man:
and in this scnse the iruth of justice has nothing to do
with the truth of which we speak now, as neither has the
truth of life. In another way the truth of justice may be
understood as referripg to the lact that, out of justice, a
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man manifests the truth, as for instance when a man con-
fesses the truth, or gives true evidence in a court of justice.
This truth is a particular act of justice, and does not pertain
directly to this truth of which we are now speaking, because,
to wit, in this manifestation of the truth a man's chief
intention is to give another man his due. Hence the Philo-
sopher says (Ethic. iv. 4) in describing this virtue. We are not
speaking of one who is truthful in kis agreements, nor does this
apply to matters in which justice or injustice is quostioned.
The truth of doctrine consists in a certain manifestation
of truths relating to science. Wherefore neither does tius
truth dircatly pertain to this virtue, but only that truth
whereby a man, both in life and in speech, shows himsclf
to be such as he is, and the things that concern him, not
other, and neither greater nor less, than they are. Never-
theless since truths of science, as known by us, are something
concerning us, and pertain to uk, in this sense the truth
of doctrine may pertain to this virtue, as well as any other

kind of truth whereby a man manifests, by word or deed,
what he knows.

FoURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE VIRTUE OF TRUTH INCLINES RATHER TO THAT
WHICH IS LESS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article . —

Objection 1. It seems that the virtue of truth does not
inchne to that which is less. For as one incurs falsehood
by saying more, so does one by saying less: thus it is no more
false that four are five, than that four are three. But every
falsehood is iu viself evil, and to be quoided, as the Philosopher
declares (Etlic. iv. 7). Therefore the virtue of truth does not
incline to that which is less rather than to that which is
greater.

Obf. 2, Further, That a virtue inclines to the one extreme
rather than to the other, is owing to the fact that the virtue’s
mean is nearer fo the onc extreme than to the other: thus
fortitude is nearer to daring than to timidity. But the
mean of truth is not nearer to one, extreme than to the
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other; because {ruth, since it is a kind of equality, holds to
the cxact mean. Therefore truth does not more incline to
that which is less.

0%. 3. Further, To forsake the iruth for that which is
less seems to amount to a demal of the truth, since this is to
subtract therefrom, and to forsake the truth for that which
is greater seems 10 amount to an addition thereto. Now to
deny the truth 1s more repugnant to truth than to add some-
thing to it, because truth 1s incompatible with the denial of
truth, whereas it is compatible with addition. Thereforc 1t
seems that truth shouldincline to that which is greaterrather
than to that which is less.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 7) that
by this virtue a man declines rather from the truth towards
that which is less.

I answer that, There are two ways of declining from the
iruth to that which is less. First, by affirming, as when a
man does not show the whole good that 15 1n him, for instance
science, holiness and so forth. This 1s done without prejudice
to truth, since the lesser is contained in the greater : and in
this way this virtue inclines to what 15 less. For, as the
Philosopher says (ibid.), this seems to be more prudent because
exaggerations give annoyance. For those who represent them-
selves as being greater than they are, are a source of annoy-
ance to others, since they seem to wish to surpass others :
whereas those who make less account of themselves are a
source of pleasure, since they seem to defer to others by their
moderation. Hence the Apostle says (2 Cor. xii. 6) : Though
I should have a mind to glory, I shall not be foolish : for I will
say the truth. But I forbear, lest any man should think of
me above that which he seeth im me, or awything he heareth
Jrom me,

Secondly, one may incline to what is less by denying, so
as to say that what is in us is not. In this way it does not
belong to this virtue to incline to what is less, because this
would imply falsehood. And yet this would be less repug-
nant to the truth, not indeed as regards the proper aspect of
{ruth, but as regards the aspect of prudence, which should
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be safeguarded in all the virtues., For stnce it is fraught
with greater danger and is more annoying to others, itis
more repugnant to prudence to think or boast that one has
what one has not, than to think or say that one has not what
one has.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objections.



QUESTION CX.

OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO TRUTH, AND FIRST OF
LYING.

(In Four Articles)

WE must now consider the vices opposed to truth, and (1)
lying (2) disstmulation or hypocrisy* (3) boasting and the
opposite vice. Concerning lying there are four ponts of
mquiry' () Whether lymng, as containing falsehood, 1s
always opposed to truth? (2) Of the species of lying
(3) Whether lymgisalwaysa sin?  (4) Whetherit is always
a mortal sin?

FIrsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER LYING IS ALWAYS OPPOSED TO TRUTH ?

We proceed thus to the Furst Avticle —

Objection 1. It seems that lymng 1s not always opposed
to {ruth. For opposites are incompatible with one another.
But lying is compatible with truth, since he that speaks the
truth, thinking i1t to be false, lies, according to Augustine
(Lib De Mendac. iii.). Therefore lying is not opposed to
truth.

0bf. 2. Further, The virtue of truth applies not only to
words but also to deeds, since according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv. %) by this virtue one tells the truth both in one’s
speech and in one’s life. But lymg applies only to words,
for Augustine says (Contra Mend xii) that a lie is a false
sigmfication by words. Accordingly, 1t seems that lying isnot
directly opposed to the virtue of truth.

0bj. 3. Further, Augustine says (Z:0 De Mend., loc cit.)

that the Ziar's sin 18 the desere to decerve. But this is not
95
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opposed 1o truth, but rather to bencvolence or justice,
Therefore lying 1s not opposed to truth.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Mend. x.). Let
#no one doubt that t 1s a le to tell a falsehood in order to decerve.
Wherefore a false statement wuiteved with intent to deceive 18
a manifest Ilte. But this is opposed to iruth. Therefore
Iying is opposed to truth.

I answer that, A moral act takes its species from two things,
its object, and its end* for the end is the object of the will,
which is the first mover m moral acts. And the power
moved by the will has its own object, which is the proximate
object of the voluntary act, and stands i relation to the
will’s act towards the end, as material to formal, as stated
above ( I.-II., Q. XVIII., AA. 6, 7).

Now 1t has been said above (Q. CIX., A.1, ad 3) that
the virtue of truth—and consequently the opposite vices—
regards 2 manifestation made by certain signs: and this
manfestation or statement 1s an act of reason comparing
sign with the thing sigmlied, because every representation
consists in comparison, which is the proper act of the reason.
Whercfore though dumb animals manifest something, yet
they do not intend to manifest anything- but they do
something by natural instinct, and a manifestation is the
result. But when this manifestalion or statement is a moral
act, it must needs be voluntary, and dependent on the
intention of the will. Now the proper object of a manifesta-
tion or statement is the true or the false. And the intention
of a bad will may bear on two things: one of which 1s that
a falsehood may be told; while the other is the proper effect
of a false statement, namely, that someone may be deceived.

Accordinglyif these three things concur, namely, falsehood
of what is said, the will to tell a falsehood, and finally the
intention to deceive, then there is falsehood—materally,
since what is said is false, formally, on account of the will
to tell an untruth, and effectively, on account of the will
to impart a falsehood.

However, the essential notion of a lie is taken from formal
falsehood, from the fact, namely, that a person intends to
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say what 15 false; wherefore also the word mendaczun (lie)
is derived from 1ts being i oppoistion to the mind. Conse-
quently if one says what is false, thinking 1t to be true, it
is false matenally, but not formally, because the falseness is
beside the imtention of the speaker' so that 1t 15 not a perfect
lie, since what is beside the speaker’s intention 1s accidental,
for which reason 1t cannot be a specific difference. If, on
the other hand, one utters a falsehood formally, through
having the will to deceive, even if what one says be true,
yet inasmuch as this 1s a voluntary and moral act, it
contains falseness essentially and truth accidentally, and
attdins the specific nature of a lie.

That a person ntends to cause another to have a false
opinion, by deceiving him, does not belong to the species
of lying, but to a pcrfectmn thereof, even as m the physical
order, a thing acquires its species if it has its form, even
though the form’s effect be lacking; for instance a heavy
body which 15 held up aloft by force, lest it come down m
accordance with the exigency of its form. Therefore it is
evident that lymng is directly and formally opposed to the
virtue of truth

Reply 0bj 1. We judge of a thing according to what is
in il formally and essentially, rather than according to what
1s in 1t matersally and acaidentally. Hence it is more 1
opposttion to truth, considered as a moral virtue, to tell the
truth with the intention of telling a falsehood than to tell a
falsehood with the intention of telling the truth.

Reply Obj 2. As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i),
words hold the chief place among other signs. And so
when it is said that a lie ¢s a false signification by words, the
term words denotes every kind of sign, Wherefore if a
person intended to signify something false by means of signs,
he would not be cxcused from lying.

Reply 0by. 3. The desire to deceive belongs io the per-
fection of lying, but not to its species, as nerther does any

effect belong Lo the species of its cause,
1.1 4 7
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SECOND ARTICLE,

WHETHER LIES ARE SUFFICIENTLY DIVIDED INTO OFFICIOUS,
JOCOSE AND MISCHIEVOUS LIES ?

We procecd thus to the Second Avticle :—

Objectron I, It seems that lies are not sufficiently divided
into officious, focose and mischievous lies. For a division
should be made according to that which pertains to a thing
by reason of 1ls nature, as the Philosopher states (Metaph.
vil. text. 43: De Part. Amimal. i, 3). DBut seemingly the
intention of the effect resulting from a moral act 1s some-
thing beside and accidental to the species of that act, so
that an indefinite number of eflfects can resull from one
act. Now this divisionf is made according to the intention
of the effect for a jocoselic 1s told in order to make fun, an
officrous lie for some useful purpose, and a muschievous lie
in order to mnjure someone, Therefore lies are unfittingly
divided 1in this way.

0b7. 2. Further, Augustine (Confra Mendac. xiv.) gives
eight kinds of tics. The first 15 on religrous doctrine ; the
second is « lie that profits no one and injures someone ! the
third profits one party so as to wnjure another [ the fourth s
told out of mere lust of lying and decevving ; the fifth s fold
out of the dessre to please, the sixth ingures no one, and profits
someone i1 saving his money ;) the seventh 1ngures no one and
profits someonesn saning him from death, the eighth injures no
one, and profits someone 1n saving hum from defilement of the
body. Therefore it seems that the first division of lies is
insufficient.

0bj. 3. Further, The Plilosopher (Ethic. 1v. ) divides
lying into boasting, which exceeds the truth in speech, and
iromy, which falls short of the truth by saying something
less. and these two are not contained under any one of
the kinds mentioned above. Therefore 1t seems that the
aforesaid division of hes is inadequate.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ps. v. 7, Thou will destroy all
that speak alie, says thal theve arve three kinds of lies, for some
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are told for the wellbeing and comvenience of someone; and
there is another kind of he that 1s told in fun, but the thivd
kind of lie is told out of malice. The first of these 15 called
an officious he, the second a jocose he, the third a mis-
chicvous lie. Therefore lies are divided into these three
kinds.

I answer that, Lies may be divided m three ways. First,
with respect to their nature as lics and this 1s the proper
and essential division of lying  In this way, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. 1v. 7), lies are of two kinds, namely, the
lie which goes beyond the truth, and this belongs to boasting,
and the lie which stops shori of the truth, and this belongs
to wromy. This division is an essential division of lying
itself, because lying as such is opposed to truth, as stated
in the preceding Article. and truth is a kind of equality, to
which more and less are in essential opposition.

Secondly, lies may be divided with respect 1o their nature
as sins, and with regard to those things thai aggravate or
diminish the sin of lying, on the part of the end intended.
Now the sin of lving is aggravated, if bylying a person intends
to injure another, and this 13 called a mischievous lie, while
the sin of lying 1s diminished 1f it be directed to some good—
either of pleasure and then it is a jocose lie, or of usefulness,
and then we have the officious lie, whereby it 1s intended to
help another person, or to save him from bemng injured. In
this way lies are divided into the three kinds aforesaid.

Thirdly, lies are divided in a more general way, with
respect to their relation to some end, whether or not this
increase or diminish their gravity: and m this way the divi-
sion comprises eight kinds, as stated 1n the Second Objection.
Here the first three kinds are contained under mischievous
lies, which are either against God, and then we have the lie
wn religious doctrine, or against man, and this either with
the sole intention of injurmg him, and then it is the second
kind of lie, which profits no one, and tnjures someone, or with
the intention of injuring onc and at the same time profiting
another, and this 1s the third kind of lie, which profits one,
and injures another. Of these the first is the most grievous,
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because sins against God are always more grievous, as siated
above (I.-IT, Q. LXXIIIL, A. 3): and the second is more
grievous than the third, since the latter’s gravity is dimin-
1shed by the intention of profiting another.

After these three, which aggravate the sin of lying, we
have a fourth, which has its own measure of gravity with-
out addition or diminution, and this is the lie which is told
out of mere lust of lying and deceiving. This proceeds from
a habit, wherefore the Philosopher says (Efhic. iv. 4) that
the liar, when he lies from habit, delights in lying

The four kinds that follow lessen the gravity of the sin
of lying. For the fifth kind is the jocose lie, which is told
with a desire to please : and the remaining three are comprised
under the officious lie, wherein something useful {o another
person is intended. This usefulness regards either external
things, and then we have the sixth kind of lie, which profits
someone in saving his money, or his body, and this 15 the
seventh kind, which saves a man from death; or the morality
of his virtue, and this is the eighth kind, which saves him
Sfrom unlawful defilement of his body.

Now it is evident that the greater the good intended, the
more 15 the sin of lying diminished in gravity. Wherefore
a careful consideration of the matter will show that these
various kinds of lies are enumerated in their order of gravity:
since the useful good is better than the pleasurable good,
and life of the body than money, and virtue than the life

of the body.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objectrons.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER EVERY LIE IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Avticle \—

Objection 1. It seems that not every lie is a sin. For it is
evident that the evangelists did not sin in the writing of the
Gospel.  Yet they seem to have told something false. since
their accounts of the words of Christ and of others often
differ from one another: wherefore seemingly one of them
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must have given an untrue account. Therefore not every
lie is a sin,

0b;. 2. Further, No one is rewarded by God for sin. But
the midwives of Egypt were rewarded by God for a lie, for
it is stated that God built them houses (Exod. i, 21). There-
fore a lie 1s not a sin.

0bj. 3. Further, The deeds of holy men are related in
Sicred Writ that they may be a model of human life. But
we read of certain very holy men that they lied. Thus
(Gen. xii. and xx.) we are told that Abraham said of his wife
that she was his sister.  Jacob also lied when he said that he
was Esau, and yet he received a blessing (Gen. xxvii. 27-29).
Again, Judith is commended (Judith xv. 10, 11) although
she lied to Holofernes, Therefore not every lie is a sin.

0bf. 4. Further, One ought to choose the lesser evil in
order to avoid the grcater: even so a physician cuts off a
limb, lest the whole body perish. Yet less harm is done by
raising a false opinion in a person’smind, than by someone
slaying or being slain. Therefore a man may lawfully lie,
to save another from committing murder, or another from
being killed.

0bj. 5. Further, It is a lie not to fulfil what one has
promised. Yet one is not bound to keep all one’s promises:
for Isidore says (Synonym. ii.): Break your jfaith when you
have promised +ll. Therefore not every lie is a sin.

Obj. 6. Further, Apparently a lie is a sin because thereby
we deceive our neighbour : wherefore Augustine says (Lib. De
Mend. xxi.): Whoever thinks that there 1s any kind of lie that
s not a sin deceives himself shamefully, since he deems him-
self an honest man when he deceives others. Yet not every
lie is a cause of deception, since no one is deceived by a
jocose lie; seeing that lies of this kind are told, not with the
intention of being believed, but merely for the sake of giving
pleasure. Hence again we find hyperbolical expressions in
Holy Writ. Therefore not every lie is a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. wvii. 14): Be not
willing to make any manner of lie.

I answer that, An action that is naturally evil in respect
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of its genus can by no means be good and lawful, since in
order for an action to be good 1t must be right in every
respect : because good results from a complete cause, while
evil results from any single defect, as Dionysius asserts
(Div. Nom. iv.). Now a lie is evil in respect of its genus,
since it is an action bearing on undue matter. For as words
are naturally signs of intellectual acts, it is unnatural and
undue for anyone to signify by words something that is
not in his mind. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. %)
that lying 1s vu ttself evild and to be shunned, while truthfulness
is good and worthy of praise. Therefore every le is a sin,
as also Augustine declares (Contra Mend. i.).

Reply 0bf. 1. Tt is unlawful to hold that any false assertion
is contained either in the Gospel or in any canomcal Scrip-
ture, or that the writers thereof have told untruths, because
faith would be deprived of its certitude which is based on
the authority of Holy Writ. That the words of certain
people are variously reported in the Gospel and other sacred
writings does not constitute a lie. Hence Augustine says
(De Consens. Evang. 1.)* He that has the wit to understand
that 1n order to know the truth it is necessary to get at the sense,
will conclude that he must not be the least troubled, no matter
by what words that sense is expressed. Hence 1t 1s evident,
as he adds (1bid.), that we must not judge that someone is
Iying, if several persons farl fo describe in the same way and
in the same words a thing which they remewmber to have seen
or heard.

Reply 0bj. 2. The midwives were rewarded, not for their
le, but for their fear of God, and for theiwr good-will, which
latter led them to tell a lie. Hence 1t is expressly stated
(Exod. ii 21)' dnd because the midwives feared God, He bult
them houses. But the subsequent lie was not meritorious.

Reply Obj. 3. In Holy Writ, as Augustine observes
{Lsb. De Mend. v.), the deeds of certain persons are related
as examples of perfect virtue: and we must not believe that
such persons were hiars. If, however, any of their slatements
appear to be untruthful, we must understand such statements
to have been figurative and prophetic. Hence Augustine says
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(Lib. De Mend., loc. cit.): We wmust believe that whatever is
velated of those who, in prophetical lumes, are mentioned as being
worthy of credit, was done and sad by them prophetically.
As to Abraham when he said that Sara was hs sister, he
wished to hde the truth, not to tell a lie, for she vs called his
suster since she was the daughter of hus father, as Augustine
says (QQ. Super. Gen. xxvi. Contra Mend. x. Contra Faust.
xxii). Wherefore Abraham himself said (Gen. xx. 12)

She is truly my sister, the daughier of my father, and not the
daughter of my mother, being related to him on his father’'s
side. Jacob’s assertion that he was Esau, Isaac’s first-born,
was spoken in a mystical sense, because, ta wit, the latter’s
birthright was due to him by right* and he made use of this
mode of speech being moved by the spirit of prophecy, in
order to signify a mystery, namely, that the younger people,
i.e. the Gentiles, should supplant the first-born,ie the Jews.

Some, however, are commended in the Scriptures, not on
account of perfect virtue, but for a certamn virtuous disposi-
tion, seeing that it was owing to some praiseworthy senti-
ment that they were moved to do certain undue things
It is thus that Judith is praised, not for lying to Holofernes,
but for her desire to save the people, to which end she
exposed herself to danger. And yet one might also say that
her words contain truth in some mystical sense.

Reply 0bj. 4. A lie is sinful not only because it injures
one’s neighbour, but also on acconnt of its nordinateness,
as stated above in this Article. Now it is not allowed to
make use of anything inordinate in order to ward off injury
or defects from another: as ncither is it lJawlul to steal in
order to give an alms, except perhaps in a case of necessity
when all things are common Therefore it is not lawful
to tell a le in order to dehver another from any danger
whatever. Nevertheless 1t is lawful to hide the truth
prudently, by keeping it back, as Augustine says (Contra
Mend. x.).

Reply Obj. 5. A man does not lie, so long as he has a mind
to do what he promises, because he does not speak contrary
to what he has in mind: but 1f he does not kcep his promuse,
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he scems to act without faith in changing his mind. He
may, however, be excused for two reasons. First, if he has
promised something evidently unlawful, because he sinned
w promise, and did well to change fus mind. Secondly,
if circumstances have changed with regard to persons and
the business in hand. For, as Sencca states (De Benef. iv ),
for a man to be bound to keep a promise it is necessary for
everything to remain unchanged: otherwise neither did he
lie in promising—since he promised what he had in his
mind, due circumstances being taken for granted—nor was
he faithless in not keeping his promise, because circum-
stances are no longer the same  Hence the Apostle, though
he did not go to Corinth, whither he had promised to go
(z Cor 1i.), did not he, because obstacles had arisen which
prevented him

Reply 0b7. 6. An action may be considered in two ways.
First, in itself, secondly, with regard to the agent. Ac-
cordingly a jocose lie, from the very genus of the action, is
of a nature to deceive, although in the intention of the
speaker it 1s not told to deceive, nor does it deceive by the
wayitistold. Noristhere any similarity in the hyperbolical
or any kind of figurative expressions, with which we meet
in Holy Writ: because, as Augustine says (L:b. De Mend. v.),
1t is not @ le to do or say a thing figuratively : because every
statement must be veferved to the thing stated: and when a
thing 15 done or smd figuratwvely, it states what those to whom
115 18 tendered understand it to signify.

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER EVERY LIE IS A MORTAL SIN?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avticle :—

Objection I, It seems that every lieis a mortalsin. Forit
is written (Ps. vi. 7): Thou wilt destroy all that speak a lie,
and (Wis. L. 11): The mouth that belieth killeth the soul. Now
mortal sin alone causes destruction and death of the soul.
Therefore every lie is a mortal sin.

Obj. 2. Further, Whatever is against a precept of the
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decalogue is a mortal sin.  Now lying is against this precept
of the decalogue- Thou shall not bear false witness. There-
fore every lie is a mortal sin.

0bj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 36)
Every har breaks s farth wn lying, since forsooth he wishes
the person to whom he lies to have faith wn hin, and yet he does
not keep faith with him, when he lies to am : and whoever
breaks his faith 1s guilty of iniguty. Now no one is said to
break his faith or o be guilty of iniguity, for a venal sin.
Therefore no lie is a venial sin,

0bj. 4. Further, The eternal reward is not lost save for
a mortal sin. Now, for a lie the eternal reward was lost,
being exchanged for a temporal meed. For Gregory says
(Moral. xviil.) that we learn from the reward of the midwives
what the sin of lying deserves : since the reward which they
deserved for thevr kindness, and which they wight have received
wn eternal life, dwindled 1mio a temporal meed on account of the
lie of which they were gwlty. Therefore even an officious lie,
such as was that of the midwives, which seemingly 1s the
least of lies, is a mortal sin.

Obj. 5. Further, Augustine says (Lib. De Mend. xvii.)
that 72 15 @ precept of perfecrion, not only not to Lie af all, but
not even to wish to ie  Now 1l is a mortal sin to act against
a precept. Thereforeevery lie of the perfect is a mortal
sin: and consequently so also 1s a he told by anyone else,
otherwise the perfect would be worse off than others,

On the contrary, Augustine says on Ps. v. ¢, Thou wili
destroy, etc.: There ave two kinds of lie, that ave not grievously
ssnful yet are not devord of sin, when we he ether in joking,
o7 for the sake of our nerghbour's good. But every mortal
sin is grnevous. Therefore jocose and officious lies are not
mortal sins.

I answer that, A mortal sin is, properly speaking, one that
is contrary to charity whereby the soul lives in union with
God, as stated above (Q. XXIV.,, A, 12, Q. XXXV, A. 3).
Now a lie may be contraiy to charity i three ways: first,
in itself, secondly, in respect of the ewil intended; thirdly,
accidentally.
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A lie may be in itself contrary to charity by reason of its
false signification. For if this be about divine things, it 1s
contrary to the charity of God, whose truth one hides or
corrupts by such a lie; so that a lie of this kind is opposed
not only to the virtue of charity, but also to the virtues of
faith and religion wherefore it 1s a most grievous and a
mortal sin. If, however, the false signification be about
something the knowledge of which affects a man’s good,
for instance if it pertain to the perfection of science or to
moral conduct, a lie of this description inflicts an injury on
one’s neighbour, since 1t causes him to have a false opinion,
wherefore it 1s contrary to charily, as regards the love of our
neighbour, and consequently is a mortal sin  On the other
hand, if the false opmion engendered by the lie be about
some matier the knowledge of which is of no consequence,
then the he in question does no harm to one’s neighbour:
for instance, 1f a person be deceived as to some contingent
particulars that do not concern him. Wherefore a lie of
this kind, considered 1n itself, is not a mortal sin.

As regards the end in view, a lie may be contrary to
charity, through being told with the purpose of injuring
God, and this is always a mortal sin, for 1t is opposed to
religion; or in order to injure one’s neighbour, in lis person,
his possessions or his good name, and this also is a mortal
sin, since it is a mortal sin to injure one’s neighbour, and
one sins mortally if one has merely the intention of com-
mitting a mortal sin. But if the end intended be not
contrary to charity, neither will the ke, considered under
this aspect, be a mortal sin, as 1n the case of a jocose lie,
where some little pleasure is intended, or in an officious
lie, where the good also of one’s neighbour is intended.
Accidentally a lie may be contrary to charity by reason of
scandal or any other injury resulting therefrom. and thus
again it will be a mortal sin, for instance if a man were not
deterred through scandal from lying publicly,

Reply Obj. 1. The passages quoted refer to the mis-

chicvous lie, as a gloss explains the words of Ps. v. 4, Thou
wilt destroy all thal speak a lie.
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Reply Obj. 2. Since all the precepts of the decalogue are
directed to the love of God and our neighbour, as stated
above (Q. XLIV., A. 1,ad 3. 1.-IL,, Q. C., A. 5,ad 1),a lie 1s
contrary to a precept of the decalogue, 1n so far as 1t is
contrary to the love of God and our neighbour. Hence it
is expressly forbidden to bear false witness against our
neighbour.

Reply Obf. 3. Even a vemal sin can be called snsquety in
a broad sense, in so far as it 1s beside the equity of justice;
wherefore it is written (1 Jobn iii. 4): Every* sin is imquity.
It is in this sense that Augustine is speaking,

Reply 0bj. 4. The lie of the midwives may be considered
in two ways. First as regards their feeling of kindliness
towards the Jews, and their reverence and fear of God,
for which their virtuous dispostiion is commended. Tor
this an eternal reward is due Wherefore Jerome (in lus
exposition of Isa. Ixv. 21, And fthey shall butld houses)
explains that God buult then spuritual houses. Secondly, it
may be considered with regard to the exiernal act of
lying. For thereby they could merit, not indeed eternal
reward, but perhaps some temporal meed, the deserving
of which was not inconsistent with the deformity of
their lie, though tlus was inconsistent with their meriting
an eternal reward. It is in this sense that we must under-
stand the words of Gregory, and not that they merited by
that lie to lose the eternal reward as though they had already
merited it by their preceding kindliness, as the objection
understands the words 1o mean.

Reply Obj. 5. Some say that for the perfect every lie is
a mortal sin. But this assertion is unreasonable. For no
circumstance causes a sin to be infinitely more grievous
unless it transfers it to another species. Now a circumstance
of person does not transfer a sin to another species, except
perhaps by reason of something annexed to that personm,
for inslance if 1t be against his vow. and this cannot apply
to an officious or jocose lie. Wherefore an officious or a
jocose he is not a mortal sin 1n perfect men, cxcept perhaps

* Vulg ,—And sin s gy,
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accidentally on account of scandal. We may take in
this sense the saying of Augustine that 4 is a precept of
perfection not only not to le at all, but not even to wish to lie:
although Augustine says this not positively but dubiously,
for he begins by saying* Unless perhaps 1t is a preceps, etc.
Nor does it matter that they are placed in a position to
safeguard the truth' because they are bound to safeguard
the truth by virtue of their office in judging or teaching, and
if they lie in these matters their lie will be a mortal sin: but
it does not follow that they sin mortally when they lie in
other matters.



QUESTION CXI.

OF DISSIMULATION AND HYPOCRISY.
(In Four Arhcles.)

IN due sequence we must consider dissimulation and hypo-
crisy.  Under this head there are four points of inqury:
(1) Whether all dissimulation is a sin ? (2) Whether hypo-
crisy is dissimulation ? (3) Whether 1t 1s opposed to {ruth ?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin ?

FIrsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER ALL DISSIMULATION IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Avicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that not all dissimulation is a sin,
Tor it is written (Luke xxiv. 28) that our Lord pretended
(Douay,—made as though) he would go farther, and Ambrose
in his book on the Patriarchs (De Abraham, i) says of
Abraham that he spoke crafiily to us servants, when he sard
(Gen. xxii. 5)* I and the boy will go with speed as far as yonder,
and after we have worshipped, will veburn to you. Now to
pretend and to speak craftily savour of dissimulation: and
yet it is not to be said that there was sm in Christ or Abra-
ham. Therefore not all dissimulation 1s a sin.

0bj. 2. Further, No sin is profitable. But according to
Jerome, in his commentary on Gal. ii. 11, When DPeter
(Vulg.,—Cephas) was cometo Aniroch.—The exanmple of Jehu,
Fang of Isvacl, who slew the priesis of Baal, pretending that he
desired to worship idols, should teach us that dissimulation s
useful and sometimes to be employed, and David changed his
countenance before Achis, king of Geth (x Kings xxi. 13).
Therefore not all dissimulation is a sin,

99
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0bj 3. Further, Good 1s contiary to cvil.  Therefore if
it is evil 1o simulate good, it is good to simulate evil.

0bj. 4. Further, It is written in condemnation of ceriain
people (Isa. in. g)* They have prociarmed abroad thewy sim
as Sodom, and they have not fud it. Now it pertains to
dissimulation to hide one’s sin. Therefore it is repre-
hensible sometimes not to simulate. But it is never
reprebensible to avoid sin, Therefore dissimulation 1s not
a sin.

On the contrary, A gloss on Isa. xvi. 14, In three years, etc.,
says: Of the two evils 16 is less to sin openty than to simulate
holiness. DBut to sin openly is always a sin* Thercfore dis-
simulation is always a sin.

I answer that, As stated above (Q CIX., A. 3° Q CX,,
A. 1), it belongs to the virtue of truth to show oneself out-
wardly by outward signs to be such as one is. Now out-
ward signs are not only words, but also deeds. Accordingly
just as it is contrary to truth to signify by words something
different from that which is 1n one’s mind, so also is it con-
trary to truth to employ signs of deeds or things 1o signify
the contrary of what 1sin oneself, and this is what 1s properly
denoted by dissimulation. Consequently dissunulation 1s
properly a lie told by the signs of outward deeds. Now 1t
matters not whether one lie in word or in any other way,
as stated above (Q. CX., A. 1, 0bj. 2). Wherefore, since
every lie is a sin, as stated above (Q. CX., A. 3), it follows
that also all dissimulation is a sin.

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (De QQ. Evang. 1),
To pretend is not always a lie: but only when the pretence
has no signification, then it is a he. When, however, our
pretence refers to some signification, there is no iie, but a
representation of the truth. And he cites figures of speech
as an example, where a thing is prefended, for we do not
mean it to be taken literally but as a figure of something
else that we wish to say. In this way Our Lord pretended
He would go farther, because He acted as if wishing to
go farther; in order to signily something figuratively cither
because He was far from thew faith, according to Gregory
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(Hom. xxui1, in Ev.); or, as Augustine says (De QQ. Evang.
ii.), because, as He was about to go farther away from them
by ascending into heaven, He was, so to speak, held back on
earth by thewr hosprtality.

Abraham also spoke figuratively. Wherefore Ambrose
(loc. cit.) says that Abraham foretold what he knew not : for
he intended to return alone after sacrificing his son but
by his mouth the Lord expressed what He was about to do.
It 1s evident therefore that neither dissembled.

Reply Obj. 2. Jerome employs the term simulation in a
broad sense for any kind of pretence. Dawvid’s change of
countenance was a figurative pretence, as a gloss observes
in commenting on the title of Ps. xxxiii., I wiil bless the Lovd
at all times, There is no need to excuse Jehu's disstmulation
from sin or lie, because he was a wicked man, since he
departed not from the idolatry of Jeroboam (4 Kings x.
29, 3I). And yet he is praised withal and received an
earthly reward from God, not for his dissimulation, but for
his zeal in destroying the worship of Baal.

Reply Obj. 3. Some say that no one may pretend to be
wicked, because no one pretends to be wicked by doing good
deeds, and if he do evil deeds, he is evil. But this argument
proves nothing. Because a man might pretend to be evil,
by doing what is not evil in 1tself but has some appearance
of evil. and nevertheless this dissimulation is ewvil, both
because it is a lie, and because it gives scandal; and although
he is wicked on this account, yet his wickedness is not the
wickedness he simulates. And because dissimulation is
evil in itself, its sinfulness is not derived from the thing
simulated, whether this be good or evil.

Reply Ob] 4. Just as a man les when he signifies by
word that which he is not, yet lies not when he refrains from
saying what he is, for this is sometimes lawful; so also docs
a man dissemble, when by outward signs of deeds or things
he signifies that which he is not, yet he dissembles not if he
omits to signify what he is. Hence one may hide one’s
sin without being guilty of dissimulation. It is thus that
we must understand the saying of Jerome on the words
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of Isaias (Joc. cit.), that the second remedy afier shipwreck
is to hide ome’s sim, lest, to wit, others be scandalized
thereby.

i

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER HYPOCRISY IS THE SAME AS DISSIMULATION ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avhicle :—

Objectron 1. 1t seems that hypocrisy is not the same as
dissimulation. For dissimulation consisis in lying by deeds.
But there may be hypocrisy in showmng outwardly what
one does inwardly, according to Matth. vi. 2, When thon
dost an alwms-deed sound not a trumpet befove thee, as the
hypocrites do. Therefore hypocrisy is not the same as dis-
simulation. ’

0bf. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi. 7): Some there
are who wear the habit of holiness, yet are unable to attain
the merit of perfection. We must by no wmeans deem these
to have joined the ranks of the hypocnies, since it <s one thing
to sin from weakness, and another to sin from malice. Now
those who wear the habit of holiness, without allaining
the .merit of perfection, are dissemblers, since the outward
habit signifies works of perfection. Therefore dissimulation
is not the same as hypocrisy.

0bj. 3. Further, Hypocrisy consists in the mere intention.
For Our Lord says of hypocrites (Matth. xxiii. 5) that af
therr works they do for to be seen of men : and Gregory says
(Moral. xxxi. loc. cit) that they never consrder what it 4s that
they do, but how by thelr every action they may please men.
But dissimulation consists, not in the mere intention, but
in the outward action * wherefore a gloss on Job xxxvi, 13,
Dissemblers and crafty men prove the wrath of God, says that
the dissembler svmulates one thing and does another, he
pretends chastity, and delights in lewdness, he makes a show
of poverty and fills his purse. Therefore hypocrisy is not
the same as dissimulation.

On the comirary, Isidore says (Etym. x)° ‘ Hypocnte’
is a Greek word corresponding to the Latin * simulator, for
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whereas he s enl within, he shows lamself ouloardly as being
good ; irmo denoting falsehood, and rplows judgment.

I answer that, As Isidore says (:bed ), the word hypocrite is
derived from the appearance of those who come on to the stage
with a disguised face, by changing the colour of thewr com-
plexton, so as to imitate the complexron of the person they
sumulate, at one time under the guise of a man, at another
under the guise of a woman, so as to decerve the people in
thewr aching. Hence Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. 11.) that
just as hypocrtes by simulating other Persons act the pavis
of those they are not (since he that acts the part of Agamemnon
ts not that man himself but pretends o be), so too in the
Church and in every department of huwinan life, whoever wishes
to seem what he 15 not is @ hypocrite: for he pretends to be qust
without besng so in reality.

We must conclude, therefore, that hypocrisy is dissimula-
tion, not, however, any form of dissimulation, but only when
one person simulates another, as when a sinner simulates
the person of a just man.

Reply Obj. 1, The outward deed 1s a natural sign of the
intention. Accordingly when a man does good works
pertamning by their genus to the service of God, and secks
by their means to please, not God but man, he simulates
a right intention which he has not, Wherefore Gregory says
(Moral. xxx1.) that hypocrites make God's wniercsts subservient
to worldly purposes, since by making a show of saintly conduct
they seek, not to turn men to God, but o draw fo themselves
the applause of their approval . and so they make a lying
pretence of having a good intention, which they have
not, although they do not pretend to do a good deed without
doing 1t.

Reply Obj. 2. The habit of holiness, for instance the
religious or the clerical habit, signifies a state whereby one
is bound to perform works of perfection. And so when a
man puts on the habit of holiness, with the intention of
entering the state of perfection, if he fail through weakness,
heis not a dissembler or a hypocrite, because he is not bound

to disclose his sin by laymng aside the habit of holiness. If,
. 8
.1 4
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however, he were to put on the hahit of holiness in order to
make a show of righteousness, he would be a hypocrite and
a dissembler.

Reply Oby. 3 In dissimulation, as in a lie, there are iwo
things one by way of sign, the other by way of thing
signified. Accordingly the evil intention in hypocrisy 1s
considered as a thing sigmfied, which does not tally with
the sign and the outward words, or deeds, or any sensible
objects are considered in every dissimulation and hie as a sign.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER HYPOCRISY IS CONTRARY TO THE VIRTUE OF
TRUTH ?

We proceed thus to the Third Avticle -—

Objection 1. It seems that hypocrisy 1s not contrary to the
virtue of truth. For in dissimulation or hypocrisy there is
a sign and a thing signified. Now with regard to neither
of these does 1t seem to be opposed to any special virtue-
for a hypocnte simulates any virtue, and by means of any
virtuous deeds, such as fasting, prayer and alms deeds, as
stated in Matth, v1. 1-18. Therefore hypocrisy is not specially
opposed to the virtue of truth.

Obj. 2. Further, All dissimulation seems to proceed from
guile, wherefore it 1s opposed to simplicity Now guile is
opposed to prudence as above stated (Q LV., A. 4).
Therefore, hypocrisy which is dissimulation is not opposed
to truth, but rather to prudence or simplicity.

0bj. 3. Further, The species of moral acts is taken from
their end. Now the end of hypocrisy 1s the acquisition of
gain or vainglory: wherefore a gloss on Job xxwii, 8, What
ts the hope of the Liypocrite, if through covetousness he take by
violence, says' A hypocnite, or, as the Latin has it, a dissimmu-
lator, is a covetous thuef: for through deswre of beng honoured for
holiness, though guilty of wickedness, he steals prasse for a life
which is not his.* Therefore since covetousness or vainglory

* The quotation is from S. Gregory's Morakia, Bk. XVIII,
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1s not directly opposed to truth, 1t seems that mneither is
hypocrisy or dissimulation,

On the contrary, All dissimulation is a lie, as stated above
(A. 1). Now a lie is directly opposed to truth. Therefore
dissimulation or hypocrisy is also.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph. text,
13, 24, X.), contrariety 15 opposthion as regards form, i e, the
specific form. Accordingly we must reply that dissimulation
or hypocrisy may be opposed to a virtue in two ways, in one
way directly, in another way indirectly. Tts direct opposi-
tion or contrariety 1s to be considered with regard to the
very species of the act, and this species depends on that
act’s proper object. Wherefore since hypocrisy 1s a kind
of dissimulation, whereby a man simulates a character
which is not his, as stated in the preceding article, 1t follows
that il 1s directly opposed to truth, whereby a man shows
himself in life and speech to be what he is, as stated in
Ethc. iv, 4.

The indirect opposition or contrariety of hypocrisy may
be considered in relation to any accident, for instance a
remote end, or an instrument of action, or anything else of
that kind.

Reply Obg. 1. The hypocrite in simulating a virtue regards
it as his end, not in respect of its existence, as though he
wished to have it, but in respect of appearance, since he
wishes to seem to have it. Hence his hypocrisy is not
opposed to that virtue, but to truth, inasmuch as he wishe~
to deceive men with regard to that virtue. And he performs
acts of that virtue, not as intending them for ther own sake,
but instrumentally, as signs of that virtue, wherefore his
hypocrisy has not, on that account, a direct opposttion to
that virtue.

Reply 0bf. 2. As stated above (Q. LV, AA. 3, 4, 5), the
vice directly opposed to prudence is cunning, to which 1t
belongs to discover ways of achieving a pwipose, that are
apparent and not real. while 1t accomplishes that purpose,
by guile in words, and by fraud in dceds. and 1t stands in
relation to prudence, as guile and fraud to simplicity. Now
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guile and fraud are directed chiefly to deception, and some-
times secondarily to injury. Wherefore it belongs directly
to simplicity to guard oneself from deception, and in this
way the virtue of sumplicity is the same as the virtue of
truth as stated above (Q.CIX, A. 2, ad 4). There is, how-
ever, a mere logical difference between them, because by
truth we mean the concordance between sign and thing
signified, while simplicity indicates that one does not tend
to different things, by intending one thing inwardly, and
pretending another outwardly

Reply 0bj. 3. Gam or glory 1s the remote end of the dis-
sembler as also of the liar, Hence it does not take its species
from this end, but from the proximate end, which is to show
oneself other than one is. Wherefore it sometimes happens
to a man to pretend great things of himself, for no further
purpose than the mere lust of hypocrisy, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv. 7),and as also we have said above with
regard to lymng (Q. CX., A. 2).

FoUurTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER HYPOCRISY IS ALWAYS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avtcle —

Objection 1. It seems that hypocrisy 1s always a mortal
sin. For Jerome says on Isa. xvi 14. Ofthe two evils it is less
to stn openly thanto simulate holiness. and a gloss on Job i. 21,*
As it hath pleased the Lovd, etc., says that pretended justice is
no justice, but a twofold sin * and again a gloss on Lament. iv. 6,
The iniquity . . . of My people is made greater than the sin of
Sodom, says: He deplores the sins of the soub that falls into
hypocrisy, which is a greater iniguily than the sin of Sodom,
Now the sins of Sodom are mortalsin. Therefore hypocrisy
is always a mortal sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi. 8) that hypo-
crites sin out of malice. But this is most grievous, forit
pertains to the sin against the Holy Ghost. Therefore a
hypocrite always sins mortally.

* 5. Augustine, on Ps. Ixiii, 7.
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0bj. 3. Further, No one deserves the anger of God and
exclusion from seeing God, save on account of mortal sin.
Now the anger of God is deserved through hypocrisy accord-
ing to Job xxxvi 13, Dissemblers and crafty men prove the
wralls of God:and the hypocrite 15 excluded from seeing
God, according to Job xiii. 16, No hypocrite shall come
before His presence. Therefore hypocrisy is always a
mortal sin,

On the contrary, Hypocrisy is lying by deed since it is a
kind of dissimulation. But it is not always a mortal sin to
lic by deed. Nether therefore is all hypocrisy a mortal sin.

Further, The intention of a hypocrite is to appear to
be good. But this is not contrary to charity., Therefore
hypocrisy is not of itself a mortal sin.

Further, Hypocrisy is born of vainglory, as Gregory says
(Morad. xxxi. x7). But vainglory is not always a mortal
sin. Neither therefore 1s hypocrisy.

I answer that, There are two things in hypocrisy, lack of
holiness, and simulation thereof. Accordingly if by a
hypocrite we mean a person whose inteniion is directed to
both the above, one, namely, who cares not to be holy but
only to appear so, 1n which sense Sacred Scripture is wont
to use the term, it is evident that hypocrisy is a mortal sin-
for no one is entirely deprived of holiness save through
mortal sin. But if by a hypocrite we mean one who mtends
to simulate holiness, which he lacks through mortal sin,
then, although he is in mortal sin, whereby he is deprived
of .holiness, yet, in his case, the dissimulation itself is not
always a mortal sin, but sometimes a venial sin. This will
depend on the end in view; for if this be contrary to the love
of God or of his neighbour, it will be a mortal sin- for instance
if he were to simulate holiness in order to disseminate false
doctrine, or that he may obtamn ecclesiastical preferment,
though unworthy, or that he may obtain any temporal good
in which he fixes his end. If, however, the end intended be
not contrary to charity, it will be a venial sin, as for instance
when a man takes pleasure in the pretence itself: of such
a man it is said in E#hic. iv. 7 that he would seem to be
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varn rather than evil; for the same applies to simulation as
to a lie.

It happens also sometimes that a man simulates the
perfection of holiness which is not necessary for spiritual
welfare, Simulation of this kind is neither a mortal sin
always, nor is it always associated with mortal sin,

Ths suffices for the Replies to the Objectrons.



QUESTION CXII

OF BOASTING.
(In Two Articles)

WE must now consider boasting and irony, which are parts
of lying according to the Philosopher (Et/zc. iv. 7). Under
the first head, namely, boasting, there aic two ponts of
inquiry’ (1) To which virtue is it opposed ? (2) Whether
it is a mortal sin ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER BOASTING IS OPPOSED TO THE VIRTUE OF
TRUTH ?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that boasting is not opposed to
the virtue of truth. For lying is opposed to truth. But
it is possible to boast even without lying, as when a man
makes a show of his own excellence. Thus it is written
(Esther i. 3, 4) that Assuerus made a great feast . . . that he
might show the riches of the glory and of hus kingdom, and the
greatness and boasting of s power. Therefore boasting is
not opposed to the wvirtue of truth.

0bj. 2. Further, Boasting is reckoned by Gregory (Moral.
xxiil, 4) to be one of the four species of pride, wken, to wit,
a man boasts of having what he has not. Hence it is written
(Jerem. xlviil. 29, 30): We have heard the pride of Moab, he
1s exceeding proud: s haughtiness, and his arrogancy, and
his pride, and the loftiness of ms heart. 1 know, saih the
Lord, his boasting, and that the strength thereof 1s not according
to 1t. Moreover, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi. 7) that boasting

arises from vainglory. Now pride and vainglory are
109
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opposed to the virtue of humility, Therefore boasting is
opposed, not to truth, but to humihty,

0bj. 3. Further, Boasting seems to be occasioned by
riches, wherefore it 1s written (Wis. v. 8): What hath pride
profited us? or what advantage hath the boasting of viches
browght us 7 Now excess of riches seems to belong to the sin
of covetousness, which is opposed to justice or liberality.
Therefore boasting is not opposed to truth.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. ii. v, iv. 7),
that boasting is opposed to truth.

I answer that, Jactanpra (boasting) seems properly to
denote the uplifling of self by words: smce if a man wishes
to throw (jactare) a thing far away, he ifts 1t up high. And
to uplift oneself, properly speaking, is to talk of oneself
above oneself.* This happens m two ways. For some-
times a man speaks of himsclf, not above what he is in him-
self, but above that which he is esteemed by men to be:
and tlus the Apostle declines to do when he says (2 Cor. xii. 6):
I forbear, lest any man should think of me above that which
he seeth v e, or anything he hearelth of me. In another way
a man uplifts himself in words, by speaking of himself above
that which he is in reality. And since we should judge of
things as they are in themselves, rather than as others deem
them to be, it follows that boasting denotes more properly
the uplifting of self above what one is in oneself, than the
uplifting of self above what others think of one: although in
erther case it may be called boasting. Hence boasting
properly so called is opposed to truth by way of excess.

Reply 0bf. 1. This argument takes boasting as exceeding
men'’s opinion.

Reply 0bj. 2. The sin of boasting may be considered in
two ways. First, with regard to the species of the act, and
thus it is opposed to truth, as stated (in the body of the
article and Q. CX., A. 2). Seccondly, with regard to its
cause, from which more frequently though not always it
arises’ and thusit proceeds from pride as its inwardly moving
and impelling cau~e. For when a man is uplifted inwardly

* Or fall-tuliing as we should say in Enghsh,



Iz BOASTING Q.112.ART. 1

by arrogance, it often results that outwardly he boasts of
great things about himself; though sometimes a man takes
io boasting, not from arrogance, but from some kind of
vanity, and delights therein, because he is a boaster by habit.
Hence arrogance, which 1s an uplifting of self above oneself,
is a kind of pride; yet 1t is not the same as boasting, but is
very often its cause. For this reason Gregory reckons
boasting among the species of pride. Moreover, the boaster
frequently aims at obtaining glory through his boasting,
and so, according to Gregory, it arises from vainglory con-
sidered as its end.

Reply Oby. 3. Wealth also causes boasting, in two ways.
First, as an occastonal cause, inasmuch as a man prides him-
self on his riches. Hence (Prov, vui. 18) 7ickes are signifi-
cantly described as proud (Douay,—glorious). Secondly,
as being the end of boasting, since according to Ethsc. iv. 7
some boast, not only for the sake of glory, but also for the
sake of gain. Such people invent stories about themselves,
s0 as to make profit thereby; for instance, they pretend {o
be skilled in medicine, wisdom, or divination.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER BOASTING IS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article *—

Objection 1. It seems that boasting is a mortal sin. For
it is written (Prov. xxviii. 25): He that boasteth, and puffeth
himself, stirveth up quarvels. Now it is a mortal sin to stir
up quarrels, since God hates those that sow discord, accord-
ing to Prov. vi. 19. Therefore boasting is a mortal sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Whatever is forbidden in God’s law is a
mortal sin. Now a gloss on Ecclus. vi. 2, Exfol not thyself
in the thoughts of thy soul, says: This is a prokibition of boust-
ing and pride. Therefore boasting is a mortal sin. ,

06;. 3. Further, Boasting is a kind of lie. But it is neither
an officious nor a jocose lie. This is evident from the end
of lying, for according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 7), the
boaster pretends to something greater than he is, sometimes for
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no further purpose, sometvmes for the sake of glory or honour,
sometimes for the sake of money. Thus 1t is evident that 1t
is neither an officious nor a jocose lie, and consequently it
must be a mischievous lie. Therefore seemingly it is always
a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Boasting arises from vainglory, according
to Gregory (Moral. xxxi. 17). Now vainglory 1s not always
a mortal sin, but is sometimes a venial sin which only the
very perfect avoid. For Gregory says (Moral. viu 30) that
1t belongs to the very perfect, by outward deeds so to seek the
glory of their author, that they are not snwardly uphfied by the
praise awarded them, Therefore boasting is not always a
mortal sin,

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CX., A. 4), a mortal sin
is one that is contrary to charity. Accordingly boasting
may be considered in two ways. First, in itself, as a lie,
and thus it is sometimes a mortal, and sometimes a venial,
sin, It will be a mortal s1n when a man boasts of that which
is contrary to God's glory—thus it is said in the person of the
king of Tyre (Ezech. xxvili 2): Thy heart is lifted up, and
thow hast said: I am God—or contrary to the love of our
neighbour, as when a man while boasting of himself breaks
out into invectives against others, as told of the Pharisee
who said (Luke xvii. 11): I am not as the vest of men, extor-
tioners, unjust, adulterers, as also is this publican. Some-
times 1t is a venial sin, when, to wit, a man boasts of things
that are against neither God nor his neighbour.

Secondly, it may be considered with regard to its cause,
namely, pride, or the desire of gain or of vainglory. and then
if it proceeds from pride or from such vainglory as is a
mortal sin, then the boasting will also be a mortal sin: other-
wise it will be a venial sin. Sometimes, however, a man
breaks out into boasting through desire of gain, and for this
very reason he would seem 1o be aiming at the deception and
injury of his neighbour: wherefore boasting of this kind is
more likely to be a mortal sin. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv. 7) that @ man who boasts for the sake of gain, 15 viler
than one who boasts for the sake of glory or honour. Yet it is
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not always a mortal sin because the gain may be such as not
to injure another man,

Reply Obj. 1. To boast in order to stir up quarrels is a
mortal sin. But it happens sometimes that boasts are the
cause of quarrels, not intentionally but accidentally and
consequently boasting will not be a mortal sin on that
account.

Reply 0bj. 2. This gloss speaks of boasting as arising
from pride that is a mortalsin,

Reply Obj. 3. Boasting does not always mnvolve a mus-
chievous lie, but only where it 1s contrary io the love of
God or our neighbour, either in itsell or in its cause That
a man boast, through mere pleasure in boasting, is an
inane thing to do, as the Philosopher remaiks (Etkic. 1v. 7) -
wherefore 1t amounts to a jocose lic. Unless perchance he
were to prefer this to the love of God, so as to contemn
God's commandments for the sake of boasting for then 1t
would be against the charity of God, in Whom alone ought
~ur mind to rest as 1n its last end.

To boast for the sake of glory or gain seems to involve
an officious lie: provided it be done without injury to others,
for then it would at once become a mischievous lie.



QUESTION CXIII,

OF IRONY*
{(In Two Articles.)

WE must now consider irony, under which head there are
two points of inquiry. (1) Whether rony is a sin? (2) Of
its companson with boasting.

FIrsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER IRONY 1S A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Furst Aviacle :—

Objection 1. It seems that irony, which consists in be-
litting oneself, is not a sin. For no sin arises from one’s
being strengthened by God . and yet this leads one to belittle
oneself, according to Prov. xxx. I, 2, The vision which the
man spoke, with whom 1s God, and who being strengthened by
God, abiding with him, sard, I am the most foolish of wmen.
Also it is written (Amos vii. 14). Amos answered . . . I am
not a prophet. Therefore irony, whereby a man belittles
himself in words, is not a sin.

Obj. 2. Further, Gregory says in a letter to Augustine,
bishop of the English (Regist. xii.)* It is the mark of a well-
disposed mind to acknowledge ome’s fault when ome s not
guilty. But all sin is inconsistent with a well-disposed
mind. Therefore irony is not a sin,

Obj. 3. Further, It is not a sin to shun pride. But some
belitile themselves in words, so as to avoid pride, according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 7). Therefore irony is not a sm.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Apost., Serm

* Irony here must be given the signification of the Greek elpavia,
whence it is derived i—dissimulation of one’s own good points

114
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xxix.). If thou liest on account of humality, if thou wert nol
a sinner before lying, thou hast become one by lying

I answer that, To speak so as to belittle oneself may occur
in two ways. Furst so as to safeguard truth, as when a
man conceals the greater things in himself, but discovers
and asserts lesser things of himself the presence of which
in himself he perceives. To belittle oneself in this way does
not belong to irony, nor is it a s in respect of its genus,
except through corruption of one of its circumsiances.
Secondly, a person belittles himself by forsaking the truth,
for instance by ascribing to himself something mean the
existence of which in himself he does not perceive, or by
denying something great of himself, which nevertheless he
perceives himself to possess: this pertains to irony, and 1s
always a sin.

Reply Obj. 1. There is a twofold wisdom and a twofold
folly. For there is a wisdom according to God, which has
buman or worldly folly annexed to it, according to 1 Cor.
ili 18, If any man among you seem to be wise 1n this world, let
him become a fool that he may be wise. But there is another
wisdom that 1s worldly, which as the same text goes on to
say, ¢s foolishness with God. Accordingly, he that is streng-
thened by God acknowledges humself to be most foolish in
the estimation of men, becanse, to wit, he despises human
things, which human wisdom seeks. Hence the text quoted
continues, and the wisdom of men is not with me, and farther
on, and* I have bnown the science of the saints.

It may also be replied that ¢he wisdom of men is thal which
is acquired by human reason, while the wisdom of the saints
is that which is received by divine inspiration.

Amos denied that he was a prophet by birth, since, to wit,
he was not of the race of prophets: hence the text goes on,
nor am I the son of a prophet.

Reply Obf. 2. It belongs to a well-dispesed mind that a
man tend to perfect righteousness, and consequently dcem
himself guilty, not only if he fall short of common
righteousness, which is truly a sin, but also if he fall short of

* Vulg.,~—and I have not known the science of the sainis,
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perfect righteousness, which sometimes is not a sm. But
he does not call sinful that which he does not acknowledge
to be sinful* which would be a lie of irony.

Reply 08f. 3. A man should not commit one sin in order
to avoid another: and so he ought not to lie 1n any way at all
in order to avoid pride. Hence Augustine says (T7act. xi.
in Joan.): Shun not arrogance so as to forsake truth . and

Gregory says (Moral. xxvi. 3) that 42 is a reckless humihiy
that entangles itself with les.

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER IRONY IS A LESS GRIEVOUS SIN THAN BOASTING ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avlicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that 1rony is not a less grievous sin
than boasting. For each of them is a sin through forsaking
truth, which is a kind of equality. But one does not forsake
truth by exceeding it any more than by diminshing it.
Therefore irony is not a less grievous sin than boasting.

0bj. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv ),
irony sometimes is boasting. Bui boasting is not irony.
Therefore irony is not a less grievous sin than boasting.

0bj. 3. Further, It is written (Prov. xxvi. 235): When
he shall speak low, trust hum not * becauscthere ave seven mus-
chiefs in his heart. Now it belongs to irony to speak low.
Therefore it contains a manifold wickedness.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 7). Those
who speak with ivony and belittle themselves ave move gracious,
seemangly, 1n their manners.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CX.,, AA 2, 1), one lie
is more grievous than another, sometimes on account of the
matter which it is about—thusa lie about a matter of religious
doctrine is most grievous—and sometimes on account of the
motive for sinning; thus a mischievous lie is more grievous
than an officious or jocose lie. Now irony and boasting lie
about the same matter, either by words, or by any other

outward signs, namely, about matters affecting the person:
30 that in this respect they are equal.
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But for the most part boasting proceeds from a. viler motive,
namely, the desire of gain or honour. whereas irony arises
from a man's averseness, albeit inordinate, to be disagreeable
to others by uplifting himself and in this respect the Philo-
sopher says (loc. cit.) that boasting 1s a more grievous sin than
trony.

Sometimes, however, it happens that a man belittles him-
self for some other motive, for instance that Lie may deceive
cunningly: and then wony 1s more grievous.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument applies to trony and boast-
ing, according as a lie is considered 1o be grievous m itself or
on account of its matter: for 1t has been said that in this way
they are equal.

Reply Obj. 2. Excellence is twofold: one is 1n temporal,
the other in spiritual things. Now it happens at times that
a person, by outward words or signs, pretends to be lacking
m external things, for instance by wearing shabby clothes,
or by doing something of the kind, and that he intends by so
doing to make a show of some spiritual excellence, Thus
Our Lord said of certain men (Matth. vi. 16) that they dis-
figure their faces that they wmay appear unto men to fast.
Wherefore such persons are guilty of both vices, irony and
boasting, although 1 different respects, and for this reason
they sin more grievously Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv. 7) that 1t 1s the practhice of boasters both to make
overmuch of themselves, and to make very little of themselves :
and for the same reason it is related of Augustine that he
was unwilling to possess clothes that were either too costly
or too shabby, because by both do men seek glory.

Reply Obj. 3. According to the words of Ecclus. xix. 23,
There 15 one that humbleth hmself wickedly, and his interior
1s full of deceit, and it is in this sense that Solomon speaks
of the man who, through deceitful humility, speaks low
wickedly.
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show them signs of perfect friendship, for we do not treat
strangers with the same intimacy as those who are united
to us by special friendship.

Reply 0b). 3. When it is said that the heart of the wisc
is where there is mourning it is not that he may bring sorrow
to his neighbour, for the Apostle says (Rom. xw. 15): If,
because of thy meat, thy brother be grieved, thouw walkest not
now according to charity : but that he may bring consolation
to the sorrowful, according to Ecclus. vil 38, Be not wanting
wn comforting them that weep, and walk with them that mourn.
Again, the heart of fools iswhere there is mirth, not that they
may gladden others, but that they may enjoy others’ gladness.
Accordingly, it belongs to the wise man to share his pleasures
with those among whom he dwells, not lustful pleasures,
which virtue shuns, but honest pleasures, accordmg to
Ps cxxxii. 1, Behold how good and how pleasant if 15 for
brethren to dwell together tn unity.

Nevertheless, as the Philosopher says (Etkic. iv. 6), for the
sake of some good that will result, or in order to avoid
some evil, the virtuous man will sometimes not shrink from
bringing sorrow to those among whom he lives. Hence the
Apostle says (2 Cor vin 8)° Although I made you sorrowful
by my epistle, I do not repent, and farther on (verse ), I am
glad ; not because you were made sorvowful, bur because you
were made sorvowful unio penance. For this reasqn we should
not show a cheerful face to those who are given to sin, in
order that we may please them, lest we seem to consent to
their sin, and in a way encourage them to sin further.
Hence 1t is written (Ecclus. vii. 26): Hast thou daughiers ?
Have a care of their body, and show not thy countenance gay

towards them.
SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER THIS KIND OF FRIENDSHIP 1S A PART OF JUSTICE ?
We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :—
Objection 1. It seems that this kind of friendship is not

a part of justice. For justice consists in giving another
man his due. But this virtue does not consist in doing
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that, but in behaving agreeably towards those among whom
we live. Therefore this virtue is not a part of justice.

00j. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 6),
this virtue 1s concerned about the joys and sorrows of those
who dwell 1n fellowship. Now it belongs to temperance
to moderate the greatest pleasures, as stated above (I.-II.,
Q. LX, A. 5 Q. LXI,, A. 3). Therefore this vartue is a
part of temperance rather than of justice.

Oby. 3. Further, To give equal things to those who are
unequal is contrary to justice, as stated above (Q. LIX.,
AA. 1,2). Now, according to the Philosopher (Ethsc. 1v. 6),
this virtue treats 1n like manner known and unknown, com-
pamons and strangers Therefore this virtue rather than
being a part of justice is opposed thereto.

On the contrary, Macrobius (De Sommno Scip. i.) accounts
friendship a part of justice.

I answer that, This virtue is a part of justice, being
annexed to it as to a principal virtue. Because in common
with justice it is directed to another person, even as justice
15: yet it falls short of the notion of justice, because it lacks
the full aspect of debt, whereby one man 1s bound to
another, either by legal debt, which the law binds him to
pay, or by some debt arising out of a favour received.
For it regards mercly a certain debt of equity, namely, that
we behave pleasantly to those among whom we dwell, unless
at times, for some reason, it be necessary to displease them
for some good purpose.

Reply Obj 1. As we have said above (Q. CIX,, A. 3, ad 1),
because man is a social animal he owes his fellow-man, mn
equity, the manifestation of truth without which human
society could not last. Now as man could not live i society
without truth, so likewise, not without joy, because, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. viii.), no one could abide a day with
the sad nor with the joyless. Therefore, a certain natural
equity obliges a man to live agreeably with his fellow-men;
unless some reason should oblige him to sadden them for
their good.

Reply 0b]. 2. It belongs to temperance to curb pleasures
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of the senses. But this virtue regards the pleasures of fellow-
ship, which have their origin in the reason, in so far as one
man behaves becomingly towards another. Such pleasures
need not to be curbed as though they were noisome.
Reply 0bj. 3. This saying of the Philosopher does not
mean that one ought to converse and behave in the same
way with acquaintances and strangers, since, as he says
id.), 1t is nob filling to please or displease intumate friends
and strangers wn the sone way, The likeness consists in this,
that we ought to behave towards all in a fitting manner,



QUESTION CXV.

OF FLATTERY.
({m Two Arhcles.)

WE must now consider the vices opposed to the aforesaid
virtue. (1) Flattery, and (2) Quarrelling. Concermng flat-
tery here are two points of mquiry (1) Whether flattery is
a sin? (2) Whether it is a mortal sin ?

FIRST ARTICLE,
WHETHER FLATTERY IS A SIN °

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that flattery is not a sin. For
flattery consists in words of praise offered to another in order
to please him. But it is not a sin to praise a person, accord-
g to Prov. xxxi. 28, Her children rose up and called her
blessed: her husband, and he praised her. Moreover, there is
no evilin wishing to please others, according to 1 Cor. x. 33,
I. . .wnallthings please all men. Therefore flattery is not
a sin,

0b4. 2. Further, Evil is contrary to good, and blame to
praise. But 1t is not a sin to blame evil. Neither, then, is
it a sin to praise good, which seems to belong to flattery.
Therefore flattery is not a sin.

Obj. 3. Further, Detraction is contrary to flattery.
Wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xxii 5) that detraction is
a remedy against flattery. I? must be observed, says he,
that by the wonderful moderation of our Rulcr, we are often
aliowed to be vent by detractions but are uptified by iminoderate
praise, so that whom the voice of the flattercr uprasses, the
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tongue of the detracter may huwmble. But detraction is an
evil, as stated above (Q. LXXIII, AA. 2, 3). Therefore
flattery is a good.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ezech. xiii. 18, Woe to them
that sew cusiwons under every elbow, says, that is to say,
sweet flattery. Therefore flattery is a sin.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXIV., A, 1, ad 3),
although the friendship of which we have becn speaking, or
affability, intends chiefly the pleasure of those among whom
one lives, yet 1t does not fear to displease when it1s a question
of obtaining a certain good, or of avoiding a certain evil.
Accordingly, if a man were to wish always to speak pleasantly
to others, he wounld exceed the mode of pleasing, and would
therefore sin by excess. If he do this with the mere inten-
tion of pleasing he is said to be complaisant, according to the
Phulosopher (Ethic.iv.0) : whereas if he do 1t with the intention
of making some gain out of it, he is called a flatierer or
adwlator. As a rule, however, the term flatfe;y 1s wont to
be applied to all who wish to exceed the mode of virtue
in pleasing others by words or deeds in thewr ordinary
behaviour towards their fellows.

Reply Obj. 1. One may praise a person both well and 11,
according as one cbserves or omits the due circumstances,
For if while observing other due circumstances one were to
wish to please a person by prasing him, in order thercby
to console him, or that he may strive to make progress in
good, this will belong to the aforesaid virtue of friendship.
But it would belong {o flattery, if one wished to praise a
person for things in which he ought not to be praised; since
perhaps they are evil, according to Ps. ix. 24, The sinner 1s
praised in the desires of his soul; or they may be uncertamn,
according to Ecclus. xxvil. 8, Praise not a man before he
speaketh, and again (sbed. xi. 2), Praise not a man for s
beauty ; or because there may be fear lest human praise
should incite him to vainglory, wherefore it is written,
(¢bid. xi. 30), Praise not any man before death. Again, in like
manner it is right to wish to please a man in order to foster
charity, so that he may make spiritual progress therein,
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But it would be sinful to wish to please men for the sake of
vainglory or gain, or to please them in something evil,
according to Ps. lii. 6, God hath scatterced the bones of them that
please men, and according to the words of the Apostle
iGal. i. 10), If I yet pleased men, I should not be the servant of
Christ,
Reply 0b7. 2. Even to blame evil is sinful, if due circum-
- stances be not observed; and so too is it to praise good.
Reply Obf. 3. Nothing hinders two vices being contrary
to one another. Wherefore even as detraction 1s evil, so
is flattery, which is contrary thereto as regards what 1s said,
but not directly as regards the end. Because flattery seeks
to please the person flattered, whercas the detractor seeks
not the displeasure of the person defamed, since at times
he defames him in secret, but seeks rather his defamation.

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER FLATTERY IS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Second Aricle :—

Objection 1. It seems that flattery 1s a mortal sin. For,
according to Augustine (Enchirid. x11.), a thing is evtl becauss
1 15 harmful. But flattery is most harmful, accordmg to
Ps. ix. 24, For the sinner 1s praised v the desives of his soul,
and the unjust man is blessed. The sinner hath provoked the
Lord. Wherefore Jerome says (Ep. ad Celant.)” Nothing so
eastly corrupts the human mind as flattery. and a gloss on
Ps, Ixix. 4, Let them be presently turned away blushing for
shame that say to me : 'Tis well, *Tis well, says- The tongue of
the flatterer harmns morve than the sword of the persecutor.
Therefore flattery is a most giievous sin,

0bj 2 Further, Whoever does harm by words, harms
himself no less than others: wherefore it is written
(Ps. xxxvi. 15): Let their sword enter into their own hearls.
Now he that flatters another induces him to sin mortally*
hence a gloss on Ps. cxl. 5, Let not the o1l of the sinner fatten
my head, says: The false praise of the flatterer softens the mind
by depriving it of the vigidity of truth and renders it susceptive
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of vice. Much more, therefore, does the flatterer sin in him-
self.

0bj. 3. Further, It is written in the Decretals (D. XLVI,
Cap. 3): The cleric who shall be found to spend his teme 19
Jlattery and treachery shall be degraded from his office.  Now
such a punishment as this is not inflicted save for mortal
sin, Thercfore flattery is a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Augustine in a sermon on Purgatory
(xli., de Sanctis) reckons among slight sins, +f one desire
to flatter any person of Ingher standing, whether of one's own
choice, or out of necessity.

I answer that, As stated above (Q CXII., A. 2), a mortal
sin is one that is contrary to charity. Now flattery is some-
times contrary to charity and sometimes not. Itis contrary
to charity in three ways. First, by rcason of the very
matter, as when one man praises another’s sin: for
this is contrary to the love of God, agamst Whose justice
he speaks, and contrary to the love of his neighbour, whom
he encourages to sin, Wherefore this is a mortal sin,
according to Isa. v. 20, Woe to you that call evil good.
Secondly, by reason of the intention, as when one man flatters
another, so that by deceiving him he may injure him in
body or in soul; this 1s also a mortal sin, and of this 1t is
written (Prov. xxvil. 6)' Better are the wounds of a friend
than the decertful kisses of an ememy. Thirdly, by way of
occasion, as when the praise of a flatterer, even without his
intending it, becomes to another an occasion of sin. In
this case it is necessary to consider, whether the occasion
were given or taken, and how grievous the consequent
downfall, as may be understood from what has been said
above concerning scandal (Q. XLIIL., AA. 3, 4). If, how-
ever, one man flatters anether from the mere craving to
please others, or again in order to avoid some evil, or to
acquire something in a case of necessity, this is not contrary
to charity. Consequently it is not a mortal but a venial
sin.
Reply Obj. 1. The passages quoted speak of the flatterer
who praises another’s sin. Flattery of this kind is said to
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harm more than the sword of the persecutor, since it does
harm io goods that are of greater comsequence, namely,
spiritual goods. Yet it does not harm so efficaciously, since
the sword of the persecutor slays effectively, being a sufficient
cause of death, whereas no one by flattering can be a
sufficient cause of another’s sinning, as was shown above
(Q. XLIII., A. 1, ad 3° L-IL., Q. LXXIII, A 8§, ad 3
Q. LXXX , A. 1).

Reply Obj. 2. This argument applies to one that flatters
with the intention of doing harm:* for such a man harms
himself more than others, since he harms himself, as the
sufficient cause of sinning, whereas he is only the occasional
cause of the harm he does 1o others.

Reply 0bj. 3. The passage quoted refers to the man
who flatters another treacherously, in order to deceive him.
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harm more than the sword of the persecutor, since it does
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sufficient cause of sinning, whereas he is only the occasional
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who flatters another treacherously, in order to deccive him.



QUESTION CXVI

OF QUARRELLING. *
(In Two Articles.)

g must now consider quarrelling; concerning which there
are two points of inquiry: (1) Whether it is opposed to the
virtue of friendship ? (2) Of its comparison with flattery.

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER QUARRELLING IS OPPOSED TO THE VIRTUE OF
FRIENDSHIP OR AFFABILITY ?

We proceed thus to the Furst Article :— :

Objection 1. It seems that quarrelling is not opposed to
the virtue of friendship or affability. For quarrelling seems
to pertain to discord, just as contention does. But discord
is opposed to charity, as stated above (Q. XXXVIL, A. 1).
Therefore quarrelling is also.

0bj. 2. Further, It is written (Prov. xxvi. 21): An angry
man stirveth wp strife.  Now anger is opposed to meekness.
Therefore strife or quarrelling is also.

Obj. 3. Further, It is written (James iv. 1): From
whence are wars and quarrels (Douay, — contentions)
among you? Are they not hence, from your concupiscences
which war in your members ? Now it would seem contrary
to temperance to follow one’s concupiscences. Therefore
it seems that quarrelling is opposed not to friendship but
to temperance.

On the contrary, The Philosopher opposes quarrelling to
friendship (Ethic, iv. 6).

I answer that, Quarrelling consists properly in words.
128
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when, namely, one person contradicts another’s words.
Now two things may be observed in this contradiction. For
sometimes contradiction arises on account of the person
who speaks, the contradictor refusing to consent with him
from lack of that love which unites minds together, and this
seems to pertain to discord, which is contrary to charity.
Whereasat times contradiction arises by reason of the speaker
being a person to whom someone does not fear to be disagree-
able: whence arises quarrelling, which 1s opposed to the afore-
said friendship or affability, to which it belongs to behave
agrecably towards those among whom we dwell. Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 6) that those who are opposed
to everything with the wntent of being disagreeable, and care
Jor nobody, are sard to be peevish and quarrclsome.

Reply Obj. 1. Contention pertams rather to the contra-
diction of discord, while quarrelling belongs to the con-
tradiction which has the intention of displeasing.

Reply Obf. 2. The direct opposition of virtues to vices
depends, not on their causes, since one vice may aiise from
many causes, but on the species of their acts. And although
quarrelling arises at times from anger, it may arse from
many other causes, hence it does not follow that it is directly
opposed to meekness.

Reply Obj. 3. James speaks there of concupiscence
considered as a general evil whence all vices arise. Thus,
a gloss on Rom. vii, 7 says: The law 1s good, since &y for-
bidding concupiscence, it forbids all evil.,

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER QUARRELLING IS A MORE GRIEVOUS SIN THAN
FLATTERY ?

We praceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that quarrelling is a less grievous
sin than the contrary vice, viz adulation or flattery. For
the more harm a sin does the more grievous it seems fo
be. Now flattery does more harm than quarrelling, for
it is written (Isa. ili. 12)* O My people, they that call thee
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Dlessed, the same deceive thee, and destroy the way of thy steps.
Thercfore flattery is a more grievous sin than quarrelling.

0bj. 2. Burther, There appears to be a certain amount
of deceit 1n flattery, since the flatterer says one thing, and
thinks another: whereas the quarrelsome man 1s without
deceit, for he contradicts openly. Now he that sins
deceitfully is a viler man, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii. 6), Therefore flattery is a more grievous sin
than quarrelling.

0. 3. Further, Shame 1s fear of what is vile, according
to the Philosopher (Ethuc.iv. 9). But a man is more ashamed
to be a flatterer than a quarreller, Therefore quarrelling is
a less grievous sin than flattery.

On the contrary, The more a sin is inconsistent with the
spiritual state, the more 1t appears to be grievous. Now
quarrelling seems to be more inconsistent with the spiritual
state ' for 1t is written (1 Tim. in. 2, 3) that it behoveth a bushop
to be . . . not guarrelsome; and (2 Tim. ii. 24): The servant
of the Lord must not wrangle. Therefore quarrelling seems
to be a more grievous sin than flattery.

I answer that, We can speak of eachof these sins in twoways.
In one way we may consider the species of either sin, and
thus the more a vice is at variance with the opposite wrtue
the more grievous it is. Now the virtue of friendship has
a greater tendency to please than to displease. and so the
quarrelsome man, who exceeds in giving displcasure, sins
more grievously than the adulator or flatterer, who exceeds
in giving pleasure. In another way we inay consider them
as regards certain external motives, and thus flattery is
sometimes more grievous, for instance when one intends
by deception to acquire undue honour or gain; while some-
times quarrelling is more grievous, for instance, when one
intends either to deny the truth, or to hold up the speaker
to contempt.

Reply Obj. 1. Just as the flatterer may do harm by
deceiving secretly, so the quarreller may do harm sometimes
by assailng openly. Now, other things being equal, it is
more grievous to harm a person openly, by violence as it
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were, than secretly. Wherefore robbery is a more grievous
sin than theft, as stated above (Q. LXVI,, A. g).

Reply Obj. 2. In human acts, the more grievous is not
always the more vile. For the comcliness of a man has its
source in fus reason wherefore the sins of the flesh, wheieby
the flesh enslaves the reason, are viler, although spiritual sins
are more grievous, since they proceed from greater contempt
In like manner, sins that are committed through deceit
are viler, in so far as they seem to arise from a certain
weakness, and from a certain falseness of the reason, although
sins that are comrmutted openly proceed sometimes from a
greater coniempt. Hence flattery, through being accom-
panied by dece1t, seems to be a viler sin, while quarrelling,
through proceeding from greater coniempt, is apparently
more grievous.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in the objection, shame regards
the vileness of a sin. wherefore a man is not always more
ashamed of a more grievous sin, but of a viler sin. Hence
it is that a man is more ashamed of flattery than of quarrel-
ling, although quarrelling is more grievous.



QUESTION CXVIL

OF LIBERALITY.
(In Six Avhces.)

We must now consider liberality and the opposite vices,
namely, covetousness and prodigality.

Concerning liberality there are six points of inquiry
{x) Whether liberality 1s a virtue *  (2) What is its matter ?
(3) Of its act. (4) Whether it pertains thereto to give rather
than to take ? (5) Whether liberality is a part of justice ?
(6) Of its comparison with other virtues.

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER LIBERALITY IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that liberality is not a virtue. For
no virtue is contrary to a natural inclination. Now itis a
natural inclination for one to provide for oneself more than
for others: and yet it pertains to the liberal man te do the
contrary, since, according to the Philosopher (Ethuc. iv. 1),
it is the mark of @ liberal man not to look to himself, so that he
leaves for himself the lesser things. Therefore liberality is not
a virtue.

0. 2. Further, Man sustains life by means of riches,
and wealth contributes to happiness instrumentally, as
stated in Ethic. 1 8 Since, then, every virtue is directed to
happiness, it secems that the liberal man is not virtuous,
for the Philosopher says of him (Ethic. iv. 1) that ke s inclined
neither to receive nor to keep money, but lo give it away,

0bj. 3. Further, The virtues are connected with one
another. But liberality does not seem to be connected with

I32
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the other virtues: since many are virtuous who cannot be
liberal, for they have nothing to give; and many give or
spend liberally who are not virtuous otherwise. Therefore
liberality is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i.)that the Gospel
contains many instances in which a just Lberality 1s incui-
caled. Now in the Gospel nothing is taught that does not
pertain to virtue. Therefore liberality is a virtue.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Lib. A7b. ii. 19), it
belongs to virtue to use well the things that we can use ill. Now
we may use both well and ill, not only the things that are
within us, such as the powers and the passions of the soul,
but also those that are without, such as the things of this
world that are granted us for our livelihood. Wherefore
since it belongs to liberality to use these things well, it
follows that liberality is a virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. According to Ambrose (Serm. 1xiv. de
Temp.) and Basil (Hom. in Luc. xii. 18) excess of riches is
granted by God to some, 1n order that they may obtain the
merit of a good stewardship. But it suffices for one man to
have few things. Wherefore the liberal man commendably
spends more on others than on himself. Nevertheless we
are bound to be more provident for ourselves in spiritual
goods, in which each one is able to look after himself in the
first place. And yet it does not belong to the liberal man
even in temporal things to attend so much to others as to
lose sight of himself and those belonging to him. Wherefore
Ambrose says (De Offic. 1) It is a commendable liberalily not
to neglect your relatives if you know them to be rn want.

Reply 0bj. 2. It does not belong to a liberal man so to
give away his riches that nothing is left for his own support,
nor the wherewithal to perform those acts of virtue whereby
happiness is acquired. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv.
1) that the hberal man does not neglect his own, wishing thus
2o be of help to certarn people,; and Ambrose says (De Offic. i.)
that Our Lord does not wish a man to pour out liis viches all
al once, but to dispense them : unless he do as Eliseus did, who
slew his oxen and fed the poor, that he might not be bound by
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any household cayes. For this belongs to the state of perfec~
tion, of which we shall speak farther on (Q. CLXXXIV.,
Q. CLXXXVI, A, 3).

It must be observed, however, that the very act of giving
away one’s possessions hberally, m so far as it is an act of
virtue, is directed to happiness.

Reply 0bj 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. 1v. 1), those
who spend much on intemperance are not hbeval but prodigal ;
and likewise whoever spends what he has for the sake of any
other sins. Hence Ambrose says (De Offic. i.). If you assist
another to rob others of thewr possessions, your honesty is not
to be commended, nor 15 your liberahty genuine of you give
for the sake of boasting rather than of pity. Wherefore those
who lack other virtues, though they spend much on certamn
evil works, are not liberal

Again, nothing hinders certain people from spending much
on good uses, without having the habit of liberality- even
as men perform works of other virtues, before having the
habit of virtue, though not in the same way as virtuous
people, as stated above (I.-II., Q. LXV, A, 1). In like
manner nothing prevents a virtuous man from being liberal,
althoughhe be poor. Hence the Philosopher says (Ezkic. iv. 1)
Liberality is proportionate to a man's substance, i.e. his means
for 1t consists, not 1n the quantity gien, but 1n the habit of the
giver : and Ambrose says (De Offic. 1.) that s¢ 15 the heast that
makes a gift vich or poor, and gives things their value.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER LIBERALITY IS ABOUT MONEY ?

We proceed thus to the Second Ayticle :—

Objection 1. Tt seems that liberality is not about money.
For every moral virtue is about operations and passions.
Now it is proper to justice to be about operations, as stated
in Ethic. v. 1. Therefore, since liberality is a moral virtue,
it seems that it 1s about passions and not about money.

0%, 2. Further, It belongs to a liberal man to make use
of any kind of wealth. Now natural riches are more real
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than artificial riches, according to the Philosopher (Poldt, i.
5.6). Therefore liberality 1s not chiefly aboutl money.

0bj. 3. Further, Different virtues have different matter,
since habits are distinguished by their objects. But ex-
ternal things are the matter of distributive and commutative
justice. Therefore they are not the matter of liberality.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 1) that
hiberality seems to be a mean in the matter of money.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethze. 1v
thid ) it belongs to the liberal man to part with thmgs
Hence liberality 1s also called open-handedness (Jargitas),
because that which 15 open does not withhold things
but parts with them. The term hberality seems also to
allude to this, since when a man quits hold of a tlung he
frees (liberat) it, so to speak, from his keeping and owner-
ship, and shows his mind to be free of attachment thereto.
Now those things which are the subject of a man’s free-
handedness towards others are the goods he possesses, which
are denoted by the term money Therefore the proper
matter of hberality is money.

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (A. 1, ad 3), liberality
depends not on the quantity given, but on the heart of the
giver. Now the heart of the giver is disposed according to
the passions of love and desire, and consequently those of
pleasure and sorrow, towards the things given., Hence the
interior passions are the immediate matter of liberahty, while
exterior money is the object of those same passions.

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says 1n his book De Disciplina
Christi (Tract. de divers, 1.), everything whatsoever man has
on earth, and whatsoever he owns, goes by the name of
‘pecunia’ (money), because in olden times men’s possessions
consisted entively of ‘pecora’ (flocks). And the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv. 1). We give the name of money to anything
that can be valued in currency.

Reply 0bj. 3. Justice establishes equality in external
things, but has nothing to do, properly speaking, with the
regulation of internal passions: wherefoie money is in one

way the matter of Iiberality, and in another way of justice.
nu 4 10
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THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER USING MONEY IS THE ACT OF LIBERALITY ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :——

Objection 1. It seems that using money is not the act of
Liberality. For different virtues have different acts. But
using money is becoming to other virtues, such as justice
and magnificence. Therefore it 1s not the proper act of
liberality.

Obj 2. Further, It belongs to a liberal man, not only to
give but also to receive and keep. But recerving and
keeping do not seem to be connected with the use of money.
Therefore using money seems to be unsuitably assigned as
the proper act of liberality.

0by. 3. Further, The use of money consists not only in
giving 1t but also in spending it. But the spending of money
refers to the spender, and consequently is not an act of
liberality: for Scneca says (De Benef. v.). 4 man is not
liberal by giving to himself. Therefore not every use of
money belongs to hberality.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 1): In
whatever Mmatier a man 1s viviuous, he will make the best use
of that matter: Therefore he that has the viviue with yegard to
money will make the best use of riches. Now such is the
liberal man. Therefore the good usc of money is the act of
liberality.

I answer that, The species of an act is taken from its object,
as stated above (L-II, Q. XVIIL, A. 2). Now the object
or matter of liberality is money and whatever has a money
value, as stated in the foregoing Article (ad 2). And since
every virtue is consistent with its object, it follows that,
since liberality is a virtue, its act is consistent with money.
Now money comes under the head of uscful goods, since all
external goods are directed to man’s use. Hence the proper
act of liberality is making use of money or riches.

Reply Obj. 1. It belongs to liberality to make good use of
riches as such, because riches are the proper matter of
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liberality. On the other hand it belongs to justice to make
use of riches under another aspect, namely, that of debt,
m so far as an external thing is due to another. And it
belongs to magnificence to make use of riches under a special
aspect, in so far, to wit, as they are employed for the fulfil-
ment of some great deed. Hence magnificence stands in
relation to liberality as something mn addition thereto, as
we shall explain farther on (Q. CXXXIV.).

Reply Obf. 2. It belongs to a virtuous man not only to
make good use of his matter or instrument, but also to
provide opportunities for that good use. Thus it belongs
o a soldier’s fortitude not only to wield his sword against
the foe, but also to sharpen his sword and keep it in its
sheath  Thus, too, it belongs to liberality not only to use
money, but also to keep it in preparation and safety in order
to make fitting use of it.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated (A. 2, ad 1), the internal passions
whereby man is affecied towards money are the proximate
matter of liberality. Hence 1t belongs to liberality before
all that a man should not be prevented from making any
due use of money through an mordinate affection for it.
Now there is a twofold use of money one consists in apply-
ing 1t to one’s own use, and would seemn to come under the
designation of costs or expenditure; while the other consists
m devoting it to the use of others, and comes under the
head of gifts. Hence it belongs to liberality that one be
not hindered by an immoderate love of money, either from
spending it becomingly, or from making swtable gifts.
Therefore liberality is concerned with giving and spending,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 1). The saying of
Seneca refers to liberality as regards giving: for a man is not
said to be liberal for the reason that he gives something to
himself.
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FourTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER 1T BELONGS TO A LIBERAL MAN CHIEFLY TO
GIVE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Arbicle :—

Objection 1. It scems that it does not belong to a liberal
man chiefly to give. For liberality, like all other moral
virtues, 1s regulated by prudence. Now it seems to belong
very much to prudence that a man should keep his riches.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Efhic. iv. 1) that those who
have not earned money, but have received the money earned by
others, spend it move hberally, because they have not exper-
enced the want of it. Therefore 1t seems that giving does not
chiefly belong to the liberal man.

0bj. 2. Further, No man is sorry for what he intends
chiefly to do, nor does he ccase from domg it. But a liberal
man 1s sometimes sorry for what he has given, nor docs he
gwe to all, as stated i Ethic. iv {loc cit) Therefore it does
not belong chiefly to a liberal man to give.

0bj. 3. Further, In order to accomplish what he intends
chiefly, a man employs all the ways he can. Now a liberal
man is not a beggar, as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iv.
loc, cit.); and yet by begging he mght provide himself with
the means of giving to others, Therefore it seems that he
does not chiefly aim at giving.

0bj. 4. Further, Man is bound to look after himself rather
than others. But by spending he looks after himself,
whereas by giving he looks after others. Therefore it
belongs to a liberal man to spend rather than to give.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. loc. cit)
thet it belongs to a Liberal man to surpass in grng.

I answer that, 1t is proper to a liberal man to use money.
Now the use of money cousists in parting with it. For the
acquisition of moncy is like gencration rather than use:
while the keeping of money, in so far as it is directed to
facilitate the use of money, is like a habit. Now in parting
with a thing—for instance, when we throw something—the
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farther we put it away the greater the force (wirtus) employed.
Hence parting with money by giving 1t to others proceeds
from a greater virtue than when we spend it on ourselves.
But 1t is proper to a virtue as such to tend to what 1s more
perfcct, since virtue is a kind of perfection (Phys. vii. text. 17,
18). Therefore a liberal man is praised chiefly for giving.

Reply 0bj. 1. It belongs to prudence to keep money, lest
1t be stolen or spent uselessly. But to spend it uscfully is
not less but more prudent than to keep it uscfully: since
more things have to be considered in money’s use, which 1s
likened to movement, than in its keeping, which is likened
torest. As to those who, having received money that others
have earned, spend it more liberally, through not having
experienced the want of it, if their inexperience is the sole
cause of their liberal expenditure they have not the virtue
of liberality, Sometimes, however, this inexperience merely
removes the impediment to hberality, so that il makes them
all the more ready to act liberally, because, not unfre-
quently, the fear of want that results from the expeiience
of want hinders those who have acquired money from using
1t up by acting with liberality; as does hkewise the love
they have for it as being their own effect, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 1).

Reply Oby. 2. As stated in this and the preceding Article,
it belongs to hberality to make fitting use of money, and
consequently to give it m a fitting manner, since this is a
use of money. Again, every virtue is grieved by whatever is
contrary to its act, and avoids whatever hinders that act.
Now two things are opposed to suitable giving, namely, not
giving what ought suitably to be given, and giving some-
thing unsuitably, Wherefore the liberal man is grieved
at both " but especially at the former, since 1t is more opposed
to his proper act. For this reason, too, he does not give to
all: since his act would be hindered were he to give to every-
one: for he would not have the mcans of giving to those tc
whom it were fitting for him to give.

Reply 0bj. 3. Giving and receiving are related to one
another as action and passion. Now the same thing is not
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the principle of both action and passion. Hence, since
liberality is a principle of giving, it does not belong to the
liberal man to be ready to receive, and still less to beg.
Hence the verse :

In this world he that wishes to be pleasing to many
Should give often, take seldom, ask never.

But he makes provision in order to give certain things
according as liberality requires; such ate the fruits of his
own posscssions, for he 1s careful about realizing them that
he may make a hiberal use thereof.

Reply 0bj. 4. To spend on oneself is an mclination of
nature; hence to spend money on others belongs properly
to a virtue.

FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER LIBERALITY IS A PART OF JUSTICE ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that liberality is not a part of justice.
For justice regards that which is due. Now the more a thing
is due the less liberally is 1t given. Therefore liberality is
not a part of justice, but is incompatible with it.

0bj. 2. Further, Justice is about operations, as stated
above (Q. LVIIL, A, g: L-I1.,,,Q.LX, AA, 2, 3)* whereas
liberality is chiefly about the love and desire of money,
which are passions. Therefore liberality seems to belong
to temperance rather than to justice.

0bj. 3. Further, It belongs chiefly to liberality to give
becomingly, as stated (A. 4). But giving becomingly
belongs to beneficence and mercy, which pertain to charity,
as stated above (QQ. XXX., XXXI.). Therefore liberality
is & part of charity rather than of justice.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i.)* Justice has
to do with the fellowship of mankund. For the notron of fellow-
ship is divided info two parts, justice and beneficence, also
called liberality or kind-heartedness. Therefore liberality per-
tains to justice.

1 answer that, Liberality is not a species of justice, since



141 LIBERAILITY Q. 117 ART. §

justice pays another what 1s lhus, whereas liberality gives
another what is one's own. There are, however, two pomnts
in which it agrees with justice. first, that it is directed
chiefly to another, as justice is; secondly, that it is concerned
with external things, and so is justice, albeit under a different
aspect, as stated in this Article and above (A 2, #d 3)
Hence it is that liberality is reckoned by some 1o be a part
of justice, being annexed thereto as to a principal virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. Although liberality does not consider the
legal due that justice considers, 1t considers a certain moral
due. This due is based on a certain fitlingness and not on
an obligation so that 1t answers to the idea of due in the
lowest degree.

Reply Obp. 2. Temperance is about concupiscence in
pleasures of the body. But the concupiscence and delight
in money is not referable to the body but rather to the soul.
Hence liberality does not properly pertain to temperance.

Reply Oby. 3. The giving of beneficence and mercy pro-
ceeds from the fact that a man has a certain affection towards
the person to whom he gives* wherefore this giving belongs
to charity or friendship. But the giving of liberality arises
from a person being affected 1 a ceitain way towards money,
in that he desiies it not nor loves it. so that when 1t is fitting
he gives it not only to his friends but also to those whom
he knows not. Hence it belongs not to charity, but to
justice, which is about external things.

SIXTH ARTICLE,

WHECYER LIBERALITY IS THE GREATEST OF THE
VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the Sexth Article '—

Objeclson 1. It seems that liberality is the greatest of the
virtues. Tor every virtue of man is a ltkeness to the divine
goodness. Now man is likened chiefly by liberality to
God, Who giveth to all men abundantly, and wpbraideth not
(James i. 5), Therefore liberality is the greatest of the
virtues. :
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0bj. 2. Further, According to Augustie (De Trin, vi, 8),
ot things that are great, but not in bulk, to be greatest is to be
he.t. Now the nature of goodness seems to periain mostly to
liberality, since the good is self-commumicative, according
to Dionysius (Dsw. Nom. 1v.). Hence Ambrose says (De
Offic. i.) that justice snclines to seversty, hberahty to goodness.
Therefore liberality is the greatest of virtues.

0%j. 3. Further, Men are honoured and loved on account
of virtue. Now Boethius says (De Consol. ii.) that bounty
above all makes a man famous : and the Philosopher says
(Ethic, iv. 1) that among the wrtuous the liberal ave the most
beloved. Therefore liberality is the greatest of virtues.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i.) that qustice
seeins to be more excellent than Liberality, although liberahity
is miore pleasing. The Philosopher also says (Rket. i. g) that
brave and just men are honoured chiefly and, after them, those
who are hiberal,

I answer that, Every virtue tends towards a good; where-
fore the greater virtueis that which tends towards the greater
good. Now liberality tends towards a good in two ways"
in one way, primarily and of its own nature; in another way,
consequently. Primanly and of its very nature it tends to
set in order one's own affection towards the possession and
use of money. In this way temperance, which moderates
desires and pleasures relating to one’s own body, takes pre-
cedence of liberality. and so do fortitude and justice, which,
n a manner, are directed to the common good, one in time
of peace, the other in time of war: while all these are pre-
ceded by those virtues which are directed to the Divine
good. For the Divine good surpasses all manner of human
good; and among human goods the public good surpassesthe
good of the individual; and of the last named the good of the
body surpasses those goods that consist of external things.

Again, liberality is ordained to a good consequently, and
in this way it is directed to all the aforesaid goods. For by
reason of his not being a lover of money, it follows that a man
readily makes use of it, whether for himself, or for the good
of others, or for God's glory. Thus it derives a certain
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excellence from being useful in many ways. Since, howevet,
we should judge of things according to that which is com-
petent to them primarily and in respect of their nature,
rather than according to that which pertains to them con-
sequently, 1t remains to be said that liberality is not the
greatest of virtues.

Reply 0bf. 1. God’s giving proceeds from His love for
those to whom He gives, not from His affection towards the
things He gives, wherefore it seems to pertain to chanty, the
greatest of viitues, rather than to liberality.

Reply Oby. 2. Every virtue shares the nature of goodness
by giving forth its own act: and the acts of certain othet
virtues are better than money which liberality gives foith.

Reply Obj. 3. The friendship whereby a liberal man is
beloved is not that which is based on virtue, as though he
were better than others, but that which 1s based on utility,
because he is more useful in external goods, which as a rule
men desire above all others  For the same reason he becomes
tamous,



QUESTION CXVIIL

OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO LIBERALITY, AND IN THE
FIRST PLACE, OF COVETOUSNESS.

(In Eight Articles.)

WE must now consider the vices opposed to liberality: and
(1) covetousness: (2) prodigality.

Under the first head there are cight points of inquiry:
(x) Whether covctousness is a sin? (2) Whether it is a
special sin? (3) To which virtue it 1s opposed * (4) Whether
it is a mortal sin ? (5) Whether it is the most grievous of
sins ? {6) Whether it is a sin of the flesh or a spiritnal sin ?
(7) Whether 1t is a capital vice ? (8) Of its dauchters.

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Qbjection 1. 1t seems that covetousness is not a sin. For
covetousness (evaritia) denotes a certain greed for gold
(@ris aviditas*), because, to wit, it consists mn a desire for
money, under which all external goods may be comprised.
Now it is not a sin to desire external goods ' since man desires
them naturally, both because they are naturally subject to
man, and because by their means man’s life is sustained
(for which reason they are spoken of as s substance).
Therefore covetousness is not a sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Every sin is against either God, or one's
neighbour, or oneself, as statedabove (I.-11., Q. LXXIL., A. 4).
But covetousness is not, properly speaking, a sin against

# The Latin for covetousness avarifia is derived from aveo io

desire, but the Greek ¢uhapyupia signifies literally love of money:
and it is to this that S. Thorae s alloding (of. A- 2. 06 2y ™"

T44
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God - since it is opposed neither to religion nor to the theo-
logical virtues, by which man is directed to God. Noragain
1s it a sin against oneself, for this pertains properly to glut-
tony and lust, of which the Apostle says (x Cor. vi. 18) He
that commuiteth fornication simmeth agawnst hus own body. In
like manner neither is it apparently a sin against one’s neigh
bour, since 2 man harms no one by keeping what is his own,
Therefore covetousness is not a sin,

0bj. 3. Further, Things that occur naturally are not sins,
Now covetousness comes naturally to old age and every kind
of defect, according to the Philosopher (Ethuc.iv. 1) There-
fore covetousness is not a sin.

On the contrary, Il is written (Fleb. xiii. 5): Let your
manners be without covetousness, contented wnith such things
as yous have.

I answer that, In whatever things good consists in a due
measure, evil must of necessity ensue through excess o
deficiency of that measure. Now 1n all things that are for
an end, the good consists in a certamn measure. since what-
ever is directed to an end must needs be commensurate with
the end, as, for instance, medicine is commensurate with
health, as the Philosopher observes (Polit. i. 6). External
goods come under the head of things useful for an end, as
stated above (Q. CXVII, A. 3: I-IL,, Q. IL., A. 1). Hence
it must needs be that man’s good in their respect consists in
a certain measure, in other words, that man seek, according
to a certamn measure, to have external riches, in so far as they
are necessary for him to live in keeping with his condition
of life. Wherefore it will be a sin for him to exceed this
measure, by wishing to acquire or keep them immoderately.
This is what is meant by covetousness, which 1s defined as
immoderate love of possessing. It is therefore evident that
covetousness is a sin.

Reply Obj. x. It is natural to man to desire external things
as means to an end: wherefore this desire is devoid of sin,
in so far as it is held in check by the rule taken from the
nature of the end. But covetousness exceeds this rule, ana
therefore is a sin.
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Reply Objf. 2. Covetousness may signify immoderation
about external things in two ways. First, so as o regard
immediately the acquisition and keeping of such things,
when, to wit, a man acquires or keeps them morc than is
due. Inthis wayitis a sin directly against one’s neighbour,
since one man cannot over-abound in external riches, with-
out another man lacking them, for temporal goods cannot
be possessed by many at the same time. Secondly, it may
signify immoderation in the internal affection which a man
has for riches, when, for mnstance, 2 man loves them, desites
them, or delights in them, immoderately. In this way by
covetousness a man sins against himself, because it causes
disorder in his affections, though not in his body as do the
sins of the flesh,

As a consequence, however, it is a sin against God, just
as all mortal sins, inasmuch as man contemns things eternal
for the sake of temporal things.

Reply Obj. 3. Natural inclinations should be regulated
according to reason, which is the governing power in human
natme. Hence though old people seck more greedily the aid
of external things, just as everyone that 1s in need seeks to
have his need supplied, they are not excused from sin if they
exceed this due measure of reason with regard to riches.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS A SPECIAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection x. It seems that covetousness is not a special
sin. For Augustine says (De Lib. Ab. iii.)* Covetousness,
which tn Greek is called pirapyupia, apphes not only to silver or
money, but also to anything that is desired immioderately.
Now in every sin there is immoderate desire of something,
because sin consists in turning away from the immutable
good, and adhering to mutable goods, as stated above (I.-I1.,
Q. LXXL, A, VI, 0bj. 3). Therefore covetousness is a
general sin,

Ob;. 2. Further, According to Isidore (Etym. X.), the
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covelous (avarus) man is so called because he is greedy for
brass (avidus ceres), i.e money: wherefore in Greek covetous
ness is called ¢urapyvpla, i.e. love of silver. Now silver,
which stands for money, signifies all external goods the value
of which can be measwed by money, as stated above
(Q. CXVII, A. 2, ad 2). Therefore covetousness 15 a desire
for any external thing. and consequently seems to be a
general sin

0bj. 3 Further, A gloss on Rom, vii. 7, For I had not
known concupiscence, says' The law is good, since by forbidding
concupiscence, i forbids all emd. Now the law seems to forbid
especially the concupiscence of covetousmess: hence it is
written (Exod. xx. 17): Thow shalt not covet thy neighbour's
goods. Therefore the concupiscence of covetousness is all
evil, and so covetousness is a general sin.

On the contrary, Covetonsness 1s numbered together with
other special sins (Rom. 1. 29), where it is written. Being
Silled with all wmquty, malice, formcation, covetousness
(Douay,—avarice), etc.

I answer that, Sins take their species from their objects,
as stated above (L.-II., Q LXXII., A. 1). Now the object
of a sin 1s the good towards which an inordinate appetite
tends. Hence where there is a special aspect of good in-
ordinately desired, there is a special kind of sin. Now the
useful good differs in aspect from the delightful good. And
riches, as such, come under the head of useful good, since
they are desired under the aspect of being useful to man.
Consequently covetousness is a special sin, forasmuch as
it is an immoderate love of having possessions, which are
comprised under the name of money, whence covetousness
(avaritia) is denomimated.

Since, however, the verb fo have, which scems to have been
originally employed in connection with possessions whereof
we are absolute masters, is applied to many other things
(thus a man is said to have health, a wife, clothes, and so
{orth, as stated in De Predicamentis), conscauently the term
covetousmess has been amplified to denote all immoderate
desire for having anything whatever. Thus Gregory says
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in a homily (xvi. ¢n Ev.) that covetousness is a desive not only
for money, but also for knowledge and high places, when
prominence isinmoderately sought after. Inthis way covetous-
ness is not a special sin: and in this sense Augustine speaks
of covetousness in the passage quoted in the First Objec-
tion. Wherefore this suffices for the Reply to the First
Objection.

Reply 0bj. 2. All those external things that are subject to
the uses of human life are comprised under the term money,
inasmuch as they have the aspect of nuseful good. But there
are certain external goods that can be obtained by money,
such as pleasures, honours, and so forth, which are desirable
under another aspect. Wherefore the desire for such things
is not properly called covetousness, in so far as it is a special
vice.

Reply Obj. 3. This gloss speaks of the inordinate concu-
piscence for anything whatever. For it is easy to understand
that if it is forbidden to covet another’s possessions, it is
also forbidden to covet those things that can be obtained
by means of those possessions.

THIRD ARTICLE,
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS OPPOSED TO LIBERALITY ?

We proceed thus to the Third Avbicle :—

Objectron 1. It seems that covetousness is not opposed
to liberality. For Chrysostom, commenting on Matth. v, 6,
Blessed are they that hunger and thivst after justice, says
(Hom. xv. in Matth.) that there are two kinds of justice, one
general, and the other special, to which covetousness is
opposed: and the Philosopher says the same (Ethic. v. 2).
Therefore covetousness is not opposed to liberality.

0bj. 2. Further, The sin of covetousness consists in a man’s
exceeding the measure in the things he possesses. But this
measure is appointed by justice. Therefore covetousness
is directly opposed to justice and not to liberality.

0bj. 3. Further, Liberality is a virtue that observes the
mean between two contrary vices, as the Philosopher states
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(Ethic. i, 7; iv. 1), But covetousncss has no contrary and
opposite sin, according to the Philosopher (Fihic. v. 1, 2).
Therefore covetousness is not opposed to liberality.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles v. 9): 4 covetous man
shall not be satisfied with money, and he that loveth riches shall
have no fruits fromthem. Now not to be satisficd with money
and to love it inordinately are opposed to liberality, which
observes the mean in the desire of riches. Therefore covetous-
ness is opposed to liberality.

I answer that, Covetousness denotes immodcration with
regard to riches in two ways  First, immediately 1n respect
of the acquisition and keeping of riches. In this way a man
obtains money beyond his due, by stealing or retaining
another’s property. This is opposcd to justice, and in this
sense covetousness is mentioned (Ezech. xxii. 2%) Her
princes tn the midst of her ave like wolves vavening the prey
to shed blood . . . and to run after gains through cowetousncss
Secondly, it denotes immoderation in the interior affections
for riches; for instance, when a man loves or desires riches
too much, or takes too much pleasure in them, even if he be
unwilling to steal. In this way covetousness is opposed to
liberality, which moderates these affections, as stated above
(Q.CXVIL.,,A.2,ad 3, A. 3,ad 3, A. 6). Inthisscnsc covet-
ousness is spoken of (2 Cor. ix. 5): That they would .
prepare this blessing before pronused, to be ready, so as a
blessing, not as covelousness, where a gloss observes : Lest
they should regret whai they had given, and grve but Litile.

Reply Ob. 1. Chrysostom and the Philosopher are sprak-
ing of covetousness in the first sense' covetousness in ihe
sccond sense is called illiberality* by the Philosopher.

Reply Obj. 2. It belongs properly to Justice to appoint
the measure in the acquisition and kecping of riches from
the point of view of legal due, so that a man should noither
take nor retain another’s propeity. I'ut liberality appoints
the measure of reason, principally in the interior affections,
and conscquently in the exterior taking and keeping of
money, and in the spending of the same, in so far as these

* dvelevlepla,
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proceed from the interior affection, looking at the matter
from the point of view not of the legal but of the moral debt,
which Iatter depends on the rule of reason.

Reply Obj 3. Covetousness as opposed to justice has no
opposite vice. since it consists in having more than one
ought according to justice, the contrary of which 1s to have
less than one ought, and this 1s not a sin but a punishment.
But covetousness as opposed to liberality has the vice of
prodigality opposed to it.

FourTil ARTICLE,
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS ALWAYS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objecthion 1. It seems that covetousness is always a mortal
sin, For no one is worthy of death save for a mortal sin.
But men are worthy of death on account of covetousness,
For the Apostle after saying (Rom. i. 29). Bewng filled with
all imguity . . . fornication, covetousness (Dounay,—avarice),
etc., adds (verse 32): They who do such things are worthy of
death. Therefore covetousness is a mortal sin.

0bj. 2. Further, The least degree of covetousness is to
hold to one’s own inordinately. But this seemingly is a
mortal sin- for Basil says (Serm. super. Luc. xii. 18): It is
the hungry man'’s bread that thou keepest back, the naked
man’s cloak that thou hoardest, the needy man’s money
that thou possessest, hence thou despoilest as many as thou
mightest succour.

Now it is a mortal sin to do an injustice to another, since
it is contrary to the love of our neighbour. Much more
therefore is all covetousness a mortal sin.

Obf. 3. Further, No one is struck with spiritual blindness
save through a mortal sin, for this deprives a man of the
light of grace. But, according to Chrysostom,* Lust for
money brings darkness on the soul. Therefore covetousness,
which is lust for money, is a mortal sin,

On the contrary, A gloss on 1 Cor. 1ii. 12, If any man duild

¥ Hom xv.in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to S John
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wpon this foundatron, says (cf. S. Augustine, De Fide et
Oper. xvi.) that ke buslds wood, hay, stubble, who thinks in
the things of the world, how he may please the world, which
pertamns to the sin of covetousness Now he that builds
wood, hay, stubble, sins not mortally but venially, for it
1s said of him that ke shall be saved, yet so as by fire. There-
fore covetousness is sometimes a venial sin

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3) covetousness is two-
fold. In one way it is opposed to justice, and thus it is a
mortal sin in respect of its genus.  For in this sense covetous-
ness consists in the unjust taking or retaiming of another’s
property, and this belongs to theft or robbery, which are
mortal sins, as stated above (Q. LXVI, AA. §, 8). Yet
vemal sin may occur in this kind of covetousness by reason
of imperfection of the act, as stated above (Q. LXVI., A. 6,
ad 3), when we were treating of theft.

In another way covetousness may be taken as opposed
to hberality' in which sense it denotes inordinate love of
riches. Accordingly, if the love of 1iches becomes so great
as to be preferred to charity, in such wise that a man,
through love of riches, fear not to act counter to the love of
God and his neighbour, covetousness will then be a mortal
sin. If, on the other hand, the inordinate nature of his love
stops short of 1his, so that although he love riches too much,
yet he does not prefer the love of them to the love of God,
and is unwilling for the sake of riches to do anything in
opposttion to God or his neighbour, then covetousness is a
venial sin.

Reply Obj. 1. Covetousness 1s numbered together with
mortal sins, by reason of the aspect under which it is a
mortal sin.

Reply 0bj. 2. Basilis speaking of a case wherein a man 13
bound by a legal debt to give of his goods to the poor, ci‘her
through fear of their want or on account of his having too
much.

Reply Obj. 3. Lust for riches, properly speaking, brings
darkness on the soul, when it puts out the light of charity,

by preferring the love of riches to the love of God. a
uu 4



Q. 118 Arr.s THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 152

LU'IFTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS THE GREATEST OF SINS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is the greatest of
sins. Forit is written (Ecclus. X. 9): Nothing 1s more wicked
thaw a covetous man, and the text continues: 7 here is not a
more wicked thing than to love money: for such a one settcth
even his own soul to sale. Tully also says (De Offic. i., under
the heading—True magna dwmity is based chicfly on two
things) : Nothing 1s so narrow or little minded as to love money
But this pertains to covctousness. Therefore covetousness
is the most grievous of sins.

0bj. 2. Further, The more a sin is opposed to charity, the
more grievous it is, Now covetousness is most opposed to
charity: for Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIIIL. qu. 3¢) that
greed is the bane of charity. Thercfore covetousness is the
greatest of sins.

0bj. 3. Further, The gravity of a sin is indicated by its
being incurable wherefore the sin against the Holy Ghost
is said to be most grievous, because 1t is irremissible.  But
covetousness in an incurable sin: hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic.iv. 1) that old ageand helplessness of any kind make men
illberal, Therefore covetousness is the most grievous of sins.

Qbj. 4. Further, The Apostle says (Eph. v. 5) that covetous-
ness s @ serving of tdols. Now idolatry 1s reckoned among
the most grievous sins. Therefore covetousness is also.

Onthe contrary, Adultery is a more grievous sin than theft,
according to Prov. vi, 30. But theft pertains to covetous-
ness. Therefore covetousness is not the most grievous of sins.

I answer that, Every sin, from the very fact that it is an
evil, consists in the corruption or privation of same good:
while, in so far as it is voluntary, it consists in the desire
of some good. Consequently the order of sins may be con-
sidered in two ways. First, on the part of the good that is
despised or corrupted by sin, and then the greater the good
the graver the sin. From this point of view a sin that is
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against God is most grievous; afier this comes a sin that is
committed against a man’s person, and after this comes a
sin agamsi external things, which are deputed to man’s use,
and this seems fo belong to covetousness. Secondly, the
degrees of sin may be considered on the part of the good
to which the human appetite 1s inordinately subjected, and
then the lesser the good, the more deformed 1s the sin - for it
is more shameful to be subject to a lower than to a higher
good. Now the good of exlernal things 1s the lowest of
human goods: since it is less than the good of the body, and
this is less than the good of the soul, which is less than the
Divine good. From this point of view the sin of covetous-
ness, whereby the human appetite is subjected even to
.cxternal things, has in a way a greater deformity. Since,
however, corruption or privation of good is the formal
element in sin, while conversion to a mutable good is the
material element, the gravity of the sin is to be judged from
the point of view of the good coirupted, rather than from
that of the good to which the appetite is subjected Hence
we must assert that covetousness is not simply the most
grievous of sins.

Reply 0bj. 1. These authorities speak of covetousness
on the part of the good to which the appetite is subjected.
Hence (Ecclus. X. 10)itis given as a reason that the covetous
man setteth his own soul to sale,; because, to wit, he exposes
his soul—that is, his life—to danger for the sake of money.
Hence the text continues: Because while ke iwveth he hath cast
away—that is, despised—his bowels, in order to make money.
Tully also adds that it is the mark of a narrow mind, namely,
that one be willing to be subject to money.

Reply Obj. 2 Angustine is taking greed generally,
reference 1o any temporal good, not in 1ts special accepta-
tion for covetousness: because greed for any temporal good
is the bane of charity, inasmuch as a man turns away from
the Divine good through cleaving to a temporal good.

Reply Obj. 3. The sin agamnst the Holy Ghost is incurable
in one way, covetousness in another. For the sin against
the Holy Ghost is incurable by reason of contempt: for
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instance, because a man contemns God’s mercy, or His
justice, or some onc of those things whereby man’s sins are
healed® wherefore mcurability of this kind points to the
greater gravity of the sin.  On the other hand, covetousness
is incurable on the part of a human defect; a thing which
human nature ever sceks to remedy, since the more deficient
one is the more one sceks relief from external things, and
consequently the more one gives way to covetousness.
Hence mcurability of this kind is an indication not of the
sin being more giicvous, but of its being somewhat more
dangerous.

Reply Obj. 4. Covelousness is compared to idolatry on
account of a certain likeness that it bears to it: because the
covetous man, like the 1dolater, subjects humself to an ex-
ternal creature, thoughnot in the same way. For theidolater
subjects himself to an external creature by paying 1t Divine
honour, whercas the covetous man subjects himself to an
external creature by desiring it immoderately for use, not
for worship, Hence it does not follow that covetousness
is as grievous a sin as idolatry.

SiXTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS A SPIRITUAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection T. It seems that covetousness 1s not a spiritnal
sin, For spiritual sins seem to regard spiritual goods. But
the matter of covetousness is bodily goods, namely, external
riches. Therefore covetousness is not a spirttual sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Spiritual sin is condivided with sin of the
flesh. Now covetousness is seemingly a sin of the flesh, for
it results from the corruption of the flesh, as instanced in
old people who, through corruption of carnal nature, fall
into covetousness. Therefore covetousness 1s not a spiritual
sin.

0bj. 3. Further, A sin of the flesh is one by which man’s
body is disordered, according to the saying of the Apostle

{x Cor. vi. 18), He that committeth forncation sinmeth against
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his own body. Now covetousness disturbs man even in his
body; wherefore Chrysostom (Hom. xxix. in Matth.) com-
pares the covetous man to the man who was possessed by
the devil (Mark v) and was troubled in body. Therefore
covetousness seems not to be a spiritual sin.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxx1.) numbers covetous-
ness among spiritual vices.

I answer that, Sins are seated chiefly in {he affections and
all the affections or passions of the soul have their term
in pleasure and sorrow, according to the Philosopher
(Ethie. ii. 5). Now some pleasures are carnal and some
spiritual. Carnal pleasures are those which are consum-
mated in the carnal senses—for instance, the pleasures of the
table and sexual pleasures: while spiritual pleasures are
those which are consummated m the mere apprehension of
the soul. Accordingly, sins of the flesh are those which are
consummated in carnal pleasures, while spiritual sins are
consummated in pleasures of the spirit without pleasure of
the flesh. Such 1s covetousness. for the covetous man
takes pleasure in the consideration of himself as a possessor
of riches. Therefore covetousness is a spiritual sin.

Reply Ob. 1. Covetousness with regard to a bodily abject
seeks the pleasure, not of the body but omnly of the soul,
forasmuch as a man takes pleasuie in the fact that he
possesses riches. wherefore it is not a sin of the flesh. Never-
theless by reason of its object it is a mean between purely
spiritual sins, which seek spiritual pleasure in respect ol
spiritual objects (thus pride is about excellence), and puiely
carnal sins, which seek a purely bodily pleasure in respect
of a bodily object.

Reply Obj. 2. Movement takes 1its species from the teim
whereto and not from the term wherefrom. Hence a vice of
the flesh is so called from its tending to a pleasure of the
flesh, and not from its originating in some defect of the
flesh.

Reply 0bj. 3. Chrysostom compares a covetous man to
the man who was possessed by the devil, not that the former
is troubled in the flesh in the same way as the latter, but by
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way of contrast, since while the possessed man, of whom
we read in Mark v., stripped himself, the covetous man
loads himself with an excess of riches,

SEVENTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER COVETOUSNESS IS A CAPITAL VICE ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not a capital
vice. For covetousness is opposed to liberality as the mean,
and to prodigality as extreme. But neither is liberality a
principal virtue, nor prodigality a capital vice. Therefore
covetoustiess also should not be reckoned a capital vice.

Ob. 2. Further, As stated above (I-IL, Q. LXXXJV.,
AA. 3, 4), those vices are called capital which have principal
ends, to which the ends of other vices are directed. But
this does not apply to covetousness. since riches have the
aspect, not of an end, but rather of something directed to
an end, as stated in Ethsc. i. 5. Therefore covetousness is
not a capital vice,

0bj. 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xv.) that covetous-
ness arises sometimes from pride, sometimes from fear, For
there are those who, when they think that they lack the needful
for their expenses, allow the mund to give way fo covetousness.
And there are others who, wishing to be thought more of, are
incited to greed for other people’s property. Therefore covetous-
ness arises from other vices instead of being a capital vice
in respect of other vices.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moaral. xxxi.) reckons covetous-
ness among the capital vices,

I answer that, As stated in the Second Objection, a capital
vice is one which under the aspect of end gives rise to other
vices: becanse when an end is very desirable, the result is
that through desire thereof man sets about doing many
things cither good or evil. Now the most desirable end is
happiness or felicity, which is the last end of human life,
as stated above (L-IL, Q. 1., AA, 4, 7, 8): wherefore the more
a thing is furnished with the conditions of happiness, the
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more desirable it is. Also one of the conditions of happiness
is that it be self-sufficing, else it would mnot set man's
appetite at rest, as the last end does. Now riches give great
promise of self-sufficiency, as Boethius says (De Consol. 11i.).
the reason of which, according to the Philosopher (E¢hc. v. 5),
is that we wuse money in token of taking possession of somie-
thing, and again it is written (Eccles. x. 19): A% things obey
money. Therefore covetousness, which is desire for money,
is a capital vice.

Reply Obj. 1. Virtue is perfected in accordance with
reason, but vice is perfected in accordance with the inclina-
tion of the sensitive appelite. Now reason and sensitive
appetile do not belong chiefly to the same genus, and conse-
quently it does not follow that principal vice is opposed 1o
principal virtue. Wherefore, although liberality is npt a
principal virtue, since it does not regard the principal good
of the reason, yet covetousness is a principal vice, because
it regards money, which occupies a principal place among
sensible goods, for the reason given in the Article.

On the other hand, prodigality is not directed to an end
that is desirable principally, indeed 1t scems rather to result
fiom a lack of reason. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethsc.
iv. 1) that a prodigal man 1s a fool rather than a knave.

Reply Obf. 2. It is true that money is directed to some-
thing else as its end. yet in so far as it is useful for obtaining
all sensible things, 1t contains, in a way, all things virtually,
Hence it has a certain hikeness to happiness, as stated in the
Article.

Reply 0bj. 3. Nothing prevents a capital vice from arising
sometimes out of other vices, as stated above (Q. XXXVI,,
A. 4, ad 1: L-IL., Q. LXXXIV,, A, 4), provided that itself
be frequently the source of others.
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EIGHTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER TREACIIERY, FRAUD, FALSEHOOD, PERJURY, REST-
LESSNESS, VIOLENCE, AND INSENSIBILITY TO MERCY ARE
DAUGHTERS OF COVETOUSNESS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that the daughters of covetousness
are not as commonly stated, namely, treachery, fraud, false-
hood, perjury, restlessness, violence, and insensibility to mercy.
TFor covetousness is opposced to liberality, as stated above
(A. 3). Now treachery, fraud, and falsehood are opposcd
to prudence, perjury to religion, restlessness to hope, or to
charity which rests m the beloved object, violence to justice,
insensibility to mercy. Therefore these vices have no con-
nection with covetousness.

0bj. 2. Further, Treachery, fraud and falsehood seem to
pertain to the same thing, namely, the deceiving of one’s
neighbour. Thercfore they should not be reckoned as
different daughters of covetousness.

0bj. 3. Further, Isidore (Comment. 1n Deut.) enumerates
nine daughters of covetousness, which are lying, fraud,
theft, perjury, greed of filthy lucre, false witnessing, violence,
mhumanity, rapacity. Therefore the former reckoming of
daughters is insufficient.

0%f. 4. Fwther, The Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 1) mentions
many kinds of vices as belonging to covetousness which he
calls illiberality, for he speaks of those who are sparing,
tight-fisted, skinflints,* misers,t who do 1lliberal deeds, and of
those who batten on whoredom, usurers, gamblers, despoilers
of the dead, and robbers. Therefore it seems that the afore-
said enumeration is insufficient.

Obj. 5. Further, Tyrants use much violence against their
subjects. But the Philosopher says (15¢4.) that tyrants who
destroy cities and despoil sacred places are not to be called
illiberal, i.e. covetous. Therefore violence should not be
reckoned a daughter of covetousness.

‘ ,
xypivon plorys, T kipBikes.
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Onthe contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi.) assigns to covetous-
ness the daughters mentioned above.

I answer that, The daughters of covetousness are the vices
which arise therefrom, especially in respect of the desire of
an end. Now since covetousness is excessive love of possess-
ing riches, it exceeds in two things. For in the first place
1t exceeds in retaining, and in this respect covetousness gives
rise to tusensibility to mercy, because, to wit, a man’s heart
1s not softened by mercy to assist the needy with his riches.*
In the second place it belongs to covetousness to exceed in
receiving, and in {his respect covetousness may be considered
in two ways. TFiist as in the thought (affect), In this way
1t gives rise to restlessness, by hindering man with excessive
anxiety and care, for a covetous man shall not be satisfied with
money (Eccles. v. g). Secondly, it may be considered in
the exccution (effectss). In this way the covetous man, in
acquiring other people’s goods, sometimes cmploys force,
which pertains to violence, sometimes decert, and then if he
has recourse to words, it is falsehood, if il be mere words,
perjury if he confirm his statement by oath; 1f he has recourse
to deeds, and the deceit affects things, we have fraud, if
persons, then we have treachery, as in the case of Judas, who
betrayed Christ through covetousness.

Reply Obj. 1. There is no need for the daughters of a
capital sin to belong to that same kind of vice: because a
sin of one kind allows of sins even of a different kind being
directed to its end; seeing that it is one thing for a sin to
have daughters, and another for it to have species.

Reply Obj. 2. These three are distinguished as staied in
the Article.

Reply Obj. 3. These nine are reducible to the seven afore-
said. TFor lying and false witnessing are comprised under
falschood, since false witnessing is a special kind of lie, just
as thefl is a special kind of fraud, wherefore 1t is comprised
under fraud; and greed of filthy lucre belongs to restlessness,
rapacity is comprised under violence, since 1t is a species
thercof; and inhumanity is the same as insensibility to

mercy.
* See Q. XXX. Al 1.
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Reply Obj. 4. The vices mentioned by Aristotle are species
rather than daughters of illiberality or covetousness. For
a man may be said to be illiberal or covetous through a
defectingiving. Ifhegives butlittlehe is said tobe sparing ;
if nothing, he is #ight-fisted : if he gives with great reluctance,
he is said to be a rvpwomplaTns (skinflint), a cammin-seller,
as it were, because he makes a great fuss about things
of little value. Sometimes a man is said to be illiberal or
covetous, through an excess in receiving, and this in two
ways, In one way, through making money by disgraceful
means, whether in performing shameful and servile works
by means of illiberal practices, or by acquiring more through
sinful deeds, such as whoredom or the like, or by making
a profit where one ought to have given gratis, as in the case
of usury, or by labouring much to make little profit. In
another way, in making money by unjust means, whether
by using violence on the living, as robbers do, or by
despoiling the dead, or by preying on one’s friends, as
gamblers do.

Reply 0bj. 5. Just as hiberality is about moderate sums
of money, so is illiberality. Wherefore tyrants who take

great things by violence, are said to be, not illiberal, but
unjust.



QUESTION CXIX.

OF PRODIGALITY
(I Three Aricles)

WE must now consider prodigality, under which head there
are three points of inquiry: (1) Whether prodigality is
opposite to covetousness ? (2) Whether prodigality 1s a sin ?
(3) Whether it is a graver sin than covetousness ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER PRODIGALITY IS OPPOSITE TO COVETOQUSNESS ?

We proceed thus to the First Aricle :—

Objection T It seems that prodigality 1s not opposite to
covetousness. For opposites cannot be together in the same
subject. But some are at the same time prodigal and
covetous. Therefore prodigality is not opposite to covetous-
ness.

0bj. 2. Further, Opposites relate to one same thing. But
covetousness, as opposed to Dhberality, relates to certain
passions whereby man is affected towards money: whercas
prodigality does nat seem to relate to any passions of the
soul, since it is not affected towards money, or to anything
else of the kind. Therefore prodigality is not opposite to
covetousness.

0bj. 3. Further, Sin takes its species chleﬂy from its end,
as stated above (L.-II., Q. LXIL, A. 3). Now prodigality
seems always to be directed to some unlawful end, for the
sake of which the prodigal squanders his goods. Espccially
is it directed to pleasures, wherefore it is stated (Luke xv. 13)
of the prodigal son that he wasted his substance hanng riof-
ously. Therefore it seems that prodigality is opposed to
temperance and insensibility rather than to covetousness

and liberality.
161
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethec. ii. 7: iv. 1)
that prodigality is opposcd to liberality, and illiberality, to
which we give here the name of covelousness.

I answer that, In morals vices are opposed to one another
and to virtue mn respect of excess and dcficiency. Now
covetousness and prodigality differ variously in respect of
excess and deficiency.  Thus, as regards affection for riches,
the covelous man exceeds by loving them more than he
ought, while the prodigal 1s deficient, by being less careful
of them than he ought. and as regards extiernal action,
prodigality implies excess in giving, but deficiency in re-
taining and acquiring, while covetousness, on the contrary,
denotes deficiency 1 giving, but excess in acquiring and
retaining. Hence it is evident that prodigality is opposed
to covetousness.

Reply 0bj. 1. Nothing prevents opposites from being in
the same subject in different respects. For a thing 1s de-
nominated more from what 1s in it principally. Now just
as in liberality, which observes the mean, the principal thing
is giving, to which receiving and retaining are subordinate,
s0,too, covetousness and prodigality regard principally giving.
Wherefore he who exceeds in giving is said to be prodigal,
while he who is deficient in giving 1s said to be covetous.
Now it happens sometimes that a man is deficient in giving,
without exceeding in receiving, as the Philosopher observes
{Ethic.iv. 1). And inlike manner it happens sometimes that
a man exceeds in giving, and therefore is prodigal, and yet
at the same time exceeds in receiving. This may be due
either to some kind of necessity, since while exceeding in
giving he is lacking in goods of lus own, so that he is driven
to acquire unduly, and this pertains to covetousness; or 1t
may be due to inordinateness of the mind, for he gives not
for a good purpose, but, as though despising virtue, cares
not whence or how he receives, Wherefore he is prodigal
and covetous 1n different respects,

Reply Obj. 2, Prodigality regards passions in respect of
money, not as exceeding, but as deficient in them.

Reply Obj. 3. The prodigal does not always exceed in
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giving for the sake of pleasures which are the matter of
temperance, but sometimes through being so disposed as
not to care about riches, and sometimes on account of
something else. More frequently, however, he inclines to
intemperance, both because through spending too much
on other things he becomes fearless of spending on objccts
of pleasure, to which the concupiscence of the flesh is more
prone; and because ihrough taking no pleasure mn virtuous
goods, he seeks for humsell pleasures of the body Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethuc. iv. 1) that many a prodigal ends
. becoming intenmperate.

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER PRODIGALITY IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus fo the Second Article —

Objection 1. It seems that prodigality is not a sin. For
the Apostle says (x Tim. vi. 10)* Covetousness (Douay,—
Desire of money) is the root of all evils. But 1t is not the root
of prodigality, since this is opposed to it. Therefore prodi-
gality is not a sin.

Obj. 2. Further, The Apostle says (xr Tim. vi. 17, 18)"
Charge the vich of this world . . . to give easily, to communicate
to others. Now this is especially what prodigal persons do.
Therefore prodigality is not a sin.

Obj. 3. Further, It belongs to prodigality to exceed in
giving and to be deficient in solicitude about riches. But
this is most becoming to the perfect, who fulfil the words of
our Lord (Matth. vi. 34), Be not . . . solicifous for to-morrowe,
and (Matth. xix. 21), Sell all (Vulg ,—what) thou hast, and
give to the poor. Therefore prodigality is not a sin.

On the contrary, The prodigal son is held to blame for his
prodigality.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), the oppnsition
between prodigality and covetousness is one of excess and
deficiency; either of which destroys the mean of virtue.
Now a thing is vicious and sinful through corrupting the
good of virtue. Hence it follows that prodigality is a sin.
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Reply Obj. 1. Some expound this saying of the Apostle
as referring, not to actual covetousness, but to a kind of
habitual covetousness, which is the concupiscence of the
fomes,* whence all sins arise. Others say that he is speaking
of a general covetousness with regard to any kind of good.
and in this sense also it is evident that prodigality arises
from covetousness, since the prodigal seeks to acquire some
temporal good inordinately, namely, to give pleasure to
others, or at least to satisfy his own will m giving. But
to one that reviews the passage correctly, it is evident that
the Apostle is speaking literally of the desire of riches, for
he had said previously (verse 9): They that will become vich,
etc. In this sense covetousness is said to be the root of all
evils, not that all evils always arise from covetousness, but
because there is no evil that does not at some time arise from
covetousness. Wherefore prodigality sometimes is born of
covetousness, as when a man is prodigal in going to great
expense in order to curry favour with certain persons from
whom he may receive riches.

Reply 0bf. 2. The Apostle bids the rich to be ready to give
and communicate their riches, according as they ought.
The prodigal does not do this* since, as the Philosopher
remarks (Ethic.1v. 1), his giving is neither good, nor for a good
end, nov according as it ought to be. For sometimes they give
much to those who ought to be poor, namely, to buffoons and
Slatierers, whereas to the good they give nothing.

Reply 0bj. 3. The excess in prodigality consists chiefly,
not in the total amount given, but in the amount over and
above what ought to be given. Hence sometimes the liberal
man gives more than the prodigal man, if it be necessary.
Accordingly we must reply that those who give all their
possessions with the intention of following Christ, and banish
from their minds all solicitude for temporal things, are not
prodigal but perfectly liberal.

* CL LI, Q. LXXXIL A. 3, ad 2.
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER PRODIGALITY IS A MORE GRIEVOUS SIN THAN
COVETOUSNESS ?

We proceed thus 1o the Third Article :—

Obrection 1. It seems that prodigalily is a more grievous
sin than covetousness. For by covetousness a man injures
his neighbour by not communicating his goods to him,
whereas by prodigality a man injurcs himself, becausc the
Philosopher says (Lthic. iv. 1) that the wasting of viches,
which are the means whereby a man lives, is an undoing of Ius
very hetng, Now he that injurcs himself sins more grievously,
according to Ecclus. xiv. 5, He that is evil to himself, to whom
will he be good » Therefore prodigality is a more grievous
sin than covetousness.

Obj. 2. Further, A disorder that is accompanied by a
laudable circumstance is less sinful. Now the disorder of
covetousness is sometimes accompanied by a landable cir-
cumstance, as in the case of those who are unwilling to spend
their own, lest they be driven to accept from others: whereas
the disorder of prodigality 1s accompanied by a circumstance
that calls for blame, inasmuch as we ascribe prodigality
to those who are intemperate, as the Philosopher observes
(Ethic. iv. 1). Therefore prodigality is a more grievous sin
than covetousness.

0bj. 3. Further, Prudence is chief among the moral virtues,
as stated above (Q. LVI, A. 1,4d 1. I.-IL, Q. LXI, A. 2,
ad 1). Now prodigality is more opposed to prudence than
covetousness is: for it is written (Prov. xxi, 20)° There s
a treasure to be desired, and o1l in the dwelling of the just,; and
the foolish man shall spend 7i: and the Philosopher says
(Ethic.iv. 6) that ¢ is the mark of a fool io give too much and
recetve nothing. Therefore prodigality is a more grievous
sin than covetousness.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv.ibid ) that
the prodigal seems to be much better than the Wlliberal man.

I answer that, Prodigality considered in itself is a less
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grievous sin than covetousness, and this for three reasons.
First, because covetousness differs more from the opposite
virtue. since giving, wherein the prodigal exceeds, belongs
to liberality more than receiving or retaining, wherein the
covetous man exceeds. Secondly, because the prodigal man
is of use to the many to whom he gives, while the covetous
man is of use to no one, not even to himself, as stated in
Ethic. w. (loc ¢1t.) Thirdly, because prodigality is easily
cuted. For not only is the prodigal on the way to old age,
which 15 opposed to prodigality, but he is easily reduced to
a state of want, since much useless spending impoverishes
him and makes him unable to exceed in giving. Moreover,
prodigality is easily turned into virtue on account of its
likeness thereto. On the other hand, the covetous man is
not easily cured, for the reason given above (Q. CXVIII ,A. 5,
ad 3).

Reply Obj 1. The difference between the prodigal and
the covetous man is not that the former sins against himself
and the latter against another. For the prodigal sins
against himself by spending that which is his, and his means
of support, and against others by spending the wherewithal
to help others. Thisapplies chiefly to the clergy, who are the
dispensers of the Church’s goods, that belong to the poor
whom they defraud by their prodigal expenditure. In like
manner the covetous man sins against others, by being
deficient in giving, and he sins against himself, through
deficiency in spending : wherefore it is written (Eccles. vi. 2).
A man to whom God hath givewn viches . . . yet doth not give
him the power to eat thereof. Nevertheless the prodigal man
exceeds in this, that he injures both himself and others yet
so as to profit some; whereas the covetous man profits
neither others nor himself, since he does not even use his
own goods for his own profit.

Reply Obj. 2. In speaking of vices in gencral, we judge of
them according to their respective natures - thus, with regard
to prodigality we note that it consumes riches to excess, and
with regard to covetousness that it retains them to excess.
That one spend too much for the sake of intemperance
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points already to several addilional sins, wheiefore the
prodigal of this kind 1s worse, as stated in Ethic, iv. 1. That
an 1lliberal or covetous man refrain from taking what belengs
to others, although this appears in itself to call for praise,
yet on account of the motive for which he does so it calls
for blame, since he is unwilling to accept from others lest
he be forced to give to others.

Reply 0bj. 3. All vices arc opposed to prudence, even as
all virtues are directed by prudence. wherefore if a vice be
opposed to prudence alone, for this very reason it is deemed
less grievous.

1. ii. 4. 12



QUESTION CXX

OF “EPIKEIA” OR EQUITY.
(In Two Artrcles.)

Wz must now consider epileia, under which head there are
two points of inquiry: (I) Whether epikeia is a virtue?
{2) Whether it is a part of justice ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER ‘' EPIKEIA ”* IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the First Aviicle *—

Objection 1. It seems that eprkeia is not a virtue, For
no virtue does away with another virtue. Yet eprkeia does
away with another virtue, since it sets aside that which is
just according to law, and seemingly is opposed to severity.
Therefore eptkera is not a virtue.

0bj, 2. Further, Augustine says (De wvéra Relig. xxxi.).
With regard to these earihly laws, although men pass judgement
on them when they make them, yet, when once they arve made and
established, the judge must pronounce judgement not on them
but according to them. But seemingly epikeia pronounces
judgrment on thelaw, when it deems that the law should not
be observed in some particular case. Therefore eprkeia is
a vice rather than a virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, Apparently it belongs to epikeia to
consider the intention-of the lawgiver, as the Philosopher
states (E¢hic. v. 10). But it belongs to the sovereign alone
to interpret the intention of the lawgiver, wherefore the
Emperor says in the Codex of Laws and Constit tions, under
Law i.: It is fitling and lawful that We alone should interpret

* drtaxeln.
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between equity and law. Therefore the act of epikaa is
unlawful. and consequently epikeia is not a virtue.

On the conirary, The Philosopher (Ethic. v. 10) states 1t to
be a virtue. '

I answer that, As stated above (I.-II., Q. XCVL, A. 6),
when we were treating of laws, since human actions, with
which laws are concerned, are composed of contingent sin-
gulars and are innumerable in their diversity, it was not
possible to lay down rules of law that would apply to every
single case. Legislators in framing laws attend to what
commonly happens: although if the law be applied to certain
cases it will frustrate the equality of justice and be injurious
to the common good, which the law has in view. Thus the
law requires deposits to be restored, because 1n the majority
of cases this is just. Yet it happens sometimes to be
injurious—for instance, if a madman were to put his sword in
deposit, and demand its delivery while in a state of madness,
or if a man were to seek the return of his deposit in order to
fight against his country. In these and like cases it 1s bad
to follow the law, and 1t is good to set aside the letter of the
law and to follow the dictates of justice and the common
good. This is the object of epikeia which we call equity.
Therefore it 1s evident that epikeia is a virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. Eprkeia does not set aside that which is
just in itself but that which is just as by law established.
Nor is 1t opposed to severity, which follows the letter of the
law when it ought to be followed. To follow the letter of the
law when it ought not to be followed is sinful. Hence it is
written in the Codex of Laws and Constitutrons under Law v.:
Wiithout doubt he transgresses the law who by adhenng to the
lelter of the law strives to defeat the intention of the lawgiver.

Reply 0%. 2. It would be passing judgement on a law to
say that it was not well made; but to say that the letler of
the law is not to be observed in some particular case is
passing judgement not on the law, but on some particular
contingency.

Repiy 0bj. 3. Interpretation is admissible in doubtful
cases where it is not allowed to set aside the letter of the law
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without the interpretation of the sovereign. But when the
case is manifest there is need, not of interpretation, but of
execution.

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER ‘‘ EPIKEIA ” IS A PART OF JUSTICE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Arbicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that epikera is not a part of justice,
For, as stated above (Q. LVIIL, A. %), justice is twofold,
particular and legal. Now epikeiz is not a part of par-
ticular justice, since it extends to all virtues, even as legal
justice does. In like manner, neither is it a part of legal
justice, since its operation is beside that which is established
by law. Therefore it seems that epikeia is not a part of
justice.

0bj. 2. Further, A more principal virtue is not assigned
as the part of a less principal virtue* for it is 1o the cardinal
virtue, as being principal, that secondary virtucs are as-
signed as parts, Now epikeia seems to be a more principal
virtue than justice, as implied by its name- for it is derived
from éni, i.e. above, and Sixatov, i.e. just. Therefore epikein
is not a part of justice.

0bj. 3. Further, It seems that eprkeia is the same as
modesty. For where the Apostle says (Phil. iv. 5), Let
your wmodesty be known to all men the Greek has érieireia.*
Now, according to Tully (De I'nv. Rhet, ii.), modesty is a part
of temperance. Therefore epikeia is not a part of justice.

On the conirary, The Philosopher says (Efhsc. v. 10) that
epikeia is @ Rind of justice.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XLVIIL), a virtue has
three kinds of parts, subjective, integral, and potential
A subjective part is one of which the whole is predicated
essentially, and it is less than the whole. This may happen
in two ways. For sometimes one thing is predicated of
many in one common ratio, as animal of horse and ox* and
sometimes one thing is predicated of many according to
prionity and posteriority, as being of substance and accident.

* 1) dnielres.
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Accordingly, eprkeia is a part of justice taken in a general
sense, for it is a kind of justice, as the Philosopher states
(Ethec. v. 10). Wherefore 1t is evident that epikera is a sub-
jective part of justice; and justice is predicated of 1t wath
priority to being predicated of legal justice, since legal justice
is subject to the direction of epikeia. Hence epikeia is by
way of being a higher rule of human actions.

Reply Obj. 1. Eprkeia corresponds properly to legal justice,
and in one way 1s contained under it, and in another way
exceeds 1t. For if legal justice denotes that which complics
with the law, whether as regards the letter of the law, or as
regards the intention of the lawgiver, which is of morc
account, then epikeia is the more important part of legal
justice. But if legal justice denote merely that which com-
plies with the law with regard to the letter, then epikeia isa
part not of legal justice but of justice in its general accepta-
tion, and is condivided with legal justice, as exceeding it.

Reply Obj. 2. As the Philosopher states (Ethic. v. 10),
eprkeia is betler than a certain, namely, legal, justice, which
observes the letter of the law. yet since it is itself a kind of
justice, it is not better than all justice.

Reply 0bj. 3. It belongs to eprkera to moderate something,
namely, the observance of the letter of the law. But
modesty, which is reckoned a part of temperance, moderates
man’s outward life—for instance, in his deportment, dress,
or the like. Possibly also the term émielceix 15 applied in
Greek by a similitude to all kinds of moderation.



QUESTION CXXI.

OF PIETY.
(In Two Ariicles.)

WEe must now consider the gift that corresponds to justice;
namely, piety. Under this head there are two points of
inquiry: (r) Whether it is a gift of the Holy Ghost?
(2) Which of the beatitudes and fruits corresponds to it ?

FIrstT ARTICLE,
WHETHER PIETY IS A GIFT?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that piety s not a gift. For the gifts
differ from the virtues, as stated above (L.-II., Q. LXVIIL,
A. 1). But piety is a virtue, as stated above (Q. CI., A. 3).
Therefore piety is not a gift.

0bj. 2. Further, The gifts are more excellent than the
virtues, above all the moral virtucs, as above (I-II, Q.
LXVII, A. 8). Now among the parts of justice religion
is greater than piety. Therefore if any part of justice
is to be accounted a gift, it seems that religion should be a
gift rather than piety.

0bf. 3. Further, The gifts and their acts remain in heaven,
as stated above (I.-II, Q. LXVIIL, A. 6). But the act of
piety cannot remain in heaven- for Gregory says (Moral i.)
that piety fills the inmost recesses of the heart with works of
mercy: and so there will be no piety in heaven since there will
be no unhappiness.* Therefore picty is not a gift.

On the conirary, It is reckoned among the gifts in the
eleventh chapter of Isaias (verse 2: Douay,—godliness).t

% Cf Q. XXX, A. L. t CL Q. LIL A. 4, footnote.
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I answer that, As stated above (I.-II., Q. LXVIII., A, 1:
Q. LXIX,, AA. 1, 3), the gifts of the Holy Ghost are habitval
dispositions of the soul, rendering it amenable to the motion
of the Holy Ghost. Now the Holy Ghost moves us to this
effect among others, of having a filial affcction towards God,
according to Rom. viil. 15, You have received the spivit of
adoption of sons, whereby we cry * Abba (Father). And since
it belongs properly to piety to pay duty and worship to one’s
father, it follows that piety, whereby, at the Holy Ghost’s
mstigation, we pay worship and duty to God as our Father,
15 a gift of the Holy Ghost.

Reply Obj. 1. The piety that pays duty and worship to
a father in the flesh is a virtue: but the piety that is a gift
pays this to God as Father.

Reply Obj. 2. To pay worship to God as Creator, as religion
does, 15 more excellent than to pay worship to one’s father
in the flesh, as the piety that is a virtue does. But to pay
worship to God as Father is yet more excellent than to
pay worship to God as Creator and Lord. 'Wherefore religion
1s greater than the virtue of piety ' while the gift of piety is
greater than religion,

Reply Obj. 3. As by the virtue of piety man pays duty and
worship not only to his father in the flesh, but also to all
his kindred on account of their being related to his father,
so by the gift of piety he pays worship and duty not only to
God, but also to all men on account of their relationship to
God. Hence it belongs to piety to honour the samnts, and
not to contradict the Scriptures whether one understands
them or not, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Chnist, ii.). Con-
sequently it also assists those who are in a state of unhappi-
ness. And although this act has no place in heaven,
especially after the Day of Judgement, yet piety will exer-
cise its principal act, which is to revere God with filial
affection: for it is then above all that this act will be ful-
filled, according to Wis. v. 5, Behold how they are wmbered
among the children of God. The saints will also mutually
honour one another. Now, however, before the Judgement
Day, the saints have pity on those also who are living

this unhappy state.
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SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER TIUE SECOND BEATITUDE, ‘‘ BLLSSED ARE THE
MEEK,” CORRESPONDS TO THE GIFT OF PIETY ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objectron 1. It seems that the second beatitude, Blessed
are the meek, does not correspond to the gift of piety. For
piety is the gift corresponding to justice, to which rather
belongs the fourth beatitude, Blessed ave they that hunger and
thirst after justice, or the fifth beatitude, Blessed are the
merciful, since, as stated above (A. 1, 00y. 3), the works of
mercy belong to piely. Therefore the second beatitude
does not pertain to the gift of piety.

0bj. 2. Turther, The gift of piety is directed by the gift
of knowledge, which is united to 1t in the emumeration of
the gifts (Isa. x.). Now direction and execution extend
to the same matter. Since, then, the third beatitude, Blessed
are they that mourn, corresponds to the gift of knowledge,
it seems that the second beatitude corresponds to piety.

0bj. 3. Further, The fruits correspond to the beatitudes
and gifts, as stated above (I.-II., Q. LXX.,, A. 2) Now
among the fruits, goodness and benignity seem to agree with
piety rather than mildness, which pertamns to meekness.
Therefore the second beatitude does not correspond to the
gift of piety.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte
i.) © Pieby is becoming to the meek.

I answer that, In adapting the beatitudes to the gifis a
twofold congruity may be observed. One is according to
the order in which they are given, and Augustine seems to
have followed this: wherefore he assigns the first beatitude
to the lowest gift, namely, fear, and the second beatitude,
Blessed ave the meek, to piety, and so on. Another congruity
may be observed in keeping with the special nature of each
gift and beatitude. In this way one must adapt the beati-
tudes to the gifts according to their objects and acts: and
thus the fourth and fifth beatitudes would correspond to
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plety, rather ithan the second. Yet the second beatitude
has a certain congruity with piety, masmuch as meekness
removes the obstacles to acts of piety.

This suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply 0bj. 2. Taking the beatitudes and gifts according
to their proper natures, the same beatitude must needs
correspond to knowledge and piety" but taking them accord-
g to their order, different beatitudes correspond to them,
although a certamn congruity may be observed, as stated
above.

Reply Obj. 3. In the fruits goodness and benignity may
be directly ascribed to piety; and mildness indirectly n so
far as it removes obstacles to acts of piety, as stated above.



QUESTION CXXIIL.

OF THE PRECEPTS OF JUSTICE.
(In Swx Arhcles)

WE must now consider the precepts of justice, under which
head thereare six points of inquiry. (1) Whether the precepts
of the decalogue arc precepts of justice ? (2) Of the first
precept of the decalogue * (3) Of the second: (4) Of the
third: (5) Of the fourth: (6) Of the other six.

FIRsT ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE PRECEPTS OF THE DECALOGUE ARE
PRECEPTS OF JUSTICE ?

We proceed thus to the First Article '~

Objection 1. It seems that the precepts of the decalogue
are not precepts of justice, For the intention of a lawgiver
is to make the cilizens virtuous in vespect of every viviue, as
stated in Ethic, ii, 1. Wherefore, according to Ethic. v. 1, the
law prescribes about all acts of all virines. Now the precepts
of the decalogue are the first principles of the whole Divine
Law. Therefore the precepts of the decalogue do not per-
tain to justice alone.

0bj. 2. Further, It would seem that to justice belong
especially the judicial precepts, which are condivided with
the moral precepts, as stated above (I.-IL., Q. XCIX., A. 4).
But the precepts of the decalogue are moral precepts, as
stated above (I.-II., Q. C., A, 3). Therefore the precepts
of the decalogue are not precepts of justice.

Qbj. 3. Further, The Law contains chiefly precepts about
acts of justice regarding the common good, for instance about
public officers and the like, But there is no mention of
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these in the precepts of the decalogue. Therefore it seems
that the precepts of the decalogue do not properly belong
to justice.

Obj. 4. Further, The precepts of the decalogue are divided
into two tables, corresponding to the love of God and the
love of our neighbour, both of which regard the virtue of
charity. Therefore the precepts of the decalogue belong to
charity rather than to justice.

On the contrary, Seemingly justice is the sole virtue whereby
we are directed to another. Now we are directed to another
by all the precepts of the decalogue, as is evident if one con-
sider each of them. Therefore all the precepts of the deca-
logue pertain to justice.

I answer that, The precepts of the decalogue are the fist
principles of the Law: and the natural reason assents to
them at once, as to principles that are most evident. Now
it is altogether evident that the notion of duty, which is
essential to a precept, appears 1 justice, which 1s of one
towards another. Because in those matters that relate to
himself it would seem at a glance that man is master of him-
self, and that he may do as he likes: whereas in matters that
refer to another it appears manifestly that a man is under
obligation to render to another that which is his due.
Hence the precepts of the decalogue must needs pertain to
justice. Wherefore the first three precepts are about acts
of religion, which is the chief part of justice; the fourth
precept is about acts of piety, which is the second part of
justice; and the six remaining are about justice commonly
so called, which is observed among equals.

Reply Obj. 1. The intention of the law is to make all men
virtuous, but in a certain order, namely, by first of all
giving them precepts about those things where the nolion
of duty is most manifest, as stated above.

Reply Obf. 2. The judicial precepts are determinations
of the moral precepts, in so far as these are directed to one’s
neighbour, just as the ceremonial precepts are determinations
of the moral precepts in so far as these are directed to God.
Hence neither precepts are contained in the decalogue: and
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yet they are determinations of the precepts of the decalogue,
and therefore pertain to justice.

Reply Obj. 3. Things that concern the common good
must needs be administered in different ways according to
the differcnce of men. Hence they were to be given a
place not among the precepts of the decalogue, but among
the judicial precepts.

Reply Obj. 4. The precepts of the decalogue pertain to
charity as their end, according to 1 Tim. i. §, The end of the
commandment is charity: but they belong to justice, inasmuch
as they refer immediately to acts of justice.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE FIRST PRECEPT OF THE DECALOGUE
IS FITTINGLY EXPRESSED ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that the first precept of the deca-
logue is unfittingly expressed. For man is more bound
to God than to his father in the flesh, according to Heb. xii. g,
How much more shall we (Vulg.,—shall we not much more)
obey the Father of spirits and hwe? Now the precept of
piety, whereby man honours his father, is expressed affirma-
tively in these words. Honour thy father and thy mother.
Much more, therefore, should the first precept of religion,
whereby all honour God, be expressed affirmatively, espe-
cially as affirmation is naturally prior to negation.

Obj. 2. Further, The first precept of the decalogue per-
tains to religion, as stated above (A. 1). Now religion,
since it is one virtue, has one act. Yet in the first precept
three acts are forbidden: since we read first* Thou shalt not
have strange gods before Me; secondly, Thou shalt not make
ta thyself any graven thing ; and thirdly, Thow shalt not adore
them mor serve them. Therefore the first precept is unfit-
fingly expressed.

0bj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De decem chord. ix.) that
the first precept forbids the sin of superstition. But there are
many wicked superstitions besides idolatry, as stated above
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(Q. XCIL, A. 2). Therefore it was insufficient to forbid
idolatry alone.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.

I answer that, It pertains to law to make men good, where-
fore il behoved the precepts of the Law to be set in orde:
according to the order of gemeration, the order, to wit, of
man’s becoming good Now two things must be observed
in the order of generation. The first 1s that the fust part
is the first thing to be established, thus in the generation of
an animal the first thing to be formed is the heart, and in
building a home the first thing to be set up is the foundation
and in the goodness of the soul the first part is goodness of
the will, the result of which is that a man makes good use
of every other goodness. Now the, goodness of the will
depends on its object, which is 1ts end. Wherefore since
man was to be directed to virtue by means of the Law, the
first thing necessary was, as it were, to lay the foundation
of rehigion, whereby man is duly directed to God, Who 1s
the last end of man's will.

The second thing to be observed in the order of genera-
tion 1s that in the first place contraries and obstacles have
to be removed Thus the farmer first purifies the soil, and
afterwards sows his seed, according to Jerem. iv. 3, Break
up anew your fallow ground, and sow not upon thorns. Hence
1t behoved man, first of all to be instructed in rehgion, so as
to remove the obstacles to true religion. Now the chief
obstacle toreligion is forman to adhere to a false god, accord-
g to Matth, vi. 24, You cannot serve God and mammon.
Therefore in the first precept of the Law the worship of
false gods is excluded.

Reply 0bj. 1. In point of fact there is one affirmative
precept about religion, namely. Remember thai thou keep
holy the Sabbath I'ay. Still the negative precepts had tobe
giwven (irst, so that by their means the obstacles to religion
might be removed. For though affirmation naturally pre-
cedes negation, yet in the process of generation negation,
whereby obstacles arc removed, comes first, as stated in
the Article. Especially 1s this true in matters concerning
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God, where negation is preferable to affirmation, on account
of our insufficiency, as Dionysius observes (Czl. huer. i)

Reply Obj. 2. People worshipped strange gods in two
ways. For some served certain creatures as gods without
having recourse to images. Hence Varro says that for a
long time the ancient Romans worshipped gods without using
images: and this worship is first forbidden by the words,
Thowu shalt not have strange gods. Among others the worship
of false gods was observed by using certain images and so
ithe very making of images was fittingly forbidden by the
words, Thou shalt not make to thyself awy graven thing, as also
{he worship of those same images, by the words, Thou shalt
not adore them, elc.

Reply 0bj. 3. All other kinds of superstition proceed from
some compact, tacit or explicit, with the demons; hence all

are understood to be forbidden by the words, Thou shait nat
have strange gods.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE SECOND PRECEPT OF THE DECALOGUE
IS FITTINGLY EXPRESSED ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Arficle :—

Objection 1. It seems that the second precept of the deca-
logue is unfittingly expressed. For this precept, Thou shalt
not take the name of thy God in vain is thus explained by a
gloss on Exod. xx. 7: Thow shalt not deem the Son of God to
be a creature, so that it forbids an error against faith. Again,
a gloss on the wards of Deut. v. 13, Thou shalt not take the
name of . . . thy God in vawn, adds, i.e. by grving the name of
God to wood or stone, as though they forbade a false confes-
sion of faith, which, like error, is an act of unbelief. Now
unbelief precedes superstition, as faith precedes religion.
Therefore this precept should have preceded the first,
whereby superstition is forbidden.

0bj. 2. Further, The name of God is taken for many
purposes—for instance, those of praise, of working muracles,
and generally speaking in conjunction with all we say or do,
according to Col. iil. 17, AN whatsoever you do in word or 1n
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work. . . doyewnthenameof the Lord. Therefore the precept
forbidding the taking of God's name in vain seems to be
more universal than the precept forbidding superstition,
and thus should have preceded it,

0bj. 3. Further, A gloss on Exod. xx. 7 expounds the
precept, Thou shalt not take the name of .. . thy God in vaiun,
namely, by swearing to nothing. Hence this precept would
scem to forbid useless swearing, that is to say, swearing
without judg ment. But false swearing, which is without
truth, and unjust swearing, which is without justice, are
much more grievous. Therefore this precept should rather
have forbidden them.

Obj. 4. Further, Blasphemy or any word or deed that is
aninsult to God is much more grievous than perjury. There-
fore blasphemy and other like sins should rather have been
forbidden by this precept.

0bj. 5. Further, God's names are many. Therefore it
should not have been said indefinitely: Thou shalt not take
the name of . . . thy God in vain.

On the contrary stands the authority of Scripture.

I answer that, In one who is being instructed in virtue
it is necessary to remove obstacles to true religion before
establishing him in true religion. Now a thing i1s opposed
to true religion in two ways. First, by excess, when, to
wit, that which belongs to religion is given to others than to
whom it is due, and this pertains to superstition. Secondly,
by lack, as it were, of reverence, when, to wit, God is con-
temned, and this pertains to the vice of irreligion, as stated
above (Q. XCVIL, in the preamble, and in the Article that
follows). Now superstition hinders religion by preventing
man from acknowledging God so as to worship Him: and
when a man's mind is engrossed in some undue worship,
he cannot at the same time give due worship to God, accord-
ing to Isa. xxwiii. 20, The bed s straitened, so that one wust
fall out, i.e. cither the true God or a false god must fall out
from man’s heart, and a short covering cannot cover both,
On the other hand, irreligion hinders religion by preventing
man from honouring God after he has acknowledged Him,
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Now one must first of all acknowledge God with a view to
worship, before honouring Him we have acknowledged

For this rcason the precept forbidding superstition is
placed before the second precept, which forbids perjury that
pertains to wrreligion.

Reply Obj. 1. These expositions are mystical. The literal
explanation is that which is given Deut. v, 11. Thoy shalt
not take the name of . . . thy God invain, namely, by swearing
on that which is not,*

Reply Obj. 2. This precept does not forbid all taking of
the name of God, but properly the taking of God’s name in
confirmation of a man's word by way of an oath, because
men are wonl to take God’s name more frequently in this
way, Nevertheless we may understand that i consequence
all inordinate taking of the Divine name is forbidden by
this precept: and it is in this sense thal we are to take the
explanation quoted in the Furst Objection.

Reply Obj 3. To swear to nothing means to swear to that
which is not. This pertains to false swearing, which is
chiefly called perjury, as stated above (Q. XCVIII ,A. 1, ad 3).
For when a man swears to that which is false, his swearing
is vain in itself, since 1t 1s not supported by the truth. On
the other hand, when a man swears without judgement,
through levity, if he swear to the truth, there is no vamty
on the part of the oath itself, but only on the part of the
swearer.

Reply 0bj. 4 Just as when we instruct a man in some
science, we begin by putting before him certain general
maxims, even so the Law, which forms man to virtue by
instructing him in the precepts of the decalogue, which are
the first of all precepts, gave expression, by prohibition or
by command, to those things which are of most common
occurrence in the course of human life. Hence the precepts
of the decalogue include the prohibition of perjury, which is
of more frequent occurrence than blasphemy, since man does
not fall so often into the latter sin.

* Vulg.,—for he shall not be unpunished that takeih His name wupon
& poin lhing.
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Reply Obj. 5. Reverence is due to the Divine names on
the part of the thing signified, which 1s one, and not on the
part of the signifying words, which are many. Hence it is
expressed in the singular: Thou shalt not take the nameof . . .
thy God in vasn since it matiers not in which of God’s names
perjury is committed.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETIIER THE TIIIRD PRECEPT OF TIIE DECALOGUE, CONCERN-
ING THE HALLOWING OF THE SABBATH, IS FITTINGLY
EXPRESSED

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that the third precept of the deca-
logue, concerning the hallowing of the Sabbath, is unfittingly
expressed. For this, understood spiritually, 1s a general
precept since Bede m commenting on Luke xiif. 14, The ruler
of the synagogue besng angry that He had healed on the Sabbath,
says (Comment. iv.): The Law forbids, not to heal man on
the Sabbath, but to do servile works, 1.e, to burden oneself with
sin, Taken literally it is a ceremonial precept, for 1t is
written (Exod. xxxi. 13): See that you keep My Sabbath:
because it 15 a sign between Me and you in your generations.
Now the precepts of the decalogue are both spiritual and
moral. Therefore it is unfittingly placed among the precepts
of the decalogue.

Olj. 2. Further, The ceremonial precepts of the Law
contain sacred things, sacrifices, sacraments and observances,
as stated above (I-II., Q. CI, A. 4). Now sacred things
comprised not only sacred days, but also sacred places and
sacred vessels, and so on. Moreover, there were many sacred
days other than the Sabbath. Therefore it was unfitting
to omit all other ceremonial observances and to mention
only that of the Sabbath.

0bj. 3. Further, Whoever breaks a precept of the deca-
logue, sins, But in the Old Law some who broke the obser-
vances of the Sabbath did not sin—for instance, those who

circumcised their sons on the eighth day, and the priests
1. i, 4 13
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who worked in the temple on the Sabbath. Also Elias
(3 Kings xix.), who journeyed for forty days unto the mount
of God, Horeb, must have travelled on a Sabbath - the priests
also who carried the ark of the Lord for seven days, as
related in Josue vii., must be understood to have carried it
on a Sabbath. Agamn it is written (Luke xiii. 15): Doth not
every one of you on the Sabbath day loose his ox or his ass . ., ,
and lead them to water 7 Therefore it is unfittingly placed
among the precepts of the decalogue.

Qbj. 4. Further, The precepts of the decalogue have to
be observed also under the New Law. Yet in the New Law
this precept is not observed, neither in the point of the
Sabbath day, nor as to the Lord’s day, on which men cook
their food, travel, fish, and do many like things. There-
fore the precept of the observance of the Sabbath is un-
fittingly expressed.

On the contrary stands the authority of Scripture.

I answer that, The obstacles to truereligion being removed
by the first and second precepts of the decalogue, as stated
above (AA. 2, 3), 1t remained for the third precept to be
given whereby man is established in true religion, Now it
belongs to religion to give worship to God: and just as the
Divine scriptures teach us the interior worship under the guise
of certain corporal similitudes, so is external worship given
to God under the guise of sensible signs. And since for
the most part man is induced to pay interior worship, con-
sisting in prayer and devotion, by the interior prompting
of the Holy Ghost, a precept of the Law was necessary re-
specting the exterior worship that consists in sensible signs.
Now the precepts of the decalogue are, so to speak, first and
common principles of the Law, and consequently the third
precept of the decalogue prescribes the exterior worship of
God as the sign of a uuniversal boon that concerns all. This
universal boon was the work of the Creation of the world,
from which work God is stated to have rested on the seventh
day: and in sign of this we are commanded to keep holy the
seventh day—that is, to set it aside asa day to be given to God.
Hence after the precept about the hallowing of the Sabbath
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the reason for it is given For in six days the Lord made
heaven and earth . . . and rested on the seventh day.

Reply Obj. 1. The precepl about hallowing the Sabbath.
understood hiterally, 1s partly moral and partly ceremonial.
It is a moral precept in the point of commanding man to set
aside a certain time to be given to Divine thuings. For there
is in man a natural inclination to set aside a certain time for
each necessary thing, such as refreshment of the body, sleep,
and so forth. Hence according to the dictate of reason,
man sets aside a certain time for spiritual refreshment, by
which man’s mind is refreshed in God. And thus to have a
certain time set aside for occupying onesell with Divine
things is the matter of a moral precept. IBut, in so far as
this precept specializes the time as a sign representing the
Creation of the world, it is a ceremomal piecept  Again,
1t is a ceremomal precept in its allegorical sigmfication, as
representative of Christ’s rest in the tomb on the seventh
day: asalsoin its moral signification, asrepresenting cessation
from all sinfulacts, and the mind’s rest in God, in which sense,
too, 1t is a general precept. Again, it is a ceremomal precept
m 1ts analogical sigmfication, as foreshadowing the enjoy-
ment of God in heaven, Hence the precept about hallowing
the Sabbath is placed among the precepts of the decalogue,
as a moral, but not as a ceremonial precept.

Reply 0by. 2. The other ceremonies of the Law are signs
of certamn particular Divine works: but the observance of
the Sabbath 1s representative of a general boon, namely,
the production of all creatures. Hence it was fitting that
it should be placed among the general precepts of the deca-~
logue, rather than any other ceremonial precept of the Law.

Reply Obj. 3. Two things are to be observed in the hallow-
ing of the Sabbath. Onc of these is the end- and this is
that man occupy bhimself with Divine things, and is signified
in the words: Remember that thou keep holy the Sabbath day.
For in the Law those things are said to be holy which are
applied to the Divine worship. The other thing is cessation
from work, ard is signified in the words (Exod. xx. 1x), On
the seventh day . . . thow shalt do no work, The kind of work
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meant appears from Levit. xxiii. 3, You shall do no servile*
work on that day. Now servile work is so called from servi-
tude: and servitude is threefold. One, whereby man is the
servant of sin, according to John vii. 34, Whosoever com-
wmitteth sin is the servant of sin, and in this sense all sinful
acts are servile. Another servitude is whereby one man
serves another. Now one man serves another not with his
mind but with his body, as stated above (Q. CIV., AA. 5, 6,
ad 1), Wheiefore in this respect those works are called
servile whereby one man serves another. The third is the
servitude of God; and in this way the work of worship, which
pertains to the service of God, may be called a servile work.
In this sense servile work is not forbidden on the Sabbath
day, because that would be contrary to the end of the
Sabbath observance’ since man abstains from other works
on the Sabbath day in order that he may occupy himself
with works connected with God's service. For this reason,
according to John vil. 23, a mant recerves circumersion on the
Sabbath day, that the law of Moses may 1ot be broken: and for
this reason too we read (Matth. xii. 5), that on the Sabbath
daysthe pnests vn the temple break the Sabbath, i.e. do corporal
works on the Sabbath, and are without blame Accordingly,
the priests in carrying the ark on the Sabbath did not break
the precept of the Sabbath observance. In like manner it
is not contrary to the observance of the Sabbath to exercise
any spiritual act, such as teaching by word or writing.
Wherefore a gloss on Num. xxviit. says that smths and hke
craftsmen rest on the Sabbath day, but the veader or teacher of
the Divine law does not cease jrom his work. Yet he profanes
not the Sabbath, even as the priests in the temple break the
Sabbath, and are without blame.

On the other hand, those works that are called servile in
the first or second way are contrary to the observance of
the Sabbath, in so far as they hinder man from applymg
himself to Divine things. And since man is hindered from
applying himself to Divine things rather by sinful than by

* Vulg.,—You shall do no work on thal day.
1 Vulg.,—If a man, etc,
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lawful albeit corporal works, it follows that to sin on a feast
day is more against this precept than to do some other but
lawful bodily work. Hence Augustine says (De decem
chord. iii.)* It would be belter 1f the Jew dvd some useful work
on Jus farm than spent has time seditiously wnthe theatre : and
their womenfoll would do better to be making linen on the
Sabbath than to be dancing lewdly all day in their feasts of the
new moon. It is not, however, against this precept to sin
venially on the Sabbath, because venial sin does not destroy
holiness.

Again, corporal works, not pertaining to the spiritual
worship of God, are saxd to be scivile in so far as they belong
properly to servants; while they are not said to be servile,
in so far as they are common to thosc who serve and those
who are free. Morcover, everyone, be he servant or fiee, 15
bound to provide neccessaries both for himself and for lus
noighbour, chielly n respect of things pertaining to the well-
being of the body, according to Prov. xxiv. 11, Deliver them
that are led to death- secondarily as regards avoiding damage
to one’s property, according to Deut. xxii. 1, Thou shalt not
pass by +f thou scest thy brother's ox or his sheep go astray, but
thow shalt bring them back to thy brother. Hence a corporal
work pertaining to the preservation of one’s own bodily
well-being does not profane the Sabbath: for it is not against
the obscrvance of the Sabbath to eat and do such things as
preserve the health of the body. For this reason the
Machabees did not profane the Sabbath when they fought
in self-defence on the Sabbath day (r Machab. ii.), nor Elias
when he fled from the face of Jezabel on the Sabbath. » For
this same reason our Lord (Matth. xi1. 3) excused His dis-
ciples for plucking the ears of corn on account of the need
which they suffered. In like manner a bodily work that is
directed to the bodily well-being of another is not contrary
to the obscrvance of the Sabbath. wherefore it is written
(John vii, 23)* Are you angry at Me because I have healed the
whole man on the Sabbath day? And again, a bodily work
that is done to avoid an imminent damage to some external
thing does not piofane the Sabbatl, wherefore our Lord
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says (Matth, xii. 11): What man shall there be among you,
that hath one sheep, and of the same fall info a Pt on the
Sabbath day, will he not take hold on it and bt it up ?

Reply 0bf. 4. In the New Law the observance of the Lord’s
day took the place of the observance of the Sabbath, not
by virtue of the precept but by the institution of the Church
and the custom of Christian people. For this observance
is not figurative, as was the observance of the Sabbath i
the Old Law. Hence the prohibition to work on the Lord's
day is not so strici as on the Sabbath* and certain works are
permitted on the Lord’s day which were forbidden on the
Sabbath, such as the cooking of food and so forth. And
again, in the New Law dispensation is more easily granted
than in the Old, in the matier of cerlain forbidden works,
on account of their necessity, because the figure pertains to
the protestation of truth, which 1t is unlawful to omit even
in small things, while works, considered 1n themselves, are
changeable in point of place and time.

FIFTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER THE FOURTH PRECEPT, ABOUT HONOURING ONE’S
PARENTS, IS FITTINGLY EXPRESSED ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Avticle :—

Objection 1, It seems that the fourth precept, about
honouring one’s parents, is unfittingly expressed. For this
is the precept pertaining to piety. Now, just as piety is a
part of justice, so are observance, gratitude, and others of
which we have spoken (QQ CI., CII., seg). Therefore it
seems that there should not have been given a special
precept of piety, as none 1s given regarding the others.

0. 2. Further, Piety pays worship not only to one’s
parents, but also to one’s country, and also to other blood
kindred, and to the well-wishers of our country, as stated
above (Q. CI,, AA. 1, 2). Therefore 1t was unfilting for this
precept to mention only the honouring of one’s father and
mother.

Oby. 3. Further. We owe our parents not merely honour
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but also support. Therefore the mere honouring of one's
parents is unfittingly prescribed.

0bj. 4. Further, Sometimes those who honour their
parents die young, and on the contrary those who honour
them not live a long time. Therefore it was unfitting to
supplement this precept with the promise, That thow mayest
be long-lived wpon earth,

On the contrary stands the authority of Scripture.

I answer that, The precepts of the decalogue are directed
to the love of God and of our neighour. Now to our parents,
of all our neighbours, we are under the greatest obhgation.
Hence, immediately after the precepts directing us to God,
a place 1s given to the precept directing us to our parcats,
who are the particular principle of our being, just as God is
the universal principle: so that this precept has a certamn
affinity to the precepts of the First Table.

Reply 0bj. 1. As stated above (Q. CI., A. 2), piety directs
us to pay the debt due to our parents, a debt which is common
toall. Hence, since the precepts of the decalogue are general
precepts, they ought to contain some reference to piety
rather than to the other parts of justice, which regard some
special debt.

Reply Obj. 2. The debt to one’s parents precedes the debt
to one’s kindred and country: since it is because we are born
of our parents that our kindred and country belong to us,
Hence, since the precepts of the decalogue are the first
precepts of the Law, they direct man to his parents rather
than to his countiy and other kindred. Nevertheless this
precept of honouring our parents is understood to command
whatever concerns the payment of debt to any person, as
secondary matter included in the principal matter.

Reply 08, 3. Reverential honour is due to one's parents
as such, whercas support and so forth are due 1o them acci-
dentally, for instance, because they are in want, in slavery,
or the like, as stated above (Q. CL, A. 2). And since that
which belongs to a thing by nature precedes that which is
accidental, it follows that among the first precepts of the
Law, which are the precepts of the decalogue, there is a
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special precept of honouring our parenis and this honour,
as a kind of principle, 1s.understood to comprise support and
whatever else is due to our parents.

Reply 0bj. 4. A long life 15 promsed to those who honour
their parents not only as to the life to come, but also as ta
the present life, according to the saying of the Apostle
(r Tim. wv. 8): Piety (Dounay,—Godliness) s profitable to ali
things, having promise of the life that now 1s and of that
which is to come. And with reason. Because the man who
is grateful for a favour deserves, with a certain congruity
that the favour should be continued to him, and he who is
ungrateful for a favour deserves to lose it. Now we owe
the favour of bodily Iife to our parents after God* wherefore
he that honours his parents deserves the prolongation of
his life, because he 1s grateful for thal favow while he that
honours not his parents deserves to be deprived of life
because he is ungrateful for the favour However, present
goods or evils are not the subject of merit or demerit except
in so far as they are directed to a future reward, as stated
above (L-II., Q. CXIV,, A. 12), whereforc sometimes in
accordance with the hidden design of the Divine judgments,
which regard chiefly the future reward, some, who are dutiful
to their parents, are sooner deprived of life, while others, who
are undutiful to their parents, live longer.

SIXTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER THE OTHER SIX PRECEPTS OF THE DECALOGUF
ARE FITTINGLY EXPRESSED ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Aviicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that the other six precepts of the
decalogue are unfittingly cxpressed. For it 1s not sufficient
for salvation that one refrain from injuring one’s neighbour,
but it is required that onc pay one's debts, according to
Rom, xiii. 4, Render . . . o all men their dues. Now thelast
six precepts merely forbid one to injure one’s ncighbour,
Therefore these precepts are unfittingly expressed.

Qbj. 2, Further, These precepts forbid murder, adultery,
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stealing and bearing false witness. But many other injuries
can be inflicted on one’s neighbour, as appears from those
which have been specified above (QQ. LXXII., seg.). There-
fore it seems that the aforesaid piecepts are unfittingly
expressed.

Obj. 3. Further, Concupiscence may be taken in two ways.
First as denoting an act of the will, as in Wis. vi. 21, The desire
(concupascentra) of wisdom bringeth Lo the everlasiing fingdom :
secondly, as denoling an act of the sensuality, as in James
iv. 1., From whence are wars and contentions among you ?
Arethey mot . . . from your concupiscences which war wn your
members 7 Now the concupiscence of the sensualily is not
forbidden by a precept of the decalogue, otherwise first
movements would be mortal sins, as they would be against
a precept of the decalogue. Nor is the concupiscence of
the will forbidden, since it is included in every sm. There-
fore it is unfitting for the precepts of the decalogue toinclude
some that forbid concupiscence.

0bj. 4. Further, Murder is a more grievous sin than
adultery or theft. But there is no precept forbidding the
desire of murder. Therefore neither was 1t fitting to have
precepts forbidding the desire of theft and of adultery.

On the contrary stands the authority of Scripture.

I answer that, Just as by the parts of justice a man pays
that which is due to certain definite persons, to whom he is
bound for some special reason, so too by justice properly
so called he pays that which is due to all in general. Hence,
after the three precepts pertaining to religion, whereby man
pays what is due to God, and after the fourth precept per-
tawning to piety, whereby he pays what is due to his parents
—which duty includes the paying of all that is due for any
special reason—it was necessary in due sequence to give
certain precepts pertaining to justice propeily so called,
which pays to all indifferently what is due to them.

Reply Obj, 1. Man is bound towards all persons in general
to inflict injury on no one: hence the negative precepts,
which forbid the doing of thosc injuries that can be inflicted
on one's neighbour, had to be given a place, as general
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precepts, among the precepts of the decalogue. On the
other hand, the duties we owe to our neighbour are paid in
different ways to different people hence il did not behove
to include affirmative precepts about these duties among
the precepts of the decalogue.

Reply 0Obj. 2. All other mjuries that are inflicted on our
neighbour aie reducible to those that are forbidden by these
precepts, as taking precedence of others in pomt of gener-
ality and importance. For all injuries that are inflicted on
the person of our neighbour are understood to be forbidden
under the head of murder as being the principal of all
Those that are mnflicted on a person connected with one’s
neighbour, cspecially by way of lust, are understood to be
forbidden together with adultery: those that come under
the head of damage done to property are understood to be
forbidden together with theft* and those that are comprised
under speech, such as detractions, insults, and so forth, are
understood to be forbidden together with the bearing of
false witness, which 1s more directly opposed to justice.

Reply Ob. 3. The precepts forbidding concupiscence do
not include the prohibition of first movements of concupi-
scence, that do not go farther than the bounds of the sen-
suality. The direct object of their prohibition is the consent
of the will, which is directed to deed or pleasure,

Reply Oby. 4. Murder in itself is an object not of concu-
piscence but of horror, since it has not in itself the aspect
of good. On the other [ anld, adultery has the aspect of a
certain kind of good, i.e. of something pleasurable, and theft
has an aspect of good, i.e. of something useful: and good of
its very nature has the aspect of something concupiscible.
Hence the concupiscence of theft and adultery had to be

forbidden by special precepts, but not the concupiscence
of murder,



QUESTION CXXIIL

OF FORTITUDE,
(In Twelve Avhicles.)

AFTER considering justice we must 1n due sequence consider
fortitude. We must (1) consider the virtue itself of for-
titude; (2) its parts, (3) the gift corresponding thereto,
(4) the precepts that pertain to it

Concerning fortitude three things have to be considered:
(x) Fortitude itself; (2) its principal act, viz. martyrdom;
(3) the vices opposed to fortitude

Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:
(x) Whether fortitude 1s a virtue? (2) Whether it is a
special virtue ? (3) Whether fortitude is only about fear
and daring ? (4) Whether it 15 only about fear of death ?
(5) Whether it is only 1n warlike matters ? (6) Whether
endurance is its chief act? (7) Whether its action ‘is
directed to its own good? (8) Whether 1t takes pleasure
in its own action? (g9) Whether fortitude deals chiefly
with sudden occurrences ? (ro) Whether it makes use
of anger in its action? (r1) Whether it is a cardinal
virtue ? (x2) Of its comparison with the other cardinal
virtues.

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER FORTITUDE IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—
Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not a virtue. For
the Apostle says (2 Cor. xil. 9): Virtue ds perfected in
193
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infirmity. But fortitude 15 contrary to infirmity. There-
fore fortitude is not a virtue.

Oly 2. Further, If it is a virtue, it is either theological,
intellectual, or moral. Now fortitude is not contained
among the theological virtues, nor among the intellectual
virtues, as may be gathered from what we have said above
(L-IL, Q. LVII, A. 2; LXII, A. 3). Neither, apparently,
is it contained among the moral virtues, since according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. 1i. 7, 8): Some seem to be brave
thronugh ignorance; or through experience, as soldiers, both of
which cases seem to pertain to act rather than to moral
virtue, and some are called brave on account of certain passions;
for instance, on account of fear of threats, or of dishonour,
or again on account of sorrow, anger, or hope But moral
vittue does not act from passion but from choice, as stated
above (L.-1I, Q. LV., A, 4). Therefore fortitude is not a
virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, Human virtue resides chiefly in the soul,
since 1t is a good quality of the mind, as stated above (loc. cit ).
But fortitude, seemingly, 1esides in the body, or at least
results from the temperament of the body Therefore it
seems that fortitude is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Morib, Eccl. xv., xxi., xxii.)
numbers fortitude among the virtues.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii. 6)
virlite 4s that which makes its possessor good, and venders his
work good. Hence human virtue, of which we are speaking
now, is that which makes a man good, and renders his work
good. Now man’s good is to be in accordance with reason,
according to Dionysius (Div. Nom iv. 22) Wherefore 1t
belongs to human virtue to make man good, to make his
work accord with reason. This happens in three ways:
first, by reclifying reason itself, and this is done by the
intellectual virtues; secondly, by establishing the rectitude
of reason in human affairs, and this belongs to justice;
thirdly, by removing the obstacles to the establishment
of this rectitude in human affairs. Now the human will is
hindered in two ways from following the rectitude of reason.
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First, through being diawn by some object of pleasure to
something other than what the rectitude of reason requires;
and this obstacle is removed by the virtue of temperance.
Secondly, through the will being disinclined to follow that
which is in accordance with reason, on account of some
difficulty that presents itself. In order to remove this
obstacle fortitude of the mind 15 requisite, whereby to
resist the aforesaid difficulty, even as a man, by fortitude
of body, overcomes and removes bodily obstacles.

Hence 1t is evident that fortitude 1s a virtue, in so far as
it conforms man to reason,

Reply Obj. 1. The virtue of the soul is perfected, not in
the wnfirmity of the soul, but in the infirmity of the body,
of which the Apostle was speaking. Now it belongs to
fortitude of the mind to bear bravely with infirmities of
the flesh, and this belongs to the virtue of patience or
fortitude, as also to acknowledge one's own infirmity, and
this belongs to the perfection that 1s called humility.

Reply Obj. 2 Sometimes a person performs the exterior
act of a virtue without having the virtue, and from some
other cause than virtue. Hence the Philosopher (Et/ic. ii1. 8)
mentjons five ways in which people are said to be brave by
way of resemblance, through performing acts of fortitude
without having the virtue. This may be done in three
ways. First, because they tend to that which is difficult
as though it were not difficult. and this again happens in
three ways, for sometimes this is owing to ignorance,
thiough not perceiving the greatness of the danger; some-
times it is owing to the fact that one is hopeful of overcoming
dangers—when, for instance, one has often experienced
escape from danger; and sometimes this is owing to a certain
science and art, as in the case of soldiers who, through skill
and practice in the use of arms, think little of the dangers
of battle, as they reckon themselves capable of defending
themselves against them; thus Vegetius says (De Re Milit. i.),
No man fears to do what he is confident of having learnt to
do well. Secondly, a man performs an act of fortitude
without having the virtue, through the impulse of a passion,
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whether of sorrow {hat he wishes to cast off, or aguin of
anger. Thirdly, through chuice, not indeed of a due cnd,
but of some temporal advaniage to be obtained, such as
honour, pleasure, or gain, or of some disadvantage to be
avoided, such as blame, pain, or loss.

Reply Obj. 3. The fortitude of the soul which is reckoned
a virtue, as explained in the Reply to the Furst Objection,
is so called from its likeness to fortitude of the body Nor
is it inconsistent with the notion of wirtue, that a man
should have a natural imnclination to virtue by reason ol
his natural temperament, as stated above (L-IL, Q. LXIII,,
A, 1).

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER TORTITUDE IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude 1s not a special virtue,
For it is written (Wis. vii 7): She teacheth temperance,
and prudence, and justice, and fortitude, wheie the text
has wirtue for fortitude. Since then the term wirtue is
common to all virtues, it seems that forfitude is a general
virtue

Obj 2z Further, Ambrose says (De Offic i)' Fortitude is
not lacking in courage, for alone she defends the honour of the
virlues and guards their behests. She 1 is that wages an
tnexorable war on all vice, undeterred by toil, brave wn face of
dangers, steeled against pleasures, unyielding to lusts, avoiding
covetousness as a deformity that weakens virtue; and he says
the same further on in connexion with other vices. Now
this cannot apply to any special virtue, Therefore fortitude
is not a speciul virtue

0%j. 3. Further, Fortitude would scem to derive its name
from firmness. DBut it belongs to every virtue to stand
firm, as stated in Ethic. ii. Therefore fortitude 1s a general
virtue.

On the conirary, Gregory (Moral xxii.) nambers it among
the other virtues.
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I answer that, As stated above (I -I1., Q. LXI., AA. 3, 4),
the term fortitude can be taken 1 two ways. First, as
simply denoting a certain firmness of mind, and in this sense
it is a general virtue, or rather a condition of every virtue
since as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii), it is requsite
for every virtue to act firmly and immovably. Seccondly,
fortitude may be taken to denote firmness only in bearing
and withstanding those things wherein it is most difficult
to be firm, namely in certain grave dangers. Therefore
Tully says (Rhet. ii.), that fortitude is deliberale facing of
dangers and bearing of toils. In this sense fortitude
is reckoned a special virtue, because it has a special
matter,

Reply 0bj. 1. According to the Philosopher (De Celo
1. 116) the word virtue refers to the extreme limit of a power.
Now a natural power is, in one sense, the power of resisting
corruptions, and in another sense is a principle of action,
as stated in Mef. v. 17. And since this latter meaning is
the more common, the term virtue, as denoting the extreme
limut of such a power, is a common term, for virtue takenin a
general sense is nothing else than a habit whereby one acts
well. But as denoting the extreme limit of power n the
first sense, which sense 1s more specific, 1t is appled to a
special virtue, namely fortitude, to which it belongs to
stand firm against all kinds of assaults

Reply Obj 2. Ambrose takes fortitude in a broad sense,
as denoting firmness of mind in face of assaults of all kinds
Nevertheless even as a special virtue with a determinate
matter, 1t helps to resist the assaults of all vices. TFor he
that can stand firm in things that are most difficult to bear,
is prepared, in consequence, to resist those which are less
difficult

Reply Obj. 3. Tlis objection takes fortitude in the first
sense,
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THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER FORTITUDE IS ABOUT FEAR AND DARING ? ,

We proceed thus to the Third Avticle.—

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude 1s not about fear and
daring. Tor Gregory says {(Moral vii)- The fortitude of the
qust man 1s to overcome the flesh, to withsiand self-wndulgence,
fo quench the lusts of the present life. Therefore fortitude
seems to be about pleasures rather than about fear and
daring.

Obj. 2 Further, Tully says (De Inv. Rhet i1), that it
belongs to fortitude to face dangers and to bear toil. But
this seemingly has nothing to do with the passions of fear and
daring, but rather with a man’s toilsome decds and external
dangers. Therefore fortitude 1s not about fear and daring.

0bj. 3 Further, Not only daring, but also hope, is opposed
to fear, as stated above (I-I1., Q. XLV, A 1, ad 2) in the
treatise on passions. Therefore fortitude should not be
about daring any more than about hope.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Et/uc ii. 7; 1ii. g)
that fortitude is about fear and daring.

I answer thal, As stated above (A 1), it belongs to the
virtue of fortitude to remove any obstacle that withdraws
the will from following the reason Now to be withdrawn
from something difficult belongs to the notion of fear,
which denotes withdrawal from an evil that entails difficulty,
as stated above (I.-IL, Q. XLIIL., AA, 3, 5) in the treatise on
passions. Hence fortitude is chiefly about fear of difficult
things, which can withdraw the will from following the reason.
And it behoves one not only firmly to bear the assault of
these difficulties by restraining fear, but also moderately
to withstand them, when, to wit, it 1s necessary to dispel
them sltogether in order to freec oneself therefrom for the
future, which seems to come under the notion of daring
Therefore fortitude is about fear and daring, as curbing
fear and moderating daring.

Reply Obj. 1. Gregory is speaking then of the fortitude
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of the just man, as to its common relation tc all virtues.
Hence he first of all mentions matters pertaining to tem-
perance, as in the words quoted, and then adds that which
pertains properly to fortitude as a special virtue, by
saying: To love the trials of this life for the sake of an eternal
reward.

Reply 0bj 2 Dangers and tols do not withdraw the
will from the course of reason, except in so far as they are
an object of fear Hence fortitude needs to be immediately
about fca1 and daring, but mediately about dangers and toils,
these being the objects of those passions.

Reply Oby. 3 Hope is opposed to fear on the part of the
object, for hope 15 of good, fear of evil whereas danng i
about the same object, and is opposed to fear by way ol
approach and withdiawal, as stated above (I -IL, Q. XLV.
A 1). And since fortitude properly regards those temporal
evils that withdraw one from virtue, as appears from Tully’s
defimtion quoted 1n the Second Objection, 1t follows that
fortitude properly 1s about fear and daring and not about
hope, except in so far as 1t 1s connected with daring, as
stated above (I.-11., Q XLV., A. 2).

FourTnn ARTICLE.

WIIETHER FORTITUDE IS ONLY ABOUT DANGERS OF
DEATH ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article —

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude 1s not only about
dangers of death, For Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. xv.)
that fortitude is love bearing all things veadily for the sake
of the object beloved : and (Music vi.) he says that fortitude
is the love which dreads no hardship, not even death. There-
fore forfitude is not only aboul danger of death, but also
about other afflictions.

Obj. 2. Further, All the passions of the soul need to be
reduced to a mean by some virtue. Now there is no other
viiiue reducing fears to a mean.  Therefore fortitude is not

only about fear of death, but also about other tears.
s ASTIN 14
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0bj. 3. Further, No virtue is about extremes. But fear
of death is about an extreme, since it is the greatest of fears,
as stated in Ethge. ili. Therefore the virtue of fortitude s
not aboul fear of death,

On the contrary, Andronicus says that fortitude 15 a virtue
of the irascible facuity that is not easily deterred by the fear of
death.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), it belongs to the
virtue of fortitude to guard the will against being withdrawn
from the good of reason through fear of bodily evil. Now
it behoves one to hold firmly the good of reason agamst
every evil whatsoever, since no bodily good is equivalent
to the good of the reason. Hence fortitude of soul must
be that which binds the will firmly to the good of reason
in face of the greatest evils: because he that stands firm
against great things, will in consequence stand firm against
less things, but not conversely. Moreover it belongs to
the notion of virtue that it should regard something extreme:
and the most fearful of all bodily evils is death, since it does
away all bodily goods. Wherefore Augustine says (De
Morb. Eccl. xx1.) that the soul is shaken by ifs fellow body,
with fear of toil and pain, lest the body be stricken and harassed
with fear of death lest it be done away and destroyed, There-
fore the virtue of fortitude 1s about the fear of dangers of
death.

Reply Obj. 1. Fortitude behaves well in bearing all manner
of adversity: yet a man is not reckoned brave simply
through bearing any kind of adversity, but only through
bearing well even the greatest ewils, while through bearing
others he is said to be brave in a restricted sense.

Reply 0bj. 2. Since fear is born of love, any virtue
that moderates the love of certain goods must in consequence
moderate the fear of contrary evils: thus liberality, which
moderates the love of money, as a consequence, moderates
the fear of losing it, and the same is the case with tem-
perance and other virtues. But to love one’s own life is

natural: and hence the necessity of a special virtue modifying
the fear of death.
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Reply Obf. 3. Invitues the extreme consists in exceeding
right reason: wherefore to undeigo the greatest dangers in
accordance with reason 1s not contrary to virtue.

FIirTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER TORTITUDE IS PROPERLY ABOUT DANGERS
OF DEATH IN BATTLE ?

We proceed thus to the Fufth Avticle :—

Objection 1. It scems that fortitude is not properly about
dangers of death in battle. For mairtyis above all are
commended for their fortitude, DBut martyrs are not com-
mended in connexion with battle. Therefore fortitude is
not properly about dangers of death in batile.

0bj 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i.) that fortitude
15 applicable both to warlike and fo ciwil matters: and Tully
(De Offic. 1.), under the heading, * That 1t pertains to forti-
tude to excel in battle rather than in civil life,” says:
Although not a few think that the business of war is of greatey
wmportance than the affairs of civid life, thas opinion must be
qualified. and if we wish to judge the matier truly, there are
many things 1n cwl life that are more imporiant and morve
glorious than those connected with war. Now greater forti-
tude is about greater things, Therefore fortitude is not
properly concerned with death in battle.

0bj. 3. Further, War is directed to the preservation of
a country’'s temporal peace’ for Augustine says (De Cix.
Des xix.) that wars are waged in order lo insure peace.
Now it does not seem that one ought to expose oneself to
the danger of death for the temporal peace of one's country,
since this same peace is the occasion of much licence in
morals. Therefore it seems that the virtue of fortitude
is not about the danger of death in battle.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iii.) that
fortitude 1s chiefly about death in battle.

I answer that, As staled above (A. 4), fortitude streng-
thens a man's mind agninst the gieatest danger, which 15
that of death. Now fortitude is a virtue; and it is essential
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to virtue ever to tend to good; wherefore 1t 1s in order to
pursue some good that man does not fly from the danger
of death. But the dangers of death arising out of sickness,
storms at sea, attacks from robbers, and the like, do not
seem to come on a man through his pursuing some good.
On the other hand, the dangers of death which occur in
battle come to man directly on account of some good,
because, to wit, he is defending the common good by a just
fight. Now a just fight is of two kinds. First, there is
the general combat, for instance, of those who fight in battle;
secondly, there is the private “ombat, as when a judge or
even private individual does not refiain from giving a just
judgement through fear of the impending sword, or any
other danger though it threaten death. Hence it belongs
to fortitude to strengthen the mind against dangers of death,
not only such as arisc in a general battle, but also such as
occur in singular combat, which may be called by the
general name of battle. Accordingly it must be granted
that fortitude is properly about dangers of death occurring
m battle,

Moreover, a brave man behaves well in face of danger
of any other kind of death; especially since man may be in
danger of any kind of death on account of virtue thus
may a man not fail to attend on a sick friend through fear
of deadly infection, or not refuse to undertake a journey
with some godly object in view through fear of shipwreck
or robbers.

Reply Obj. 1. Martyrs face the fight that is waged against
their own person, and this for the sake of the sovereign
good which is God ; wherefore their fortitude is praised above
all. Nor is it outside the genus of fortitude that regards
warlike actions, for which reason they are said to have beer
valiant in ballle.*

Reply Obj. 2. Personal and civil business is differentiated
from the business of war that tegards general wars. How-
ever, personal and civil affairs admit of dangers of death
arising out of certain conflicts which are private wars, and

* Office of Martyrs, ex. Heb. xi. 34.
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so with regard to these also there may beé fortitude properly
so called

Reply 0b). 3. The peace of the state 1s good in itself, not
does it become eval because certain persons make evil use of
it. Tor there are many others who make good use of it, and
many evils prevented by 1it, such as muider- and sacrileges,
are much greater than those which are occasioned by it
and which belong chiefly to the sins of the flesh.

S1xTH ARTICLE.

WHETIHER ENDURAMNCE 1S 1HE CHIET ACT OF
FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Sinth Article :—

Obyection 1. Tt seems that endurance is not the chief act
of fortitude For virtue is about he difficult and the gooa
(Ethic ii. 3). Now it 15 more difficult to atiack than ta
endure. Therefore endurance 1s not the chief act of forti-
tude

Obj. 2. Further, To be able to act on another seems te
argue greater power than not to be changed by another.
Now to attack is to act on another, and to endure is to
persevere unchangeably Since then fortitude denotes
perfection of power, it seems that it belongs to fortitude
to attack rather than to endure

0bj 3 Turther, One contrary is more distant from the
other than its mere negation. Now to endure is merely
not to fear, whereas to attack denotes a movement contrary
to that of fear, since it implies pursiut.  Since then fortitude
above all withdraws the mind from fear, it seems that it
regards attack rather than endurance

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Etkic. iii. g) that
certain persons are said to be brave cluefly because they
endure affliction.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), and according to the
Philosopher (Ethic iii. o), fortitude is more concerned to
allay fear, than to moderate daring  For it is more difficult
to allay fear than te moderate daring, since the danger
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L
which 3is the object of daring and fear, tend. by its very
nature to check daring, but to increase fear Now to attack
belongs to fortitude in so far as the latter modecrates daring,
whereas to endure follows the repression of fecar, Therefore
the prmmcipal act of fortitude is endurance, that 15 to stand
immovable in the midst of dangers ratherthan to attack them.

Reply 0bj. 1. Endurance 1s more difficult than aggression,
for three reasons. Iirst, because endurance scemungly
implics that one is being attacked by a stronger person,
whereas aggression denotes that one 1s attacking as though
one were the stronger paity, and 1t 1s more difficult to con-
tend with a stronger than with a weaker. Secondly, because
he that endures already fecls the presence of danger, whereas
the aggiessor looks upon danger as something to come;
and it 1s more difficult to be unmoved by the present than
by the future Thirdly, because endurance implies length
of time, whereas aggiession is consislent with sudden
movements; and it 1s more difficult to remain unmoved for
a long time, than to be moved suddenly to something
arduous. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic i 8) that
some hurry to meet danger, vet fly when the danger is presens;
this is not the behaviour of a brave man.

Reply Oby. 2 Endutance denotes indecd a passion of the
body, but an action of the soul cleaving most resolutely
(fortissime) to good, the result bemg that it does not yield
to the threatening passion of the body. Now virtue con-
cerns the soul rather than the body.

Reply Obj. 3 He that endures {ears not, though he 1s
confronted with the cause of fear, whereas this cause is not
present to the aggressor, '

SEVENTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE BRAVE MAN ACTS FOR THE SAKE OF
THE GOOD OF HIS HABIT ?

We proceed thus fo the Seventh Ariicle :—
Objection 1. It scems that the brave man does not act
for the sake of the good of his habit. For in matters of
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action the end, though first in intention, is last in execution
Now the act of fortitude, in the order of execution, follows
the habit of fortitude Thercfore it 1s impossible for
the brave man to act for the sake of the good of his
habit.

0bj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Tvin. xii.): We
love virtues for the sake of happiness, and yet some make bold
to counsel us to be virtuous, namely by saying that we should
desire virtue for its own sake, without loving happiness. Iy
they succeed in their endeavour, we shall surely cease to love
virbue itself, since we shall no longer love that for the sake
of which alone we love wvirtue, But fortitude is a virtue.
Therefore the act of fortitude is direcled not to fortitude
but to happiness.

Oby 3. Further, Augustine says (De Morib. Ecel. xv.)
that fortitude 1s love ready to bear all things for God's sake.
Now God 15 not the habit of fortitude, but something better,
since the end must needs be better than what is directed
to the end. Therefore the brave man does not act for the
sake of the good of his habit.

On the conlrary, The Philosopher says {Ethic iii. 7) that
to the brave man fortitude itself is a good. and such is his end.

I answer that, An end 15 twofold " proximate and ultimate.
Now the proximate end of every agent is to introduce a
hkeness of that agent’'s form into something else: thus the
end of fire in heating 1s to introduce the likeness of its heat
into some passive matter: and the end of the builder 1s to
introduce nto matter the likeness of his art. Whatever
good ensues from this, if it be intended, may be called the
remote end of the agent. Now just as in things made
external matter is fashioned by art, so in things done,
human deeds are fashioned by prudence. Accordingly
we must conclude that the brave man intends as his proxi-
mate end to reproduce in action a likeness of his habit, for
he mtends to act in accordance with his habit* but lus
remote end is happiness or God

This suffices for the Replies to the Qbjections: for the
First Objection proceeds as though the very essence of a
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habit were its end, insicad of {he likeness of the habit in
act, as stated The other two objections consider the
ultimate cnd.

EIGHTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER TIHE BRAVE MAN DELIGHTS IN HIS ACT?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:—

Objection 1. It scems that the brave man delights in his
act  For delight 1s the unlindered action of a connatura
habit (Ethic. x 4, 6,8) Now the brave decd proceeds from
a habil which acts afler the manner of nature. Therefore
the brave man takes pleasuie 10 his act

0bj. 2 Further, Ambrose, commenting on Gal. v. 22
But the fruit of the Spint is charity, joy, peace, says that
deeds of vutue arc called fruifs beca. se they vefresh man's
wmind with a holy and pure delight. Now the brave man per-
forms acts of vittue  Therefore he takes pleasure in his act.

0b). 3. Fuither, The weaker is oveicome by the stronger.
Now the brave man has a stronger love for the good of virtue
than for his own body, which he exposes to the danger of
death, Therefore the dehght in the good ol virtue banishes
the pain of the body, and consequently the brave man
does all things with pleasure

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Etauec. iii. g) that
the brave man seems to have no delight in his act.

I answer that, As statedabove (I -1I, Q. XXXI., AA. 3, 4,5)
where we were treating of the passions, pleasure is two-
fold; one is bodily, resulting from bodily contact, the other
is spiritual, resulting from an apprehension of the soul
It is the latter which properly results from deeds of virtue,
since in them we consider the good of reason Now the
principal act of fortitude is to cndure, not only certain
things t}hat are unpleasant as apprehended by the soul—for
instance, the loss of bodily life, which the virtuous man
oves not only as o natural good, bul also as being necessary
for acts of virtue, and things connected with them—but also
to endure things unpleasant in respect of bodily contact,
such as wounds and blows Ilence the brave man, on one
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side, has something that atfords lum delight, namely as
regards spiritual pleasure, 1n thie act itself of virtue and
the end thereof. while, on the other hand, he has cause for
both spiritual sorrow, in the thought of losing his life, and
for bodily pain. Hence we read (2 Machab. vi. 30) that
Elcazar said* I suffer grievous pains in body- but in soul am
well content to suffer these things because I fear Thee.

Now the sensible pain of the body makes one insensible
{o the spiritual delight of virtue, without the copious
assistance of God’s grace, which has more stiength to rase
the soul to the Divine things in which it delights, than
bodily pains have to afflict it. Thus the Blessed Tibuitius,
while walking barefool on the burning coal, said that
he felt as though he were walking on roses

Yet the virtue of forlitude prevents the reason from
being entirely overcome by bodily pain. And the delight
of virtue overcomes spiritual sorrow, inasmuch as a man
prefers the good of virtue to the life of the body and to
whatever appertains thereto Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. 1. 3; 11 9) that o4 is not necessary for a brave man fo
delight so as to perceive his delight, but 1t suffices for kim not
to be sad.

Reply 0bj. 1. The vehemence of the action or passion of
one power hinders the action of another power' wherefore
the pain in his senses hinders the mind of the brave man
from feeling delight in its proper operation.

Reply Oby 2. Deeds of virtue are delightful chiefly on
account of their end; yet they can be painful by theh
nature, and this is principally the case with fortitude.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. in. 9) that fo perform
deeds with pleasure does not happen in all wirtues, except in
50 far as one altains the end.

Reply Obj. 3. In the brave man spiritual sorrow is over-
come by the dehght of virtue. Yet since bodily pain is
more sensible, and the sensitive apprehension is more in
evidence to man, 1t follows that spintual pleasure in the
end of virtue fades away, so to speak, 1n the presence of
great bodily pain.
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NINTII ARTICLE.

WHETHER FORTITUDE DEALS CHIEFLY WITH SUDDEN
OCCURRENCES ?

We proceed thus to the Nwnth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude does not deal chiefly
with sudden occurrences. For it would seem that things
occur suddenly when they are unforeseen. But Tully says
(De Inv. Rhet, i) that fortitude is the dehlberate facing of
danger, and beaving of loil. Therefore fortitude does not
deal chiefly with sudden happenings.

Qbj. 2. Further, Ambiose says (De Offic. i): The brave
man 15 not unmindful of what may be lLikely to happen; he
tukes measures beforchand, and looks out as from the conming-
tower of his mind, so as to encounter the futuye by his fore-
thought, lest he should say afterwards: This befel me because I
did not think it could possibly happen. But it is not possible
to be prepared for the future in the case of sudden occurrences.
Therefore the operation of fortitude is not concerned with
sudden happenings.

0bj. 3. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iii. 8) that
the brave man is of good hope. Bul hope looks forward to the
future, which is inconsistent with sudden occurrences,
Therefore the operation of fortitude is not concerned with
sudden happenings.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethsc. iil. 8) that
fortitude s chiefly about sudden dangers of death.

I answer that, Two things must be considered in the
operation of fortitude. One 15 in regard to its choice: and
thus fortitude is not about sudden occurrences: because the
brave man chooses to think beforchand of the dangers that
may arise, in order to be able to withstand them, or to bear
them more easily: since according to Gregory (Hom. xxv.
in Ev.), the blow that is foreseen strikes with less force, and we
are able mare casily to bear earthly wrongs, if we ave forearmed
with the shield of foreknowledge. The other thing to be con-
sidered in the operation of fortitude regards the display of the
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virluous habit* and in this way fortitude is chiefly about
sudden occurrences, because according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. isi 8) the habit of fortitude is displayed chiefly in
sudden dangers since a habit works by way of nature
Wherefore if a person without forethought does that
which pertains to virtue, when necessity urges on account
of some sudden danger, this is a very strong proof that
habitual fortitude is firmly seated in his mind.

Yet 1s it possible for a person, even without the habit of
fortitude, to prepare his mind against danger by long fore-
thought: in the same way as a brave man prepares himself
when necessary. This suffices for the Replies to the Objec-
tions,

TENTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER THE BRAVE MAN MAKES USE OF ANGER IN
HIS ACTION ?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article ‘—

Objection 1. It seems that the brave man does not use
anger 1n his action. For no one should employ as an instru-
ment of his action that which he cannot use at will Now
man cannot use anger at will, so as to take it up and lay
it aside when he will. For, as the Philosopher says (De
Memoria ii.), when a bodily passion s in movement, it does
not rest at once just as one wishes. Therefore a brave man
should not employ anger for his action.

0bj. 2. Further, If a man is competent to do a thing by
himself, he should not seck the assistance of something
weaker and more imperfect. Now the reason is competent
to achieve by itsclf deeds of fortitude, wherein anger is
impotent: wherefore Seneca says (De Ira i.). Reason by
ttself suffices not only to make us prepared for action but also
to accomplish £t In fact is there greater folly than for reason
to seek help from anger ? the steadfast from the unstaid, the
trusty from the untrustworthy, the healthy from the sick?
Therefore a brave man should not make use of anger.

0bj. 3. Further, Just as people are more carnest in doing
deeds of fortitude on account of anger, so are they on account
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of sorrow or desire; wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic,
iil. 8) that wild beasts are incited to face danger through
sorrow or pain, and adulteious persons dare many things for
the sake of desire. Now fortitude employs neither sorrow
nor desire for its action. Therefore in ke manner it should
not employ anger.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Efhic. iii. loc. cit.)
that anger helps the brave.

I answer that, As stated above (I-II., Q XXIV., A, 2),
concerning anger and the other passions there was a difference
of opinion between the Peripatetics and the Stoics.  For the
Stoies excluded anger and all other passions of the soul from
the mind of a wise or good man whereas the Peripatetics,
of whom Aristotle was the chief, ascribed to virtuous men
both anger and the other passions of the soul albeit modified
by reason. And possibly they differed not in reality but in
their way of speaking. For the Peripatetics, as stated above
(loc. cit), gave the name of passions to all the movements
of the sensitive appetite, however they may comport them-
selves. And since the sensitive appetite is moved by the
command of reason, so that it may co-operate by rendering
action more prompt, they held that virluous persons should
employ both anger and the other passions of the soul,
modified according to the dictate of reason. On the other
hand, the Stoics gave the name of passions to certain immo-
derate emotions of the sensitive appetite, wherefore they
called them sicknesses or diseases, and for this reason
severed them altogether from virtue.

Accordingly the brave man employs moderate anger for
his action, but not immaderate anger.

Reply Obj. 1. Anger that is moderated in accordance with
reason is subject to the command of reason. so that man uses
it at Ius will, which would not be the case wete it immo
derate.

Reply Obj. 2. Reason employs anger for its action, not as
seeking its assistance, but because it uses the sensitive
appetite as an instrument, just as it uses the members of
the body Nor is it unbecoming for the instrument to be
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more imperfect than the principal agent, even as the hammer
is more imperfect than the stith, Moieover, Seneca was a
follower of the Stoics, and the above words were aimed by
him directly at Aristotle.

Reply Obj 3. Whereas fortitude, as stated above (A 6),
has two acts, namely endurance and aggression, it employs
anger, not for the act of endurance, because the reason by
itself performs this act, but for the act of aggression, for
which it employs anger rather than the other passions,
since 1t belongs to anger to strike at the cause of sorrow,
so that it directly co-operates with fortitude in attacking.
On the other hand sorrow by its very nature gives way to
the thing that hurts; though accidentally 1t helps in aggres-
sion, either as being the cause of anger, as stated above
(I.-1T ,Q XLVII., A 3), oras making a person expose himself
to danger in order to escape from sorrow. In like manner
desire, by its very nature, tends to a pleasurable good, to
which it is directly contrary to withstand danger: yet
accidentally sometimes it helps one to attack, in so far as
one prefers to risk dangersrather than lack pleasure. Hence
the Philosopher says (Etiuc in 5): Of all the cases in which
Jortitude arises from a passion, the most natural is when a
man s brave (hrough anger, making lis choice and acting for
a purpose, 1.e. for a due end, this is true fortitude.

ELEVENTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER FORTITUDE IS A CARDINAL VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article:—

Oljection 1. It scems that fortitude is not a cardinal
virtue. For, as stated above (A 10), anger is closely allied
with fortitude Now anger 1s not accounted a principal
passion; nor is daring which belongs to fortitude. Therefore
neither should fortitude be reckoned a cardinal virtue.

0bj. 2. Further, The object of virtue is good. DBut the
direct object of fortitude is not good, but evil, for it is
endurance of evil and toil, as Tully says (De Inv. Rhet. ii.).
Therefore fortitude is not a cardinal virtue,
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0bj. 3. Further, The cardinal virtues are about those
things upon which human hfe 1s chiefly occupied, just as a
door turns upon a hinge (cardine) But fortitude is about
dangers of death which are of rare occurrence mn human
life Therefore fortitude should not be reckoned a cardinal
or principal virtue

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxii.), Ambrose in his
commentary on Luke vi. 20, and Augustine (De Moribus
Eccl. xv.), number fortitude among the four cardinal or
principal virtues.

I answer that, As stated above (L-IL, Q. LXL., AA. 3, 4),
those virtues are said to be cardinal or principal which have
a foremost claim to that which belongs to the virtues in
common. And among other conditions of virtue in general
oneis that it is stated to act steadfastly. according to Ethuc. ii. 4.
Now fortitude above all lays claim to praise for steadfast-
ness. Because he that stands firm is so much the more
praised, as he is more strongly impelled to fall or recede.
Now man is impelled to recede from that which 1s in accor-
dance with reason, both by the pleasing good and the dis-
pleasing evil. But bodily pain impels him more strongly
than pleasure. For Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIIL, gu. 36):
There s none that does not shun pain more than he desires
pleasure. For we perceive that even the most untamed beasts
ave deterred from the greatest pleasures by the fear of pain.
And among the pains of the mind and dangers those are
mostly feared which lead to death, and 1t is against them
that the brave man stands firm. Therefore fortitude is a
cardinal virtue

Reply Obj. 1. Daring and anger do not co-operate with
fortitude in its act of endurance, wherein its steadfastness
is chiefly commended: for it is by that act that the brave
man curbs fear, which is a principal passion, as stated above
(L-11., Q. XXV, A. 4).

Reply Obj. 2. Virtue is directed to the good of reason
which it behoves to safeguard against the onslaught of
evils. And fortitude is directed to cvils of the body, as

contraries which it withstands, and to the good of reason,
as the end, which it intends to saferuard
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Reply Obj. 3 Though dangers of death are of rare occur-
rence, yet the occasions of those dangers occur frequently,
simce on account of justice which he pursues, and also on
account of other good deeds, man encounters mortal adver-
saries.

TwWELFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER FORTITUDE EXCELS AMONG ALL OTHER
VIRTUES °

We proceed thus fo the Twelfth Article—

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude excels among all other
virtues. For Ambrose says (De Offic. 1): Fortitude is hgher,
so to speak, thawn the vest.

Obj. 2. Further, Virtue is about that which 15 difficult
and good. But fortitude is about most difficult things.
Therefore it 1s the greatest of the virtues.

Obj 3 Further, the person of a man is more excellent
than his possessions. But fortitude 15 about a man’s
person, for it is this that a man exposes to the danger of
death for the good of virtue' whereas justice and the other
moral virtues are about other and external things. There-
fore fortitude is the chief of the moral virtues,

Obj 4 Omn the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. 1): Justice 1s
the most resplendent of the virtues and gives ofs name to & good
man

Obj. 5. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet i. 19). Those
virbues must needs be greatest which are wost profitable fo
others Now liberality seems to be more useful than forti-
tude. Therefore 1t is a greater virtue.

“ I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin vi.), In things
that are great, but not in bulk, to be great is to be good, wherefore
the better a virtue the greater it is. Now reason’s good is
man’s good, according to Dionysius (Div Nom 1v.) Prudence,
since it 15 a perfection of reason, has the good essentially.
while justice effects this good, since it belongs to justice
to establish the order of reason in all human affairs: whereas
the other virtues safeguard this good, inasmuch as they
moederate the passions, lest they lead man away ftrom
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reason’s good. As to the order of the latter, fortitude
holds the first place, because fear of dangers of death has the
greatest power to make man recede from the good of reason
and after fortitude comes temperance, since also pleasures
of touch excel all olhers in hindering the good of reason
Now to be a thing essentially ranks before eflecting it, and
the latter ranks before safeguarding 1t by removing obstacles
thetato., Wherefore among the cardinal virtues, prudence
ranks first, justicc second, fortitude thiid, temperance
fourth, and after these the other virtues.

Reply Obj. 1. Ambrose places fortitude before the other
virtues, in respect of a certain gencral utility, inasmuch
as it is useful both in warfare, and mn matters relating to
civil or home life. Hence he begins by saying (sbud ):
Now we come to treak of fortitude, which being' higher so to
speak than the others, is applicable both to warlike and to civil
matters,

Reply 0bj. =z. Virtue essentially regards the good rathet
than the difficult. Hence the greatlness of a virtue 15
measured according to its goodness rather than its difficulty.

Reply Obj. 3. A man does not expose his person to dangers
of death except in order to safeguard justice: wherefore
the praise awarded to fortitude depends somewhat on
justice. Hence Ambrose says (De Offic. i) that fortutude
without justice is an occasion of injustice, sunce the stronger
a man 15 the more ready is he to oppress the weaker

The Fourth argument is granted.

Reply Obj. 5. Liberality 1s useful in conferring certan
particular favours. whereas a certain general utility attaches
to fortitude, since it safeguards the whole order of justice.
Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. i. 9) that qust and brave
men are most beloved, because they are wost useful in war and
peace,



QUESTION CXXIV.

OF MARTYRDOM.
(In Iive Articles).

WE must now consider marty:dom, under which head there
are five points of ingniry* (1) Whether mariyidomis an act
of virtne ? (2) Of what virtue isittheact ? (3) Concerning
the perfection of this act: (4) The pamn of martyrdom:
(5) Its ceause.

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER MARTYRDOM 1S AN ACT OF VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Farst Avticle :—

Objectron 1 It seems that martyrdom is not an act of
virtue. For all acts of virtue are voluntary, But martyr-
dom is sometimes not voluntary, as in the case of the
Innocents who were slain for Christ’s sake, and of whom
Milary says (Super Matth, i.) that they attained the vipe age
of edermty through the glory of marlyrdom Therefore
martyrdom is not an act of virtue.

0bj. 2. Further, Nothing unlawful is an act of virtue.
Now it is unlawful to kill oneself, as stated above (Q. LXIV,,
A, 35), and yet martyrdom is achieved by so doing for
Augustine says (De Civ, Dei i) that during persecution
certain holy women, iu order to escape from those who threatened
thevr chastity, threw themselves into a rwver, and so ended their
lives, and therr martyrdom is honoured v the Catholic Church
with most solemn veneralion. Therefore martyrdom is not
an act of virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, It is pruiseworthy to offer oneself to do
an act of virtue. But it is not praiseworthy to court

i ii. 4. 215 15
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martyrdom, 1ather would it seem to be presumptiuous and
-ash, Therefore martyrdom is not an act of virtue.

On the contrary, The reward of beatitude is not due save
to acts of virtue. Now it is duc to martyrdom, since it
is written (Matth, v. 10): Blessed ave they that suffer persecu-
tion for justice’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.
Therefore maityrdom is an act of virtue.

I answer that, As slated above (Q. CXXIIL, AA. 1, 3),
it belongs to virtue to safeguard man in the good of reason.
Now the good of rcason consists 1n the truth as its pioper
object, and in justice as its proper effect, as shown above
Q. CIX,, AA. 1, 2; Q. CXXIII., A. 12). And martyidom
consists essentially 1 standing firmly to truth and justice
against the assaults of persecution. Hence it is evident
that martyrdom is an act of virtue.

Reply 0bj. 1. Some have said that in the case of the
Innocents the use of their free will was miraculously ac-
celerated, so that they suffered martyidom even voluntauly.
Since, however, Scripture contains no proof of this, it 1s
better to say that these babes in being slain obtained by
God's grace the glory of martyrdom which others acquire
by their own will. For the shedding of one's blood for
Christ’s sake takes the place of Baptism. Wherefore just
as in the case of baptized children the merit of Christ 1o
conducive to the acquisition of glory through the baptismal
grace, so in those who were slain for Christ’s sake the merit
of Christ’s martyrdom is conducive to the acquisition of
the martyr's palm. Hence Augustine says in a sermon
on the Epiphany (De Diversts 1xvi), as though he werc
addressing them: A man that does not believe that children
are benefited by the baptism of Christ will doubt of your being
crowned in suffering for Christ  You were not old enough
to believe in Christ's future sufferings, but you had a body
wherein you could endure suffering for Christ Who was to suffer.

Reply 0bj. 2. Augunstine says (Joc. cit.) that possibly the
Church was induced by certain credible witnesses of Diwvine
authority thus to honour the memory of those holy women.*

* CL Q.LXIV., A.1,ad 2.
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Reply Obj. 3. The precepts of the Law are about acts of
virtue. Now it hasbeen stated (I -II, Q. CVIIL, A. 1, ad 4)
that some of the precepts of the Divine Law are to be
understood i reference to the preparation of the mind, in
the sense that man ought to be prepared to do such and
such a thing, whenever expedient In the same way
certain things belong to an act of virtue as regards the
preparation of the mind, so that in such and such a case a
man should act according to reason. And this observation
would seem very much to the point in the case of martyrdom,
which consists in the right endurance of suflerings unjustly
inflicted. Nor ought a man to give another an occasion of
acting unjustly* yet if anyone act unjustly, one ought to
endure it in moderation.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER MARTYRDOM IS AN ACT OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Ariicle :—

Objection I. Tt seems that martyrdom is not an act of
fortitude. For the Greek udprup signifies a witness. Now
witness is borne to the faith of Christ, according to Actsi. 8,
You shall be witnesses unto Me, etc., and Maximus says in a
sermon: The mother of martyrs is the Catholic faith which
those glorious warriors have sealed with thewr blood  Therefore
martyrdom is an act of faith rather than of fortitude.

Obj 2 Further, A praiseworthy act belongs chiefly to the
virtue which inclines thereto, is manifested thereby, and
without which the act avails nothing. Now charity is the
chief incentive to martyrdom: Thus Maximus says in a
sermon: The charity of Christ is victorious in His mariyrs,
Again the greatest proof of charity lies in the act of martyr-
dom, according to John xv. 13, Greater love than this no man
hath, that a man lay down his life for his friends. Morcover
without charity martyrdom avails nothing, according to
1Cor xiii. 3, If I should deliver my body to be burned, and
have not charity, it profiteth me nothing. Therefore martyr-
dom is an act of charity rather than of fortitude.
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0bj. 3. Further, Augustine says in a sexmon on S. Cyprian:
It is easy to honowr a martyr by singing his praises, but it is a
great thing to mitate his faith and patience Now that which
calls chiefly for praise in a virtuous act, is the virtue of which
it is the act. Therefore martyrdom is an act of patience
rather than of fortitude.

On the contrary, Cyprian says (Ep. ad Mart. et Conf. ii.):
Blessed martyrs, with what praise shall I extol you ? Most
valiant warriors, how shall I find words to proclaim the strength
of your courage? Now a person is praised on account of
the virtue whose act he performs. Therefore martyrdom
1s an act of fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXXIIL, A. 1, seq.),
it belongs to fortitude to strengthen man in the good of
virtue, especially against dangers, and chiefly against dangers
of death, and most of all against those that occur in battle.
Now it is evident that in martyrdom man is firmly strength-
ened in the good of virtue, since he cleaves to faith and justice
notwithstanding the threatening danger of death, the
imminence of which is moreover due to a kind of particular
contest with his persecutors Hence Cyprian says in a
sermon (loc. cit }: The crowd of onlookers wondered to see an
unearthly battle, and Christ’s servants fighting erect, undauted
w1 speech, with souls unmoved, and strength divine. Wherefore
it is evident that martyrdom is an act of fortitude; for which
reason the Church reads in the office of Martyrs: They
became valiant in battle. *

Reply 0bj. 1. Two things must be considered in the act of
fortitude. One is the good wherein the brave man is
strengthened, and this is the end of fortitude; the other is
the firmness itself, whereby a man does not yield to the
contraries that hinder him from achieving that good, and in
this consists the essence of fortitude Now just as civic
fortitude strengthens a man’s mind in human justice, for
the safeguarding of which he braves the danger of death,
50 gratuitous fortitude strengthens man’s soul in the good

* Heb. xi. 34.
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of Divine justice, which 7s thirough faith in Christ Jesus,
according to Rom. iii. 22. Thus martyrdom is related to
faith as the end in which one is strengthened, but to fortitude
as the eliciting habit.

Reply Obj 2. Chanty inclines one to the act of martyrdom,
as its first and chief molive cause, being the virtue com-
manding it, whercas fortitude inclines thercto as being
its proper motive cause, being the virtue that elicits it.
Ilence martyrdom is an act of charity as commanding, and
of fortitude as eliciting. For this reason also it manifests
botl virtues. It is due to charity that it is meritorious,
like any other act of virtue: and for this reason it avails
not without charity.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Q. CXXIII., A. 6), the chief
act of fortitude is endurance : to this and not to its secondary
act, which 1s aggression, martyrdom belongs And since
patience serves fortitude on the part of its chief act, viz.
endurance, hence 1t is that martyrs are also praised for their
patience.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER MARTYRDOM IS AN ACT OF THE GREATEST
PERFECTION ?

We proceed thus to the Tlhrd Article .—

Objection 1. It seems that martyrdom is not an act of the
greatest perfection. For seemingly that which is a matter
of counsel and not of precept pertains to perfection, becanse,
to wit, it is not necessary for salvation. DBut it would seem
that martyrdom is necessary for salvation, since the Apostle
says (Rom. x. 10), With the heart we belicve unto justice, but
with the mouth confession is made unto salvation, and 1t is
written (r John iii. 16), that we ought fo lay down our lives
for the brethren  Therefore martyrdom does not pertain to
perfection.

0bf. 2. Further, It scems to point to greater perfection
{hat a man give his soul to God, which is done by obedience,
than that he give God his body, which is done by martyrdom:
wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xxxv.) that obedience is
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preferable to all sacrifices. Therefore martyrdom is not
an act of the greatest perfection.

0b%;7. 3. Futther, It would secm better to do good to others
than to maintain oneself in good, since the good of the nation
15 better than the good of the wndimdual, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic i 2). Now he that suffers martyrdom
profits himself alone, whereas he that teaches does good to
many. Therefore the act of teaching and guiding subjects
is more perfect than the act of martyrdom,

On the contrary, Augustine (De Sanct. Virgin, xlvi ) prefers
martyrdom to virginmty which pertains to perfection,
Therefore martyrdom scems Lo belong to perfection in the
highest degree.

I answer that, We may speak of an act of virtue in two
ways., First, with regard to ihe species of that act, as
compared to the virtue proximately elicting it In 1his
way maityrdom, which consists in the due endurance of
death, cannot be the most perfect of virtuous acts, because
endurance of death is not praiseworthy in itself, but onlyin so
far as it 1s directed to some good consisting in an act of
virtue, such as faith or the love of God, so that this act of
virtue being the end is better.

A virtuous act may be considered in another way, in
comparison with its first motive cause, which is the love
of charity, and it is in this respect that an act comes to
belong to the perfection of life, since, as the Apostle says
(Col. iii. 14), that charity . . . is the bond of perfectron. Now,
of all virtuous acts martyrdom is the greatest proof of the
perfection of charity: since a man’s love for a thing is
proved to be so much the greaier, according as that which
he despises for its sake is more dear to him, or that which he
chooses to suffer for its sake is more odious, But 1t is evident
that of all the goods of the present Iife man loves life itself
most, and on the other hand he hates death more than any-
thing, espccially when it is accompanied by the pains of
bodily torment, from fear of which even dumb anvmals
refrain from the greatest pleasures, as Augustine observes
{QQ. LXXXIIL, gu. 36). And from this point of view it is
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clear that martyrdom is the most perfect of human acts
in respect of its genus, as being the sign of the greatest
chanty, according to John. xv. 13° Greater love thaw this
no man hath, that a man lay down his life for hus friends.

Reply Oby. 1. There 15 no act of perfection, which is a
matter of counsel, but what in certain cases is a matter of
precept, as being necessary for salvation Thus Augustine
declares (De Adwit. Conjug. xin ) that a man 1s under the
obligation of observing continency, through the absence
or sickness of his wife. Hence 1t is not contrary to the
perfection of martyrdom il 1 certain cases it be necessary
for salvation, since there are cases when it 15 not necessary
for salvation {o suffer mavtyrdom; thus we read of many
holy martyrs who through zeal for the faith or biotherly
love gave themselves up to martyrdom of their own accord.
As to these precepts, they are to be undersiood as referring
to the prepatation of the mind. .

Reply Obj. 2. Martyrdom embraces the highest possible
degree of obedience, namely obedience unto death, thus we
read of Christ (Phil 1i. 8) that He became obedient unto
death, Hence 1t is evident that martyrdom 1s of itself
more perfect than obedience considered absolutely.

Reply 0bj. 3 Tlus argument considers martyrdom accord
ing to the proper species of its act, whence it derives no
excellence over all other virtuous acts; thus neither is
fortitude more excellent than all virtues.

¥

FouRTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER DEATH 1S ESSENTIAL TO MARTYRDOM ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avticle —

Objection 1. It scems that death is not essential to martyr-
dom. For Jerome says in a sermon on the’Assumption
(Epist ad Paul. et Eustoch.): I should say rightly that the
Mother of God was both virgin and marlyr, although she ended
her days in peace: and Gregory says (Hom. iil. in Ev.):
Although persecution has ceased fo offer the opportunity, yet
the peace we enjoy is not without its martyidont, since even
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if we no longer yield the Life of the body fo the sword, yet do we
slay fleshly desives wn the soul with the sword of the spisit
Therefore there can be martyrdom wilthout suffering death.

0bf. 2. Further, We read of certain women as commended
for despising life for the sake of safeguarding the integrity
of the flesh: wherefore scemingly the mitegnty of chastily
15 preferable to the life of the body. Now somectimes the
integrity of the flesh has been forfeited or has been threatened
in confession of the Christian faith, as in the case of Agnes
and Lucy. Therefore it scems that the name of maityr
should be accorded to a woman who forfeils the inlegrity
of the flesh for the sake of Christ’s faith, rather than if she
were to forfeit even the hfe of the body: wherefoie also
Lucy caid: If thou causest me to be violated againust my will,
sy chastity will gan me a twofold crown.

0bj. 3. Further, Maityrdom 15 an act of fortitude. But
it belongs to fortitude to brave not only death but also other
hardships, as Augustine declares (Music vi) Now theré are
many other hardships besides death, which one may suffer
for Christ’s faith, namely imprisonmeut, exile, being stripped
of one’s goods, as mentioned in Heb. x. 34, for which reason
we celebrate the martyrdom of Pope Saint Marcellus,
notwithstanding that he died in prison. Therefore 1t 1s
not essential to martyrdom that one suffer the pamn of death.

0bj. 4 Further, Martyrdom is a metitorious act, as stated
above (A 2,ad 1; A 3) Now it cannol be a meritorious
act after decath. Therefore it is before death, and con-
sequently death 1s not essential to martyrdom.

On the contrary, Maxumus says 1n a sermon on the martyrs
that in dying for the faith he conquers who would have been
vanquished in lving without faith,

I answer that, As stated above (A 2), a martyr 1s so called
as being a witness to the Christian faith, whiclh teaches us
to despise things visible for the sake of tlungs invisible,
as stated in Heb. xi. Accordingly it belongs to martyrdom
that a man bear witness to the faith in showing by deed
that he despises all things present, in order to obtain in-
visible goods to come. Now so long as a man retains the
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life of the body he does not show by deed that he despises
all things relating to the body ~ For men are wont to despise
both their kindred and all they possess, and even to suffer
bodily pain, rather than lose life Hence Satan testified
against Job (Job 1 4)' Sk for skin, and all that a man
hath he will give for his soul (Douay,—life) 1e {or the life
of lus body. Therefore the perfect notion of martyrdom
tequires that a man suffer death for Christ’s sake.

Reply Ol 1. The authonties quoted, and the like that
one may meet with, speak of martyrdom by way of simili-
tude

Reply Obj. 2. \When a woman forfeits the integrity of the
flesh, or is condemned to forfeit it under pretext of the
Christian faith, 1t is not evident to men whether she suffets
this for love of the Christian faith, or 1ather through con-
tempt of chastity, Wherefore in the sight of men her
testimony is not held to be sulficient, and consequently
this 1s not martyrdom properly speaking. In the sight of
God, however, Who searcheth the heart, this may be deemed
worthy of a reward, as Lucy said.

Reply Obj. 3 As stated above (Q. CXXIIL, AA. 4, 5),
fortitude regards danger of death chiefly, and other dangers
consequently, wherefore a person is not called a martyr
merely for suffering imprisonment, or exile, or foifeiture
of his wealth, except in so far as these result in death.

Reply Obj 4. The merit of martyrdom is not after death,
but in the voluntary endurance of death, namely in the
fact that a person willingly suffers being put to death. It
happens sometimes, however, that a man lives for some time
after being mortally wounded for Christ’s sake, or after
suffering for the faith of Chiist any other kind of hardship
inflicted by persecution and continued until death ensues.
The act of martyrdom is meritorious while a man is in
this state, and at the very time that he is suffering these
hardships.
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FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER FAITH ALONE 1S THE CAUSE OF
MARTYRDOM ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It scems that faith alone is ihe caunse of
martyrdom. For it 18 written (1 Pet. iv. 15, 16): Let none
of you suffer as a murderer, or a thief, or a railer, or a coveler
of other men’s things. But if as a Christian, let Jnm not be
ashaned, bul let lam plorify God wn this name  Now a man
is said to be a Cluistian because he holds the faith of Chust.
Therefore only faith in Christ gives the glory of martyrdom
to those who suffer.

Oby. 2. Futther, A martyr is a kind of witness. But
witness 15 borne to the tiuth alone. Now one is not called
a martyr for bearing witness to any truth, but only for
witnessing to the Divine truth, otherwise a man would be
a marty1 il he were to die for confessing a tiuth of geometry
or some other speculative science, which seems ridiculous.
Therefore faith alone 1s the cause of martyrdom

Oby 3 Further, Those virtuous deeds would seem to be
of most account which are directed to the common good,
since the good of the nation is better than the good of the indi-
vidual, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. 1. 2). If, then,
some other good were the cause of martyrdom, 1t would
seem that before all those would be martyrs who die for
the defence of their country. Yet this 1s not consistent
with Church observance, for we do not celebrate the martyr-
dom of those who die 1n a just war, Therefore faith alone
is the cause of martyrdom.

On the confrary, 1t is wniten (Matth v. 10)* Blessed are
they that suffer persecution for justice’ sake, which pertains
to martyrdom, according to a gloss, as well as Jerome's
commentary on this passage. Now not only faith but also
the other wvirtues pertain to justice. Therefore other
virtues can be the cause of martyrdom.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 4), martyrs are so
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called as being witnesses, because by suffering in body
unto death they bear witness to the tiuth: not indeed to
any truth, but to the truth which is in accordance with
godliness, and was made known to us by Christ* wherefore
Christ’s martyrs are His witnesses. Now this truth 1s
the truth of faith Wherefore the cause of all maityrdom
is the truth of faith.

But the truth of faith includes not only inward beliet,
but also outward profession, which 15 expressed not only
by words, whereby one confesses the faith, but also by deeds,
whereby a person shows that he has faith, according to
James ii. 18, I will show thee, by works, my faith  Hence 1t
is written of certain people (Til i, 16): They profess that they
know God but in their works they deny Him  Thus all virtuous
deeds, inasmuch as they are referred to God, are professions
of the faith whereby we come to know that God requires
these works of us, and rewards us for them- and in this way
they can be the cause of martyrdom. For this reason the
Church celebrates the martyrdom of Blessed John the
Baptist, who suffered death, not for refusing to deny the
faith, but for reproving adultery.

Reply Obj. 1. A Christian is one who 1s Christ’s Now a
person 15 said to be Christ’s, not only through having faith
in Christ, but also because he is actuated to virtuous deeds
by the Spirit of Christ, according to Rom. viii g, If any man
have not the Spirit of Chrnist, he is none of His; and again
because in imitation of Christ he is dead to sins, according to
Gal. v. 24, They that are Christ's have crucified their flesh
with the wvices and concupiscences. Hence to suffer as a
Christian is not only to suffer in confession of the faith,
which is done by words, but also to suffer for doing any
good work, or for avoiding any sin, for Christ's sake, becanse
this all comes under the head of witnessing to the faith.

Reply Obj. 2. The truth of other sciences has no connexion
with the worship of the Godhead: henee it is not called truth
according to gudhness, and consequently the confession
thereof cannot be said to be the direct cause of martyrdom.
Yet, since every lie 1s a sin, as stated above (Q CX,, AA. 3,4),
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avoidance of a lie, to whatever truth it may be contrary,
may be the cause of martyrdom inasmuch as a lie is a sin
against the Divine Law.

Reply Obj. 3. The good of one’s country is paramount
among human goods yet the Divine good, which is the
proper cause of martyrdom, is of more account than human
good, ¢ Nevertheless, since human good may become Divine,
for instance when it is referred to God, it follows that any
human good in so far as it is referred to God, may be the
cause of martyrdom,



QUESTION CXXV.

OF FEAR *
(In Four Articles),

WE must now consider the vices opposed to fortitude
(1) Fear; (2) Fearlessness; (3) Daring.

Under the first head ihere are four points of inquiry.
() Whether fear is a sin? (2) Whether it is opposed to
fortitude ? (3) Whether it is a mortal sin ? (4} Whether
it excuses from sin, or diminishes it ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER FEAR IS A SIN?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that fear is not a sin. For fear is a
passion, as stated above (I.-1I., Q. XXIII, A. 4: Q. XLII))
Now we are neither praised nor blamed for passions, as stated
i Ethic. i1,  Since then every sin 1s blameworthy, it seems
that fear is not a sin.

0bj. 2. Further, Nothing that is commanded in the
Divine Law is a sin: smce the law of the Loyd is unspolted
(Ps. xviii. 8). Yet fear is commanded 1n God's law, for 1t is
written (Eph. vi. 5)' Servants, be obedient to them that are
your lords according to the flesh, with fear and trembling.
Therefore fear is not a sin.

0by. 3. Turther, Nothing that is naturally in man is a sin,
for sin 1s contrary to nature according to Damascene (De

* S. Thomas calls this vice indifferently fear or timidity. The
translation requires onc to adhere to these terms on account of the
connexion with the passion of fear. Otherwise cowardice would be a
better rendering.
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Fide Orthod iii.). Now fear is natural to man. wherefore
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iil. 7) that a man would be
{usane ov insensible to pain, if nothing, not even earthquakes
nor deluges, inspired him with fear. Therefore fear is not a
sin. On the contrary, Our Lord said (Matth x. 28): Fear ye
not them that kull the body, and it is written (Ezech. i1 6)
Fear not, nether be thou afrasd of thewr words.

I answer that, A human act is said to be a sin on account
of its being inordinate, because the good of a human act
consists in order, as stated above (Q CIX., A.2: Q.CXIV,,
A.1). Nowthis due orderrequires that the appetite be subject
totheruling of reason. Andreasondictatesthat certain things
should be shunned and some sought after  Among thingstio
be shunned, it dictates that some are to be shunned more
than others; and among things to be sought after, that some
are 1o be sought after more than others  Moreover, the more
a good is to be sought after, the moreis the opposite evil to
be shunned The result is that reason dictates that certain
goods arc to be sought after more than certain evils are to be
avoided Accordingly when the appetite shuns what the
reason dictates that we should endure rather than forfeit
others that we should rather seek for, fear is inordinate and
sinful. On the other hand, when the appetite fears so as to
shun what reason requires to be shunned, the appetite is
neither inordinate nor sinful.

Reply Obj. 1. Fear in its generic acceptation denotes
avoidance in general. Hence in this way it does not include
the notion of good or evil: and the same applics to every
other passion. Wherefore the Philosopher saysthat passions
call for neither praise nor blame, because, to wit, we neither
praise nor blame those who are angry or afraid, but only
those who behave thus in an ordinate or inordinate manner.

Reply Obj. 2. The fear which the Apostle inculcates is
in accordance with reason, namely that servants should fear
lest they be lacking in the service they owe their masters.

Reply 0bj. 3. Reason dictates that we should shun the
evils that we cannot withstand, and the endurance of which
profits us nothing. Hence there 15 no sin in fearing them
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SIECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE SIN OF FEAR IS CONTRARY TO FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. Tt seems that the sin of fear is not contrary
to fortitude- because fortitude is about dangers of death,
as slated above (Q. CXXIII., AA. 4, 5). But the s of fear
is not always connected with dangers of death, for a gloss on
Ps. cxxvil. 1, Blessed are all they that fear the Lovd, suys that
2t 18 huinan fear whereby we dread to suffer carnal dangers,
or to lose worldly goods. Again a gloss on Matth. xxvi1 44,
Iie prayed the third tume, saying the selfsame word, says that
evil fear is threefold, fear of deatl, fear of pain, and fear of
contempl. Therefore the sin of fear is not contrary to
fortitude.

0bj. 2. Further, The chief reason why a man is com-
mended for fortitude 1s that he exposes himself to the danger
of death, Now sometimes a man exposes himself to death
through fear of slavery or shame. Thus Augustine relates
(De Ciww Des 1.) that Cato, in order not to be Cesar’s slave,
gave himself up to death. Therefore the sin of fear bears
a certain lhikeness to fortitude instead of being opposed
thereto.

0bj. 3. Further, All despair arises from fear. But
desparr is opposed not to fortitude but to hope, as stated
above (Q. XX., A. 1; L-II,, Q. XL, A, 4). Neither therefore is
the sin of fear opposed to fortitude.

Own the conirary, The Philosopher (Ethic. i1. 7; iil. 7) states
that timidity is opposed to fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XIX., A. 3: I.-II,,
Q. XLIII., A 1), all fear arises from love, since no one fears
save what is contraiy to something he loves. Now love is
not confined to any particular kind of virtue or vice' but
ordinate love is included in every virtue, since every
virtuous man loves the good proper to his virtue, while
inordinate love is included in every sin, because inordinate
love gives use to inordinate desire. Hence in like manner
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inordinate fear is included in every sin; thus the covetous
man fears the loss of money, the mtemperate man the loss
of pleasure, and so on. But the greatest fear of all is that
which has the danger of death for its object, as we find
proved in Ethic in. 6, Wherefore the mordinateness of
this fear 15 opposed to fortitude which regards dangers of
death, For this reason tinudity is said to be antonomasti-
cally* opposed to fortitude.

Reply Obj. 1. The passages quoted refer to inordinate
fear in its geneiic acceptation, which can be opposed to
various virtues.

Reply 0b]. 2. Human acts are estimated chiefly with refer-
ence to the end, as staled above (I.-I1., Q. 1., A. 3 Q. XVIII,,
A, 6): and 1t belongs to a brave man to expose himself to
danger of death for the sake of a good. But a man who
exposes himself to danger of death in order to escape from
slavery or hardships 1s overcome by fear, which 1s contraiy
to fortitude. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethzc. m. %),
that fo die in order to escape poverty, lust, or something
disagreeable 15 an act nol of fortitude but of cowardice' for
to shun hardships is a mark of effeminacy.

Reply 0bj. 3. Asstated above (L.-I1., Q., XLV, A. 2), fear
1s the beginning of despair even as hope is the beginning
of daring. Wheiefore, just as fortitude which employs
daring in moderation presupposes hope, so on the other
hand despair proceeds from some kind of fear. It does not
follow, however, that any kind of despair results from any
kind of fear, but that only from fear of the same kind.
Now the despair that is opposed to hope is referred to another
kind, namely to Divine things; whereas the fear that is

opposed to fortitude regards dangers of death. Hence the
argument does not prove.

* Antonomasia is the figure of speech whereby we substitute the
genetal for the mdividual term; e g, The Philosopher for Aistotle
and so timidity, which 1s inordinate fear of any evil, 18 employed to
denote inoidinate {ear of the danger of death.
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THIRD ARTICLE,
WHETHER TFEAR IS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Avticle (—

Objection 1. It seems that fear is not a mortal sin, TFor,
as stated above (I.-II., Q. XXTIII., A. 1), fear is in the irascible
faculty which is a part of the sensuality. Now there is
none but vemal sin 1n the sensuality, as stated above (I.-11.,
Q. LXXIV, A. 4) Therefore fear is not a mortal sin,

0bj. 2. Further, Every mortal sin turns the heart wholly
from God. But fear does not ths, for a gloss on Judges vii. 3,
Whosoever is fearful, elc., says that a man is fearful when
lie trembles at the very thought of conflict; yet he is not so wholly
terrified at heavt, bui that he can rally and take courage.
Therelore fear is not a mortal sin,

0bf. 3. Further, Mortal sin is a lapse not only from
perfection but also from a precept. But fear does not make
one lapse from a precept, but only from perfection; for a
gloss on Deut. xx. 8, What man is there that is fearful and
Jaintheavted ? says* We learn from this that no man can take
wp the profession of contemplation or spiritual warfare, if he
still fears to be despotled of earthly viches. Therefore fear is
not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, For mortal sin alone 1s the pain of hell
due. and yet this is due to the fearful, according to
Apoc. xxi. 8, But the fearful and unbelieving and the abomin-
able, etc, shall have their poriion in the pool burning with fire
and bremstone which 1s the second death. Therefore fear is a
mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), fear is a sin through
being inordinate, that is to say, through shunning what
ought not to be shunned according to reason. Now some-
times this inordinateness of fear is confined to the sensitive
appetites, without the accession of the rational appetite’s
consent. and then it cannot be a mortal, but only a venial
sin. But sometimes this inordinateness of fear reaches

to the rational appetite which is called the will.6 which
i ii, 4 1



Q. 125.Arr.3 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA” 532

deliberately shuns something against the dictate of rcason.
and this inordinateness of fear 1s sometimes a mortal, some
{imes a venial sin. For if a man through fear of the danger
of death or of any other temporal evil is so disposed as to
do what is forbidden, or to omit what is commanded by the
Divine law, such fear is a mortal sin: otherwise it is a vemal
sin.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument considers fear as confined
to the sensuality.

Reply Obj. 2. This gloss also can be understood as referring
to the fear that is confined within the sensuality. Or
better still we may reply that a man is terrified with his
whole heart when fear banishes his conrage beyond remedy.
Now even when fear 1s a mortal sin, it may happen never-
theless that one is not so wilfully terrified that one cannot
be persuaded to put fear aside: thus sometimes a man sins
mortally by consenting to concupiscence, and is turned
aside from accomplishing what he purposed doing.

Reply Obj. 3. This gloss speaks of the fear that turns man
aside from a good that is necessary, not for the fulfilment
of a precept, but for the perfection of a counsel. Suchlike
fear is not a mortal sin, but is sometimes venial. and some-

times it 1s not a sin, for instance when one has a reasonable
cause for fear,

FouRTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER FEAR EXCUSES FROM SIN ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avrticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that fear does not excuse from sin.
For fear is a sin, as stated above (A. 1). But sin does not
excuse from sin, rather does it aggravate it. Therefore
fear does not excuse from sin.

0bj. 2 Further, If any fear excuses from sin, most of all
would this be true of the fear of death, to which, as the
saying is, a courageous man 1s subject. Yet this fear,
seemingly, is no cxcuse, because, since death comes, of
necessity, to all, it does not seem to be an object of fear.
Therefore fear does not excuse from sin.
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Obj. 3. Further, All fear is of evil, either temporal or
spiritual. Now fear of spiritual evil cannot excuse sin,
because instead of inducing one to sin, it withdraws one
from sin and fear of temporal evil does not excuse from
sin, because according to the Philosopher (Ethuc. it 6) one
should not fear poverty, nor sickness, nor anything that is not
a result of one's own wickedness. Therefore it seems that
in no sense does fear excuse from sin.

On the contrary, It is stated in the Decretals (I., Q. I, Cap.
Constat.): A man who has been forcibly and wunwillingly
ordained by heretics, has an ostensible excuse.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 3), fear is sinful in so
far as it runs counter to the order of reason. Now reason
judges certain evils to be shunned rather than others.
Wherefore it is no sin not to shun what is less to be shunned
in order to avord what reason judges to be more avoided:
thus death of the body is more to be avoided than the loss
of temporal goods. Hence a man would be excused from
sin if through fear of death he were to promise or give
something to a robber, and yet he would be guilty of sin
were he to give to sinners, rather than to the good to whom
he should give in preference. On the other hand, if through
fear a man were to avoid evils which according to reason
are less to be avoided, and so incur evils which according
to reason are more to be avoided, he could not be wholly
excused from sin, because suchlike fear would be mnordinate.
Now the evils of the soul are more to be feared than the evils
of the body; and evils of the body more than evils of external
things. Wherefore if one were to incur evils of the soul,
namely sins, in order to avoid evils of the body, such as
blows or death, or evils of external things, such as loss of
money; or if one were to endure evils of the body in order
to avoid loss of money, one would not be wholly excused
from sin. Yet one’s sin would be extenuated somewhat,
for what 15 done through fear is less voluntary, because
when fear lays hold of a man he is under a certain necessity
of doing a certain thing, Hence the Philosopher (Ethic. iii. 1)
says that these things that are done through fear are not
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simply voluntary, but a mixture of voluntary and in-
voluntary,

Reply Obj. 1. Fear cxcuses, not in the point of its sinful
ness, but in the point of its involuntariness.

Reply Obj. 2. Although death comes, of necessity, to all,
yet the shortening of temporal life is an evil and conse-
quently an object of fear.

Reply Obj. 3. According to the opinion of Stoics, who held
temporal goods not to be man’s goods, it follows in con-
sequence that temporal evils are not man’s evils, and that
therefore they are nowise to be feared. But according to
Augustine (De Lib. Arb. ii.) these temporal things are
goods of the least account, and this was also the opinion
of the Peripatetics. Hence their contraries are indeed to
be fearcd; but not so much that one ought for their sake
to renounce that which is good according to virtue



QUESTION CXXVL.

OF FEARLESSNESS.
(In Two Arhicles).

WE must now consider the vice of fearlessness: under which
head therc aie two points of inquiry: (1) Whether it 15 a
sin to be fearless ? (2) Whether it is opposed to fortitude?

FIrsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER FEARLESSNESS IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article —

Objection 1. 1t seems that fearlessness is not a sin. For
that which is reckoned to the praise of a just man is not
a sin. Now it 1s written in praise of the just man (Prov.
xxviil. 1): The just, bold as a hon, shall be without dread.
Therefore 1t is not a sin to be without fear.

0bj. 2. Further, Nothing is so fearful as death, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. iti. 6) Vet one ought not to fear
even death, according to Matth. x. 28, Fear ye not them thai
kill the body, etc, nor anything that can be inflicted by man,
according to Isa. li. 12, Who art thou, that thou shouldst be
afraid of a mortal man ? Therefore it is not a sin to be
fearless.

Obj. 3. Further, Fear is born of love, as stated above
(0. CXXV., A. 2) Now it belongs to the perfection of
virtue to love nothing earthly, since according to Augustine
(De Civ. Dei xiv.), the love of God to the abasement of self
makes us citizens of the heavenly city. ‘Therefore it is seem-
ingly not a sin to fear nothing earthly.

235
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On the contrary, 1t is said of the unjust yudge (Luke xviii 2)
that %e feared not God nor regarded man.

1 answer that, Since fear is born of love, we must seemingly
judge alike of love and fear. Now it is here a question of
that fear whereby one dreads temporal ewils, and which
results from the love of temporal goods And every man
has it instilled in him by nature to love his own hife and
whatever is directed thereto; and to do so in due measure,
that is, to love these things not as placing his end therein,
but as things to be used for the sake of hus last end  Hence
it is contrary to the natural inclination, and therefore a sin,
to fall short of loving them mn due measure Nevertheless,
one never lapses entirely from this love: since what is
natural cannot be wholly lost- for which reason the Apostle
says (Eph. v. 29) No man ever hated his own flesh. Where-
fore even those that slay themselves do so from love of
their own flesh, which they desire to free from present
stress. Hence it may happen that a man fears death and
other temporal evils less than he ought, for the reason that
he loves them* less than he ought But that he fear none
of these things cannot result from an entire lack of lcve,
but only from the fact that he thinks it impossible for him
to be afflicted by the evils contrary to the goods he loves.
This is sometimes the result of pride of soul presuming on
self and despising others, according to the saying of
Job xli. 24, 25: He (Vulg.,—who) was wmade to fear no one,
he beholdeth every high thing: and sometimes it happens
through a defect in the reason; thus the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iii. 7) that the Celis, through lack of intelhigence, fear
nothing T It is therefore evident that fearlessness is a vice,
whether it result from lack of love, pride of soul, or dulness

of understanding: yet the latter is excused from sin if it be
invincible.

* Viz, the contrary goods One would expect se instead of ea.
We should then read. For the reason that he loves imself less
than he ought.

1 A man would deserve to be called insane and senseless if there
were nothing that he feared, not even an earthguake nov a slorm at sea,
as 18 said fo be the case with the Celts,”
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Reply Obj. 1. The just man is prased for being without
fear that withdraws him from good, not that he is altogether
fearless, for it is written (Ecclus i. 28). He that s without
fear cannot be justified.

Reply Obj. 2. Death and whatever else can be inflicted
by mortal man are not to be feared so that they make us
forsake justice: but they are to be feared as hindering man
in acts of virtue, either as regards himself, or as regards
the progress he may cause in others. Hence it is written
(Prov. xav. 16). 4 wise man feareth and declineth from evil.

Reply Obj. 3 Temporal goods are to be despised as
hindering us from loving and serving God, and on the same
score they are not to be feared; whercfore it is written
(Ecclus xxxiv 16): He that feareth the Lord shall tremble
at nothing. But temporal goods are not to be despised,
in so far as they are helping us instrumentally to attain
those things that pertain to Divine fear and love.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER FEARLESSNESS 1S8 OPPOSED TO FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1 It seems that fearlessness is not opposed to
fortitude. For we judge of habits by their acts. Now no
act of fortitude is hindered by a man being fearless. since
1f fear be removed, one is both brave to endure, and daring
to attack. Therefore fearlessness 1s not opposed to forti-
tude.

Obj. 2. Further, Fearlessness is a vice, either through
lack of due love, or on account of pride, or by rcason of
folly. Now lack of due love is opposed to charity, pride
is contrary to humility, and folly to prudence vr wisdom.
Therefore the vice of fearlessness 15 not opposed to fortitude

Obj. 3. Further, Vices are opposed to virtue and extremes
to the mean. But one mean has only one extreme on the
one side. Since then fortitude has fear oppused to it on
the one side and daning on the other, i seems that fearless-
ness is not opposed thereto,
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On the contrary, The Philosopher (Zfhuc. 1) reckons
fearlessness 10 be opposed io fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (Q CXXIIT, A 3), fortitude
is concerned about fear and daring. Now every moral
virtue observes the rational mean in the matter about which
it is concerned. Hence it belongs to fortitude that man
should moderate his fear according to reason, namely that
he should fear what he ought, and when he ought, and so
forth. Now this mode of reason may be corrupted either
by excess or by deficiency. Wherefore just as timidity 1s
opposed to fortitude by excess of fear, in so far as a man
fears what he ought not, and as he ought not, so too fear-
lessness is opposed thereto by deficiency of fear, in so far
as a man fears not what he ought to fear.

Reply Obj. 1. The act of fortitude is to endure death
without fear, and to be aggressive, not anyhow, but accord-
ing to reason: this the fearless man does not do.

Reply Obj. 2. Fearlessness by its specific nature corrupts
the mean of fortitude, wherefore it is opposed to fortitude
directly. But in respect of its causes nothing hinders it
from being opposed to other virtues

Reply 0bj 3. The vice of daring is opposed to fortitude
by excess of daring, and fearlessness by deficiency of fear
Fertitude imposes the mean on each passion. Hence there
is nothing unreasonable in its having different extremes
in different respects,



QUESTION CXXVIL.

OF DARING.*
(In Two Artecles),

WE must now consider daring; and under this head there are
two points of inquiry: (r) Whether daring 1s a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed {o {ortitude ?

FIrRST ARTICLE,
WHETHER DARING IS A SIN?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. Tt seems thal daring is not a sin  For it is
written (Job. xxxix. 2I) concerning the horse, by which
according to Gregory (Moral xxx1) thegodly preacher is
dcnoted, that ke goeth forth boldly to meet armed ment But
no vice redounds to a man’s praise. Therefore it is not a sin
to be daring.

0bj. 2. Further, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi. g),
one should take counsel in thought, and do quickly what has
been counselled. But daiing helps this quickness in doing:
Therefore daring 13 not sinful but praiseworthy.

0bf. 3. Further, Daring is a passion caused by hope, as
stated above (I.-1I., Q. XLV., A. 2) when we were treating
of the passions. But hope is accounted not a sin but a
virtue, Neither therefore should daring be accounted a
sin.

O the contrary, Tt is written (Ecclus. viii. 18)' Go not on
the way with a bold man, lest he burden theewith his evils, Now

* Excessive darmg or foolhardiness,
T Vulg.,—he pranceth boldly, he goeth forlh to meel urmed men
239



Q.127.Art.1 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA™ 240

no man’s fellowship 1s to be avoided save on account of sin,
Therefore daring 1s a sin.

I answer that, Daiing, as stated above (I -II., Q. XXIII.,
A, 12 Q LV), is a passion. Now a passion 1s sometimes
moderated according to ‘Teason, and sometimes it lacks
moderation, cither by caress or by deficiency, and on this
account ihe passion 1s sinful. Agamn, the names of the
passions are sometimes employed in the sense of excess,
thus we speak of anger meaning not any but excessive
anger, in which case 1t is sinful, and 1 the same way daring
as implying excess is accounted a sin.

Reply 0bf. 1. The daring spoken of there is that which is
moderated by reason, for in that sense it belongs to the
virtue of fortitude.

Reply Obf. 2. It is praiseworthy to act quickly after taking
counsel, which is an act of 1eason. But to wish to act
quickly before taking counsel is not praiseworthy but sinful;
for this would be to act rashly, which is a vice contrary to
prudernce, as stated above (Q. LVIIL, A. 3). Wherefore
daring which leads one to act quickly is so far praiseworthy
as it 1s directed by reason.

Reply Obj. 3. Some vices are unnamed, and so also
are some virtues, as the Philosopher remarks (Ethic. ii. 7;
iv 4,5,6) Hence the names of certain passions have to be
applied to certain vices and virtues: and in order to designate
vices we employ especially the names of those passions the
object of which 15 an evil, as in the case of hatred, fear, anger
and daring. But hope and love have a good for this object,
and so we use them rather to designate virtues.

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER DARING IS OPPOSED TO FORTITUDE ?
We proceed thus to the Second Article :—
Objection 1. It seems that daring is not opposed to forti-

tude. For excess of daring seems to result from presump-
tion of mind, But presumption pertains to pride which is
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opposed to humility. Therefore daring 1s opposed to
humility rather than to fortitude.

0bj. 2. Further, Daring does not seem 1o call for blame,
except m so far as it results in harm either to the daring
petson who puts himself in danger inordinately, or to others
whom he attacks with daring, or exposes to danger. But
this seemingly pertamns to injustice. Therefore daring, as
designating a sin, 15 opposed, not to fortitude but to
justice.

0bj. 3. Turther, Fortitude is concerned about fear and
danng, as stated above (Q. CXXIIL, A. 3). Now since
timidity is opposed to fortitude in respect of an excess of
fear, there is another vice opposed to timidity in respect of
a lack of fear. If then, daring is opposed to fortitude, in the
point of excessive daring, there will likewise be a vice opposed
to it in the point of deficient daring. But there is no such
vice. Therefore nerther should daring be accounted a vice
in opposttion to fortitude.

On the contrary, The Philosopher in both the Second and
Third Books of Ethics accounts daring to be opposed to
fortitude.

I answerthat, As stated above (Q. CXXVI,, A. 2), it belongs
to a moral virtue to observe the rational mean in the matter
about which it is concerned. Wherefore every vice that
denotes lack of moderation in the matter of a moral virtue is
opposed to that virtue, as immoderate to moderate. Now
daring, in so far as it denotes a vice, implies excess of passion,
and this excess goes by the name of daring. Wherefore it is
evident that 1t is opposed to the virtue of fortitude which is
concerned about fear and daring, as stated above (Q. CXXII.,
A 3).

Reply Obj. 1. Opposition between vice and virtue does not
depend chiefly on the cause of the vice but on the vice's
very species. Wherefore it is not necessary that daring
be opposed to the same virtue as presumption which is its
cause.

Reply 0b). 2. Just as the direct opposition of a vice does
not depend on its cause, so neither does it depend on its
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effect  Now the haim done by daring is its effect. Where-
fore neither does the opposition of daring depend on this.
Reply 0bj 3. The movement of daring consists in a man
taking the offensive against that which 1s in opposition to
Jum and nature inchines him to do this except in so far as
suchnclination is hindered by the fear of receiving harm from
that source. Hence the vice which exceeds in daring has no
contrary deficiency, save only timidity. Yet daring does
not always accompany so great a lack of timidity, for as
the Philosopher says (Ethic, uii. %), the daring ave precipiiate

and cager to mect danger, yet fail when the danger is present,
namely through fear,



QUESTION CXXVIIL
OF THE PARTS OF FORTITUDE

WE must now consider the parts of fortitude first we shall
consider what are the parts of fortitude; and sccondly we
shall treat of each part.

ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE PARTS OF FORTITUDE ARE SUITABLY'
ASSIGNED ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :-—

Objection 1. It seems that the parts of fortitude are
unsuitably assigned. For Tully (De Inv. Rhel. i) assigns
four parts to fortitude, namely magnificence, confidence,
patience, and perseverance Now magnificence seems to
pertain to lberality; since both are concerned about
money, and a magnificent wman must needs be lLiberal,
as the Philosopher observes (E#kic. 1v. 2) But liberality
is apart of justice, as stated above (Q. CXVIIL., A. 5). There-
fore magnificence should not be reckoned a part of fortitude.

Obj. 2 Further, confidence is apparently the same as
hope But hope does not seem to pertain to fortitude,
but 1s rather a virtue by itself. Therefore confidence should
not be reckoned a part of fortitude.

0bj. 3. Turther, Fortitude makes a man behave aright
in face of danger. But magnificence and confidence do not
essentially imply any relation to danger. Therefore they
are not suitably reckoned as patts of fortitude.

Obj. 4. Further, According to Tully (lec. cit.) patience
denotes endurance of hardships, and he asctibes the same
to fortitude. Therefore patience is the same as fortitude

and not a part thereof.
243
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Obj 5 Further, that which is a requisite to every virtue
should not be reckoned a part of a special virtue. But
perseverance is required in every virtue: for it is written
(Matth, xxiv. 13)° He that shall persevere to the end he
shall be saved. Therefore perseverance should not be
accounted a part of fortitude.

Obj 6. Further, Macrobius (De Somm. Scip i.) reckons
seven parts of fortitude, namely magnanimity, confidence,
security, magnificence, constancy, forbearance, stability.
Andronicus also reckons seven virtues annexed to fortitude,
and these are, courage, strength of will, magnanimity, manli-
ness, perseverance, magnificence Therefore 1t seems that
Tully’s reckoning of the parts of fortitude is incomplete,

0bf. 4. Further, Aristotle (Ethic iii ) reckons five parts of
fortitude. The first is civic fortitude, which produces
brave deeds through fear of dishonour or punishment;
the second is military fortitude, which produces brave deeds
as a result of warlike art or experience; the third is the
fortitude which produces brave deeds resulting from passion,
especially anger; the fourth is the fortitude which makes a
man act bravely through being accustomed to overcome;
the fifth is the fortitude which makes a man act bravely
through being unaccustomed to danger. Now these kinds
of fortitude are not comprised under any of the above
enumerations. Therefore these enumerations of the parts
of fortitude are unfitting

I answer that, As stated above (Q. XLVIIL), a virtue
tan have three kinds of parts, subjective, mtegral, and
potential But fortitude, taken as a special virtue, cannot
have subjective parts, since it is not divided into several
specifically distinct virtues, for it is about a very special
matter,

However, there are quasi-integral and potential parts
assigned to it: integral parts, with regard to those things
the concurrence of which is requisite for an act of fortitude;
and potential parts, because what fortitude practises in face
of the greatest hardships, namely dangers of death, certain
other virtues practise in the matter of certain minor hard-
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ships and these virtues are annexed to fortitude as sccondary
virtues to the principal virtue. Asstated above () CXXIIL
AA 3, 6), the act of fortitude 15 twofold, aggression and
endurance Now two things are requued for the act of
aggression. The first regards preparation of the mind,
and consists in one’s having a mind ready for aggression
In this respect Tully mentions confidence, of which he says
(loc. cit.) that with this the mind is much assured and firmly
hopeful 1 great an! honowrable undertakings The second
regards the accomplishment of the deed, and consists in
not failing to accomplish what one hias confidently begun, In
this respect Tully mentions magnificence, which he deseribes
as being the discussion and administration, i.e., accomplinh-
ment of great and lofly underlakings, with a cerlain broad
and noble purpose of mind, so as to combine execution with
greatness of purpose. Accordingly if these two be confined
to the proper matter of fortitude, namely to dangers of
death, they will be quasi-integral parts thereof, because
without them there can be no fortitude; whereas if they
be referred to other matters involving less hardship, they
will be virtuesspecifically distinct from fortitude, but annexed
thereto as secondary virtues to principal thus magnificence
1s referred by the Philosopher (Efkic. iv.) to great expenses
and magnanimity, which seems to be the same as confidence,
to great honours. Again, two things are requisite for the
other act of fortitude, viz. endurance The first is that the
mind be not broken by sorrow, and fall away from 1ts great-
ness, by reason of the stress of threatening evil. In this
respect he mentions patience, which he describes as the volun-
tary and prolonged endurance of arduous and difficull tlings for
the sake of virtue or profit.  'The other is that by the prolonged
suffering of hardships man be not wearied so as to lose
courage, according to Heb. xii. 3., That you be not wearied,
fainting [n your minds In this respect he mentions per.
severance, which accordingly he describes as the fixed and
continued persistence tn a well considered purposes If these
two be confined to the proper matter of fortitude, they
will be quasi-integral parts thereof; but if they be referred
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to any kind of hardship they will be virtues distinct from
fortitude, yet annexed thereto as secondary to principal

Reply Obj. 1. Magnificence 1n the matier of liberality
adds a certain greatness: this is connected with the notion
of difficulty which is the object of the irascible faculty, that
is perfected chiefly by fortitude: and to this virtue, in this
respect, 1t belongs.

Reply Obj. 2 Hope whereby one confides in God is
accounted a theological virtue, as stated above (Q. XVII,,
A. §; I-IL, Q LXII, A. 3). But by confidence wlich
herc 15 accounted a part of fortitude, man hopes in himself,
yet under God withal.

Reply 0bj. 3. To venture on anything great secems to
involve danger, since to fail in such things is very disastrous,
Wherefore although magnificence and confidence are
referred to the accomplishment of or venturing on any other
great things, they have a certain connexion with fortitude
by reason of the imminent danger.

Reply Obj. 4. Patience endures not only dangers of
death, with which fortitude is concerned, without excessive
sorrow, but also any other hardships or dangers. In
this respect it 1s accounted a virtue annexed to {fortitude:
but as referred to dangers of death, it 15 an integral part
thereof.

Reply Obj. 5. Perseverance as denoting persistence in a
good deed unto the end, may be a circumstance of every
virtue, but it is reckoned a part of fortitude in the sense
stated in the body of the Arlicle.

Reply Obj. 6 Macrobins reckons the four aforesaid
mentioned by Tully, namely confidence, magnificence,
forbearance, which he puts in the place of patience, and
firmness, which he substitutes for perseverance And he
adds three, two of which, namely magnanimitly and security,
are comprised by Tully under the head of confidence. But
Macrobius is more specific in his enumeration. Because
confidence denotes a man’s hope for great things* and hope
for anything presupposes an appetite stretching forth to
great things by desire, and this belongs to magnanimity.
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For 1t has been stated above (I.-IL,, Q. XL., A. 2) that hope
presupposes love and desire of the thing hoped for.

A still better reply 1s that confidence pertains to the
certitude of hope; while magnanimity refers to the magni-
tude of the thing hoped for. Now hope lhas no firmness
unless its contrary be removed, for sometimes one, for one’s
own part, would hope for something, but hope is avoided on
account of the obstacle of fear, since fear 18 somewhat
contrary to hope, as stated above (L.-II., Q. XI. , A. 4, ad ).
Hence Macrobius adds securily, which banishes fear. He
adds a third, namely constancy, which may be comprised
under magnificence. For in peiforming deeds of magnifi-
cence one needs 1o have a constant mind  For this reason
Tully says that magnificence consists not only in accomplish-
ing great things, but also in discussing them generously
in the mind. Constancy may also pertain to perseverance,
so that one may be called persevering through not desisting
on account of delays, and constant through not desisting
on account of any other obstacles.

Those that are mentioned by Andronicus seem to amount
to the same as the above For with Tully and Macrobius
he mentions perseverance and magnificence, and with Macro-
bius, magnanimity  Strength of will is the same as patience
or forbearance, for he says that sirength of will is a habut
that makes one veady to atfempt what ought to be atlempted,
and to endure what reason says should be endured—i.e. good
courage seems to be the same as assurance, for he defines
it as stremgth of soul in the accomplishment of ils purpose.
Manliness 15 apparently the same as confidence, for he says
that manliness is a habit of self-sufficiency in matlers of
wirtue. Besides magnificence le mentions dvdpayafia,
i.e. manly goodness which we may render stremuousness.
For magnificence consists not only in being constant in the
accomplishment of great deeds, which belongs to constancy,
but also in bringing a certain manly prudence and solicitude
to that accomplishment, and this belongs to dv8payadia,
strenuousness wherefore he says that avdpavaefia is the
virtue of a man, whereby he thinks out profitable works.

1r. i, 4 17
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Accordingly it is evident that all these parls may be
reduced to the four principal parts mentioned by Tully.

Reply Obj 4. The five mentioned by Aristotle fall short
of the true notion of virtue, for though they concur in the
act of fortitude, they differ as to motive, as stated above
(Q. CXXIIL, A, 1, ad 2); wherefore they are not reckoned
parts but modes of fortitude.



QUESTION CXXIX.

O MAGNANIMITY *
(In Eight Avticles).

We must now consider each of the parts of fortitude,
wcluding, however, the othier parts under those mentioned by
Tully, with the exception of confidence, for which we shall
substitute magnanimity, of which Aristotle treats. Accord-
ingly we shall consider (1) Magnanimity; (2) Magnificence;
(3) Patience; (4) Perseverance. As regards the first we
shall treat (1) of magnammity; (2) of its contrary vices.
Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:
() Whether magnanimity 1s about honours ? (2) Whether
magnammty is only about great honours? (3) Whether
it1s avirtue? (4) Whether it isa special virtue ? (5) Whether
it is a part of fortilude ? (6) Of 1its relation to confidence:

(7) Of its relation to assurance: (8) Of its relation to goods
of fortune.

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNANIMITY IS ABOUT HONOURS?

We proceed thus lo the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity 1s not about
honours For magnanimity is in the wascible faculty, as
its very name shows, since magnanunity signifies greatness
of mind, and mind denotes the irascible part, as appears
from De Anima iii. 42, where the Philosopher says that in
the sensitive appetite are desire and mind, ie. the concupis-
cible and irascible parts. But honour 1s 2 concupiscible

* Not in the ordinary restricted sense, but as explained by the
author,
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good since it is the reward of virtue. Therefore it seems
that magnanimity is not about honours

Obj 2. Further, Since magnanimity is a moral virtue, it
must needs be about either passions or operations. Now
it is not about operations, for then it would be a part of
justice: whence it follows that it is about passions. But
honour is not a passion. Therefore magnanimity is not
about honours.

Obj. 3. Further, The nature of magnanimity seems to
regard pursuit rather than avoidance, for a man is said to be
magnanimous because he tends to great things. But the
virtuous are praised not for desiring honours, but for shun-
ning them. Therefore magnanimity is not about hono rs

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3) that
magnanimity is about honowy and dishonouy.

I answer that, Magnanimity by its very name denotes
stretching forth of the mind to great things. Now virtue
bears a relationship to two things, first to the matter about
which 1s the field of its activity, secondly to 1is proper act,
which consists in the right use of such matter. And since
a virtuous habit 1s denominated chiefly from its act, a man
is said to be magnammous chiefly because he is minded to
do some great act.

Now an act may be called gieat in two ways: in one way
proportionately, in another absolutely. An act may be
called great proportionately, even if it consist in the use of
some small or ordinary thing, if, for instance, one make a
very good use of it: but an act is simply and absolutely
great when it consists in the best use of the greatest
thing

The things which come into man’s use are external things,
and among these honour is the greatest simply, both because
it 1s the most akin to virtue, since it is an attestation to a
person’s virtue, as stated above (Q. CIIL, AA. 1, 2); and
because it is offered to God and to the best; and agamn
because, in order to obtain honour even as to avoid shame,
men set aside all other things Now a man is said to be
magnanimous in respect of things that are great absolutely
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and simply, just as a man is said to be brave in respect of
things that are difficult simply. It follows therefore that
magnanimity is about honours

Reply Obj. 1. Good and evil absolutely considered regard
the concupiscible faculty, but in so far as the aspect of
difficult is added, they belong to the irasaible  Thus it is
that magnaninity regards honour, inasmuch, to wit, as
honour has the aspect of something great or difficult.

Reply Obj. 2. Although honou 1s neither a passion nor an
operation, yet it 1s the object of a passion, namely hope,
which tends to a difficult good Wherefore magnanimity
is immediately about the passions of hope, and mediately
about honour as the object of hope: even so, we have stated
(Q. CXXIIL, AA. 4, 5) with regard to fortitude that it is
about dangers of death in so far as they are the object of
fear and daring.

Reply 0by. 3 Those are worthy of praise who despise riches
1n such a way as to do nothing unbecoming in order to obtain
them, nor have too great a desire for them If, however,
one were to despise honours so as not to care to do what 13
worthy of honour, this would be deserving of blame. Ac~
cordingly magnanimity 1s about honours in the sense that
a man strives to do what is deserving of honour, yet not so
as to think much of the honour accorded by man.

v

& .
SECOND ARTICLE

WHETHER MAGNANIMITY IS ESSENTIALLY ABOUT GREAT
HONOURS ?

We proceed thass to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not essentially
about great honours. Tor the proper matter of magna-
nimity is honour, as stated above (A. 1) But great and little
are accidental to honour. Therefore it is not essential to
magnanimity Lo be about great honours.

Qbj. 2. Further, Just as magnanimity is about honour,
so is meekness about anger. But it is not essential to meek-
ness to be about either great or litlle anger. Therefore
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neither is it essential to magnanimity to be about great
honout.

Qbj. 3. Further, Small honour is less aloof from great
honour than is dishonour. But magnanimity is well
ordered in relation to dishonour, and consequently in relation
to small honours also. Therefore it is not only about great
honours.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. 1. 7) that
magnanimity is about great honours

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Phys. vii.
17, 18), virtue is a perfection, and by this we are to under-
stand the perfection of a power, and that it regards the
extreme limit of that power, as stated in de Celo i. 116.
Now the perfection of a power is not perceived in every
operation of that power, but in such operations as are great
or difficult: for every power, however imperfect, can extend
to ordinary and tnfling operations. Hence it is essential
to a virtue to be about the difficult and the good, as stated
in Ethec.1i 3.

Now the difficult and the good (which amount o the same)
in an act of virtue may be considered from two points of
view. First, from the point of view of reason, 1n so far as it
is difficult to find and establish the rational means in some
particular matter. and this difficulty is found only in the
act of intellectual virtues, and also of justice. The other
difficulty is on the part of the matter, which may involve
a certain opposition to the moderation of reason, which
moderation has to be applied thereto and this difficulty
regards chiefly the other moral virtues, which are about the
passions, because the passions resist reason as Dionysius
states (Div. Nom iv. 4).

Now as vegards the passions it is to be observed that
the greatness of this power of resistance to reason arises
chiefly in some cases from the passions themselves, and in
others from the things that are the objects of the passions
The passions thernselves have no great power of resistance,
unless they be violent, because the sensitive appetite,
which is the seat of the passions, is naturally subject to
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reason. Hence the resisting virtues that are about these
passions regard only that which is great in such passions:
thus fortitude is about very great fear and daring; temper-
ance about the concupiscence of the greatest pleasures, and
likewise meekness about the greatest anger. On the other
hand, some passions have great power of resistance to reason
arising from the external things themselves that are the
objects of those passions: such aie the love or desire of money
or of honour. And for these it is necessary to have a virtue
not only regarding that which is greatest in those passions,
but also about that which is ordinary or little: because things
external, though they be little, are very desirable, as being
necessary for human life Hence with regard to the desite
of money there are two virtues, one about ordinary or little
sums of money, namely liberality, and another about Iaige
sums of money, namely magnificence.

In like manner there are two virtues about honours, one
about ordinary honours. This virtue has no name, buf
is denominaied by its extremes, which are ¢udoripia, ie love
of honour, and d¢horiula, 1.e without love of honour: for
sometimes a man 18 commended for loving honour, and
sometimes for not caring about it, in so far, to wit, as both
these things may be done in moderation But with regard
to great honours there is magnanimity Wherefore we
must conclude that the proper matter of magnammity is
great honour, and that a magnanimous man tends to such
things as are deserving of honour.

Reply Obj. 1. Great and little are accidental to honour
considered 1n itself: but they make a great difference in
their relation to reason, the mode of which has to be observed
m the use of honour, for it is much more difficult to observe
it in great than in little honours.

Reply Q. 2. In anger and other matters only that which
is greatest presents any notable difficulty, and about this
alone is there any need of a virtue. It is different with
riches and honours which are things existing outside the
soul

Reply 0bj. 3 He that makes good use of great things
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is much more able to make good use of little things. Ac-
cordingly the magnanimous man looks upon great honours
as a thing of which he is worthy, or even little honours
as something he deserves, because, to wil, man cannot
suffictently honour virtue which deserves to be honoured
by God. Hence he is not uplifted by great honours, because
he does not deem them above him; rather does he despise
them, and much more such as are ordinary or little Inlike
manner he is not cast down by dishonour, but despises it,
since he recognizes that he does not deserve it.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNANIMITY IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus fo the Thwrd Aviicle :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not a virtue
For every moral viitue observes the mean. But magna-
nimity obseives not the mean but the greater extreme:
because the magnanimous man deems himself worthy of the
greatest things (Ethic iv. 3). Therefore magnanimity is
not a virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, He that has one virtue has them all,
as stated above (I -II., Q. LXV., A. 1). But one may havea
virtue without having magnanimity: since the Philosopher
says (Ethic iv. 3) that whosoever is worthy of Uttle things
and deems himself worthy of them, is temperate, but he is not
magnammous  Therefore magnanimity is not a virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, Viriue is o good quality of the mind, as
stated above (I.-II., Q. LV., A 4). But magnanimity imples
certain dispositions of the body: for the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv. 3) of a magnanimous man that his gait is slow,
his woice deep, and his utterance calm. Therefore magna-
nimity 1s not a virtue.

Obj. 4. Further, No virtue is opposed to another virtue.
But magnanimity is opposed to humility, since ¢he magnani-
mous deems kimself worthy of great things, and despises others,

according to Efhic. iv. (lue. ¢18). Therefore magnanimity is
not a virtue,
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Obj. 5. Further, The properties of every virtue are praise-
worthy. But magnanimity has certain properties that call
for blame. For, in the first place, the magnanimous is
unmindful of favours; secondly, he is remiss and slow of
action; thirdly, he employs irony* towards many; fourthly,
be is unable to associate with others; fifthly, because he
holds to the barren things rather than to those that are
fruitful. Therefore magnanimity is not a virtue

On the contrary, It is written in praise of certain men
(2 Machab. xv. 18)" Nicanor hearing of the valour of Judas'
companions, and the greainess of courage (animi magniludi-
nem) with whick they fought for their country, was afraid to
try the matter by the sword. Now, only deeds of virtue are
worthy of praise. Therefore magnanunity which conuists
in greatness of courage is a virtue.

I answer that, The essence of human virtue consists in
safeguarding the good of reason in human affairs, for this is
man’s proper good. Now among external human things
honours take precedence of all others, as stated above
(A. 1. L-II,, Q 11, A.2,0%j 3). Therefore magnanimity,
which observes the mode of reason in great honours, is a
virtue.

Reply Qbj. 1. As the Philosopher again says (Ethic iv. 3),
the magnanimous in point of quantity goes to exiremes, in so
far as he tends to what is greatest, but in the matter of becom-
tngness, he follows the mean, because he tends to the greatest
things according to reason, for ke deems Jimself worthy
in accordance with his worth (ibid.), since his aims do not
surpass his deserts.

Reply 0bj. 2. The mutual connexion of the virtues does
not apply to their acts, as though every one were competent
to practise the acts of all the virtues, Wherefore the act
of magnanimity is not becoming to every virtuous man,
but only to great men. On the other hand, as regards the
principles of virtue, namely prudence and grace, all virtues
are connected together, since their habits reside together
in the soul, either in act or by way of a proximate disposition

* Cf. Q. CXIIL
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thereto. Thus it is possible for one to whom the act of
magnanimity is not competent, to have the habit of magna-
nimity, whereby he is disposed to practise that act if it were
competent to him according to his state

Reply 0bj. 3 The movements of the body are differen-
tiated according to the different apprehensions and emotions
of the soul. And so it happens that to magnanimity there
accrue certain fixed accidents by way of bodily movements
For quickness of movement results from a man being intent
on many things which he is i a hurry to accomplish,
whereas the magnanimous is intent only on great things;
these are few and require great attention, wherefore they
call for slow movement. Likewise shrill and rapid speaking
is chiefly competent to those who are quick to quarrel about
anything, and this becomes not the magnanimous who aic
busy only about great things And just as these disposi-
tions of bodily movements are competent to the magnani-
mous man according to the mode of his emotions, so too
in those who are naturally disposed to magnanimity these
conditions are found naturally.

Reply Obj. 4 There is in man something great which he
possesses through the gift of God; and something defective
which accrues to him through the weakness of nature
Accordingly magnanimity makes a man deem himselt
worthy of great things in consideration of the gifts he holds
from God: thus if his soul is endowed with great virtue,
magnanimity makes him tend to perfect works of virtue,
and the same is to be said of the use of any other good, such
as science or external fortune. On the other hand, humility
makes a man think little of himself in consideration of his
own deficiency, and magnanimity makes him despise others
in so far as they fall away from God's gifts - since he does not
think so much of others as to do anything wrong for thei
sake, Yet humilily makes us honour others and esteem the n
better than ourselves, in so far as we see some of God’s gilts
in them. Hence it is written of the just man (Ps. xiv. 4):
In Ws sight a vils person is contemned,* which indicates

* Douay. The malignant is brought to nollung, but he glorifieth, etc,
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the contempt of magnanimity, but he honoureth them that
fear the Lord, which poimnts to the reverential bearing of
humility. It 1s therefore evident that magnanimity and
humility are not contrary to one another, although they seem
to tend in contrary directions, because they proceed accord-
ing to different considerations,

Reply Olyj. 5. These properties in so far as they belong to a
magnanimous man call not for blame, but for very great
praise. For in the first place, when it is said that the
magnanimous is not mindful of those from whom he has
received favours, this points to the fact that he takes no
pleasure in accepting favours from others unless he repay
them with yet greater favour; this belongs to the perfection
of gratitude, in the act of which he wishes to excel, cven a1
the acts of other virtues. Again, in the second place, it 1s
said that he is remiss and slow of action, not that he is lacking
in downg what becomes him, but because he does not busy
himself with all kinds of works, but only with great works,
such as are becoming to him. He is also said, in the third
place, to employ irony, not as opposed to truth, and so as
either to say of himself vile things that are not true, or deny
of himself great things that are true, but because he does not
disclose all hus greatness, especially to the large number of
those who are beneath him, since, as also the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv 3), it belongs to a magnanimous man o be great
towards persons of dignity and affiuence, and unassuming
towards the middle class. In the fourth place, it is said that
he cannot associate with others: this means that he is not at
home with others than his friends® because he altogether
shuns flattery and hypocrisy, which belong to littleness of
mind. But he associates with all, both great and little,
according as he ought, as stated above (ed 1). ~ It is also said,
fifthly, that he prefers to have barren things, not indeed
any, but good, i.c virtuous; for m all things he prefers the
virtuous to the useful, as being greater: since the usctul is
sought in order to supply a defect which is inconsistent with

magnaninuty.
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FoURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNANIMITY IS A SPECIAL VIRTUEL ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avrticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not a special
virtue. For no special virtue is operative in every virtue.
But the Philosopher states (Ethic 1v. 3) that whatever is
great in each virtue belongs to the magnanimous. Therefore
magnanimity is not a special virtue

0bj. 2. Further, The acts of different virtues are not
ascribed to any special virtue. But the acts of diffcicnt
virtues are ascribed to the magnanimous man. For it 15
stated in Ethic. iv. (Joc. cit.) that it belongs to the magnanimous
not to avoid reproof (which is an act of prudence), nor fo act
unjustly (which is an act of justice), that he is ready to do
favours (which is an act of charity), that he gives his services
readily (which is an act of iberality), that Ae ¢s fruthful (which
is an act of truthfulness), and that ke s not given to complain-
ing (which is an act of patience). Therefore magnanimity
is not a special virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, Every virtue is a special ornament of
the soul, according to the saying of Isaias (lxi. 10), He
hath clothed me with the garments of salvation, and after-
wards he adds, and as a bride adorned with her jewels.
But magnanimity is the ornament of all the virtues, as
stated in Ethic. iv. Therefore magnanimity is a general
virtue.

On the contrary, The Philosopher (Ethic. ii. 7) distinguishes
it from the other virtues.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXXIIIL, A 2),it belongs
to a special virtue to establish the mode of reason in a
determinate matter, Now magnanimity establishes the
mode of reason in a determinate matter, namcly honours,
as stated above (AA. 1, 2): and honour, considered in itself,
is a special good, and accordingly magnanimity considered
in itself is a special virtue,

Since, however, bonour is the reward of every virtue, as
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stated above (3. CIIL, A. 1, ad 2), 1t follows that by rcason
of its matter it regards all the virtues.

Reply Obj. 1. Magnanimity is not about any kind of
honour, but great honour. Now, as honour is due {o virtue,
so great honour is due to a great deed of virtue. Hence
it is that the magnanimous is intent on doing great deeds 1n
gvery virtue, in so far, to wit, as he tends to what is worthy
of great honours.

Reply 0bj. 2. Since the magnanimous tends to great
things, it follows that he tends chiefly to things that involve
a certain excellence, and shuns those that imply defect.
Now it savours of excellence that a man is beneficent,
generous and grateful. Wherefore he shows himself ready
to perform actions of this kind, but not as acts of the other
virtues  On the other hand it is a proof of defect, that a
man thinks so much of certain external goods or evils,
that for their sake he abandons and gives up justice or any
virtue whatever. Again, all concealment of the truth
ndicates a defect, since 1t seems to be the outcome of fear.
Also that a man be given to complaming denotes a defect,
because by so doing the mind seems to give way to external
evils Wherefore these and like things the magnanimous
man avoids under a special aspect, inasmuch as they are
contrary to his excellence or greatness

Reply Oby. 3. Every virtue derives from 1its species a
certain lustre or adornment which 1s proper to each virtue*
but further adornment results from the very greatness of
a virtuous deed, through magnanimity which makes all
virtues greater as stated in Ethic iv. 3,

FirTH ARTICLE.
WHETIIER MAGNANIMITY IS A PART OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus fo the Fifth Avticle -—

Objection 1. It scems that magnanimity is not a part of
fortitude. For a thing is not a part of itsclf. But magna-
nimity appears to be the same as fortitude. For Seneca
says (De Quat. Virtut.): If magnanimity, which is also called
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fortitude, be in thy soul, thow shalt live in great assurance
and Tully says (De Offic. 1.): If a man is brave we expect hum
lo be magnanimous, truth-loving, and far vemoved from decep
tion. Therefore magnanimity is not a part of fortitude.

Obj. z Further, The Phlosopher (Ethic. iv. 3) says that
a magnanimous man is not ¢ihokirduros, that is, a lover of
danger. But it belongs to a brave man to expose himself
to danger. Therefore magnanimity has nothing in common
with fortitude so as to be called a part thereof,

0bj. 3. Further, Magnanimity regards the great in things
to be hoped for, whereas fortitude regards the great in
things to be feared or dared But good is of more import
than evil, Therefore magnanimity is a more important
virtue than fortitude Therefore it is not a part thereof.

Own the condrary, Macrobius (De Somm. Scip. 1) and
Andronicus reckon magnanimity as a part of fortitude,

I answer that, As stated above (I-11., Q. LXI, A. 3), 2
principal virtue is one to which it belongs to establish a
general mode of virtue in a principal matter Now one of
the general modes of virtue is firmness of mind, because
@ firm Standing is necessary inm every virtwe, according to
Ethie ii. And this is chiefly commended 1n those virtues
that tend to something difficult, in which it is most difficult
to preserve firmness. Wherefore the more difficult it is to
stand firm in some matter of difficulty, the more principal
is the virtue which makes the mind firm in that matter.

Now it is more difficult to stand firm in dangers of death,
wherein fortitude confirms the mind, than in hoping for
or obtaining the greatest goods, wherein the mind is con-
firmed by magnanimity, for, as man loves his Iife above all
things, so does he fly from dangers of death more than any
others. Accordingly it is clear that magnanimity agrees
with fortitude in confirming the mind about some difficult
matter; but it falls short thereof, in that it confirms the
mind about a matter wherein it is easier to stand firm.
Hence magnanimity is reckoned a part of fortitude, because
it is annexed thereto as secondary to principal.

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says (Ethic, v. 1, 3),
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to lack evil is looked upon as a good, wherefore not to be
overcome by a grievous evil, such as the danger of death,
is looked upon as though it were the obtaining of a great
good, the former belonging to fortitude, and the latter to
magnanimity* in this sense fortitude and magnanimity
may be considered as identical Since, however, there is a
difference as regards the difficulty on the part of either of
the aforesaid, it follows that properly speaking magnani-
mity, according to the Philosopher (Etkic. 1i. %), is a cistinct
virtue from fortitude.

Reply Obp. 2. A man is said to love danger when he
exposes himself to all kinds of dangers, which seems 1o be
the mark of one who thinks many the same as great. This
is contrary to the nature of a magnanimous man, for no
one seemingly exposes himself to danger for the sake of a
thing that he does not deem great But for things that are
truly great, a magnanimous man is most ready to expose
himself to danger, since he does something great in the act
of fortitude, even as in the acts of the other virtues Hence
the Philosopher says (¢bid.) that the magnanimous man
15 not upoxivduves, i.e. endangering himself for small
things, but ueyahroxivduvos, ie. endangering himself for
great things. And Seneca says (De Quat Virtut). Thou
wilt be magnanimous if thow neither seekest dangers like a
rash man, nor fearest them Like a coward. For sothing makes
t'1e soul a coward save the consciousness of a wicked life

Reply Obj. 3. Evil as such is to be avoided - and that one
has to withstand it is accidental, in so far, to wit, as one
has to suffer an evil in order to safeguard a good. But
good as such 1s to be desired, and that one avoids it is only
accidental, in so far, to wit, as it is deemed to surpass the
ability of the one who desires it. Now that which is so
essentially is always of more account than that which 1s
so accidentally. Wherefore the difficult in evil things is
always more opposed to firmness of mind than the difficult
in good things. Hence the virtue of fortitude takes pre-
cedence of the virtue of magnanimity. For though good
is simply of more 1mport than cvil, evil is of more import in
this particular 1espect.



Q 129 Art 6 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 262

S1XTH ARTICLE
WHETHER CONTFIDENCE BELONGS TO MAGNANIMITY ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that confidence does not belong to
magnanimity. For a man may have assurance not only
in himself, but also in another, according to 2z Cor. iii. 4, 5,
Such confidence we have, through Christ towards God, not that
we are sufficient to think anything of ourselves, as of our-
selves. But this seems inconsistent with the idea of
magnanimity  Therefore confidence does not belong to
magnanimity.

0bj. 2 Further, Confidence seems to be opposed to fear,
according to Isa. xii. 2, I will deal confidently and will not
fear. But to be without fear scems more akin to fortitude.
Therefore confidence also belongs to fortitude rather than
to magnanimity.

Obj 3. Further, Reward is not due except to virtue.
But a reward is due to confidence, according to Heb. iii. 6,
where it is said that we are the house of Christ, if we hold
fast the confidence and glory of hope unto the end Therefore
confidence is a virtue distinct from magnanimity - and this
1s confirmed by the fact that Macrobius enumerates it with
magnanimity (In Somn Scip. i.).

On the contrary, Tully (De Suv. Rhet. ii.) seems to substi-
tute confidence for magnanimity, as stated above in the
preceding Question (ad 6) and in the prologue to this.

I answer that, Confidence takes its name from fides (faith)-
and it belongs to faith to believe something and in somebody.
But confidence belongs to hope, according to Job xi 18,
Thou shalt have confidence, hope being set before thee. Where-
fore confidence apparently denotes chiefly that a man
derives hope through believing the word of one who promises
to help him. Since, however, faith signifies also a strong
opinion, and since one may come to have a strong opinion
about something, not only on account of another’s state-
ment,but also on account of something we observe in another,
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1t follows that confidence may denote the hope of having
something, which hope we conceive through observing
something either in onesclf—for instance, through observing
that he is healthy, a man 1s confident that he will Iive long,
or 1n another, for instance, through observing that another
is fniendly to him and powerful, a man 1s confident that he
will receive help from him.

Now it has been stated above (A. 1, 2 ad) that magnani-
mity is chiefly about the hope of something duficult. Where-
fore, since confidence denotes a certain stringth of hope
arising from some observation which gives onc a strong
opinion that one will obtain a certain good, it follows that
confidence belongs to magnanimity.

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3), it
belongs to the magnanimous to need nothing, for need is a
mark of the deficient  But this is to be understood accord-
ing to the mode of a man, hence he adds or scarcely anything
For it surpasses man to need nothing at all For every
man needs, first, the Divine assistance, secondly, even human
assistance, since man is naturally a social animal, for heis
sufficient by himself to provide for his own life. Accordingly,
in so far as he needs others, it belongs to a magnanimous
man to have confidence in others, for it is also a point of
excellence in a man that he should have at hand those who
are able to be of service to him. And in so far as his own
ability goes, it belongs to a magnanimous man to be con-
fident in himself.

Reply Oby. 2. As stated above (L-IL, Q. XXIII, A, 2
Q XL., A. 4), when we were treating of the passions, hope
is directly opposed to despair, because the latter is about
the same object, namely good. But as regards contranety
of objects it is opposed to fear, because the latter’s object
is evil. Now confidence denotes a certain strength of hope,
wherefore 1t is opposed to fear even as hope is. Since,
however, fortitude properly strengthens a man in respect
of evil, and magnanimity in respect of the obtaining of
good, it follows that confidence belongs more properly
to magnanimity than to fortitude. Yet becuuaeﬂ hope

II. 4. 4 =
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causes daring, which belongs to fortitude, it follows in
consequence that confidence pertains to fortitude.

Reply Obj 3. Confidence, as stated above, denotes a
certain mode of hope: for confidence is hope strengthened
by a strong opinion. Now the mode appled to an affection
may call for commendation of the act, so that it become
meritorious, yet it is not this that draws it to a species of
virtue, but its matter. Hence, properly speaking, confidence
cannot denote a virtue, though 1t may denote the conditions
of a virtue. For this reason it is reckoned among the parts
of fortitude, not as an anncxed virtue, excepl as identified
with magnanimity by Tully (loc ¢if.), but as an integral
part, as stated in the preceding Question.

SEVENTH ARTICLE.
WHETIIER SECURITY BELONGS TO MAGNANIMITY ?

We proceed thus to the Sevenih Avticle :~—

Objection 1. It seems that security does not belong to
magnanimity. Forsecurity, as stated above (Q. CXXVIII,,
ad 6), denotes freedom from the disturbance of fear. But
fortitude does this most effectively. Wherefore security
15 seemingly the same as fortitude. But fortitude does not
belong to magnanimity; rather the reverse is the case.
Neither therefore does security belong to magnanimity.

Obj. 2. Further, Isidore says (Etym. x) that a man s
said to be secure because he is without care. DBut this seems
to be contrary to virtue, which has a care for honourable
things, according to 2 Tim ii. 15, Carefully study to presert
thyse'f approved wunto God. Therefore security does mnot
belong to magnanimity, which does great things in all the
virtues.

Obj. 3. Further, Virtue is not its own reward. Bui
security is accounted the reward of virtue, according to
Job xi. 14, 18, If thou wilt put away from thee the iniquity
that is in thy hand being buried thou shalt sleep secure. There-
fore security does not belong to magnanimity or to any
other vir.ue, as a part thereof.
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On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i.) under the heading.
Magnanimity consisis of two things, that it belongs to mag-
nanimity to give way netther to a troubled mind, nor to man,
nor to fortune But a man's security consists in this.
Therefore security belongs to magnanimity.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Rhet it 5), fear
makes a man take counsel, because, to wit, he takes care
to avoid what he fears. Now security takes its name from
the removal of this care, of which fear is the cause' where-
fore security denotes perfect freedom of the mind from fear,
just as confidence denotes strength of hope. Now, as hope
directly belongs to magnanimity, so fear directly regards
fortitude. Wherefore as confidence belongs immediately
to magnanimity, so security belongs immediately to for-
titude.

It must be observed, however, that as hope is the cause
of daring, so is fear the cause of despair, as stated above
when we were treating of the passion (I.-11, § XLV, A. 2).
Wherefore as confidence belongs indirectly to fortitude, in
so far as it makes use of daring, so security belongs indwrectly
to magnanimity, 1n so far as it banishes despair.

Reply Obj. 1. Fortitude is chiefly commended, not because
it bamshes fear, which belongs to security, but because it
denotes a firmness of mind in the matter of the passion.
Wherefore security is not the same as fortitude, but is a
condition thereof.

Reply Obj. 2. Not all security is worthy of praise but only
when one puts care aside, as one ought, and in things when
one should not fear: in this way 1t is a condition of fortitude
and of magnanimity.

Reply 0bj. 3. There is in the virtues a certain likeness
to, and participation of, futurc happiness, as stated above
(I-11,, Q. V,, AA. 3, 7). Hence nothing hinders a certam
security from being a condition of a virtue, although perfect
secunity belongs to virtue’s reward,
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EIGIITH ARTICLE.
WHETHER GOODS OF FORTUNE CONDUCE TO MAGNANIMITY ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Arbicle:—

Objection 1. It seems that goods of fortune do not conduce
to magnanimity. For according to Seneca (De Ira i.:
De wita beata Xvi ) virtue suffices for itself Now magnanmmty
makes every virtue great, as stated above (A. 4, ad 3).
Therefore goods of fortune do not conduce to magna-
nimty.

Obj. 2. Further, No virtuous man despises what is helpful
to him. But the magnanimous man despises whatever
pertains to goods of fortune' for Tully says (De Offic. 1.)
under the heading' Magnanimity consists of two things,
that @ great soul is commended for despising external things.
Therefore a magnanimous man is not helped by goods of
fortumne

0bj. 3. Further, Tully adds (ibid.) that 4 belongs to a
great soul so to bear what seems troublesome, as nowise to
depart from his natural estate, or from the dignity of a wise
man. And Aristotle says (Ethic iv 3) that a magnanimous
man does not grieve at misfortune. Now tioubles and mis-
fortunes are opposed to goods of foriune, for every one
grieves at the loss of what is helpful to him. Therefore
external goods of fortune do not conduce to magnanimity.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethsc. 1v. 3) thal
good fortune seems to conduce to magnanimity.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), magnanimity
regards two things: honour as its matter, and the accomplish-
ment of something great as its end. Now goods of fortune
conduce to both these things For since honour 1s conferred
on the virtuous, not only by the wise, but also by the multi-
tude who hold these goods of fortune in the highest esteem,
ihe result is that they show greater honour to those who
possess goods of fortune. Likewise goods of fortune are
useful organs or instruments of virtuous deeds* since we
can easily accomplish thungs by means of riches, power and
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friends. Hence it is evident that goods of fortune conduce
to magnanimity.

Reply Obj 1. Virtue is said to be sufficienl for itself,
because it can be without even these external goods; yetl
it needs them in order to act more expeditiously.

Reply Oby. 2. The magnanimous man despises external
goods, inasmuch as he does not think them so great as to
be bound to do anything unbecoming for their sake Vet
he does not despise them, but that he csteems them useful
for the accomphshment of virtuous deeds

Reply Obj 3. If a man does not think much of a thing,
he is neither very joyful at obtaining it, nor very grieved
at losing it Wherefore, since the magnanimous man does
not think much of external goods, that 1s goods of fortune,
he is neither much uplhifted by them if he has them, nor much
cast down by their loss



QUESTION CXXX

OF PRESUMPTION,
{In Two Awriicles)

WE must now constder the vices opposed to magnanimity;
and in the first place, those that are opposed thereto by
excess. These are three, namely, presumption, ambition,
and vainglory  Secondly, we shall consider pusillanimity
which is opposed to it by way of deficiency. Under the
first head there are two points of inquiry: (1) Whether
presumption is a sin ? (2) Whether it is opposed to magna-
nimity by excess ?

FirsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER PRESUMPTION IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article;—

Objection 1. It seems that presumption is not a sin. For
the Apostle says: Forgetting the things that are behind, I
stretch forth (Vulg.,—and stretching forth) myself tothose thet
are before. But it seems to savour of presumption that one
should tend to what is above oneself. Therefore presump-
tion is not a sin.

Obj. 2. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic. i. %) we
should not listen to those who would persuade us to velish
human things because we ave men, ov mortal things because
we are mortal, but we should relish those that make us immortal:
and (Met. i.) that man should pursue divine things as far as
possible. Now divine and immortal things are seemungly

far above man. Since then presumption consists essentially
263
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In tending to what is above oneself, 1t scems that presump-
tion 1s something praiseworthy, rather than a sin.

Obj 3. Further, The Apostle says (2 Cor. iii. 5): Not
that we ave sufficient to think awything of ourselves, as of
ourselves. If then presumption, by which one strives at
that for which one 1s not suffictent, be a sin, it seems that
man cannot lawfully even think of anything good: which
is absurd. Therefore presumption is not a sin.

On the contrary, Tt is written (Ecclus xxxvil, 3): O wicked
presumption, whence camest thow? snd a gloss answers:
From a creatuve’s evil will Now all that comes of the root
of an evil will is a sin. Therefore presumption is a sin.

I answer that, Since whatever is according to nature, is
ordered by the Divine Reason, which human reason ought
to imilate, whatever is done in accordance with human
reason in opposition to the order established in general
throughout natural things is vicious and sinful. Now
it 15 established throughout all natural things, that every
action is commensurate with the power of the agent, nor
does any natural agent strive to do what exceeds its
ability. Hence it is vicious and sinful, as being contrary
to the natural order, that any one should assume to do what
1s above his power* and this 1s what is meant by presumption,
as its very name shows. Wherefore it is evident that pre-
sumption is a sin.

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders that which is above the
active power of a matural thing, and yet not above the
passive power of that same thing: thus the air is possessed
of a passive power by reason of which 1t can be so changed
as to obtain the action and movement of fire, which suipass
the active power of air  Thus too it would be sinful and
presumptuous for a man while in a state of imperfect virtue
to attempt the immediate accomplishment ot what belongs
to perfect virtue. But it is not presumptuo"s or sinful for 4
man to endeavour to advance towards perfect virtue. In
this way the Apostle stretched himself forth to the things
that were before him, namely continually advancing forward.

Reply Obj. 2 Divine and immortal things surpass man
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according to the order of nature. Yet man is possessed
of a natural power, namely the intellect, whereby he can
be united to immortal and Divine things In this respect
the Philosopher says that man ought fo pursue rmmortal
and divine things, not that he should do what it becomes
God to do, but that he should be united to Him 1n intellect
and will.

Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. ili. 3), what
we can do by the help of others we can do by ourselves in a
sense. Hence since we can think and do good by the help
of God, this is not altogether above our ability. Hence
it is not presumptuous for a man to attempt the accomplish-
ment of a virtuous deed. but it would be presumptuous
if one were to make the altempt without confidence in God’s
assistance. )

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER PRESUMPTION IS OPPOSED TO MAGNANIMITY
BY EXCESS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It scems that presumption 1s not opposed
to magnanimity by excess For presumption is accounted
a species of the sin against the Holy Ghost, as stated above
(Q. XIV.,A.2'Q XXI., A, 1). Butthesinagainst the Holy
Ghost is not opposed to magnammity, but to charity
Neither therefore is presumption opposed to magnanimity.

Obj 2. Further, It belongs to magnanimity that one should
deem oneself worthy of great things. But a man is said to
be presumptuous even if he deem himself worthy of small
things, if they surpass his ability. Therefore presumption
is not directly opposed to magnanimity.

0bj. 3. Further, The magnanimous man looks upon
external goods as little things. Now according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 3), on account of external fortune
the presumptuous disdain and wrong others, because they
deem external goods as something great. Therefore presump-
tion is opposed to magnanimity, not by excess, but only
by deficiency.
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On ile contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. ii. 7; iv 3)
that the wain man, i.e a vapourer or a wind-bag, which
with us denotes a presumpluous man, is opposed io the
magnanimous man by excess.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXXIX, A 3, ad. 1),
magnanimity observes the means, not as regards the quantity
of that to which it tends, but in proportion to our own
ability* for it does not tend to anything greater than is
becoming to us.

Now the presumptuous man, as regards that to which
he tends, does not exceed the magnanimous, but sometimes
falls far short of him: but he does exceed in proportion
to his own ability, wherecas the magnanimous man does not
exceed his. It is in this way that presumptlon is opposed
to magnammity by excess

Reply Obj. 1. It is not every presumption that is accounted
a sin agamnst the Holy Ghost, but that by which one con-
iemns the Divine justice through inordinate confidence
1 the Divine mercy. The latter kind of presumption, by
reason of its matter, wasmuch, to wit, as it imples con-
tempt of something Divine, is opposed to charity, or rather
to the gift of fear, whereby we revere God Nevertheless,
in so far as this contempt exceeds the proportion to one’s
own ability, 1t can be opposed to magnanimity

Reply Obj. 2 Presumption, like magnanimity, seems to
tend to something great. For we are not, as a rule, wont
to call a man presumptuous for going beyond his powers
in something small. If, however, such a man be called
presumptuous, this kind of presumption is not opposed
to magnanimity, but to that virtue which is about ordinary
honour, as stated above (Q CXXIX,, A. 2).

Reply Obj. 3. No one attempts what is above his ability,
except in so far as he deems his ability greater than it 1s
In this one may err in two ways. First only as regards
quantity, as when a man thinks he has greater virtue, or
knowledge, or the like, than he has. Secondly, as regards
the kind of thing, as when he thinks himself great, and
worthy of great things. by reason of something that does
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not make him so, for instance by reason of riches or goods
of fortune For, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3),
those who have these things without viriue, neither justly
deem themselves wortly of great things, nov ave vightly called
MAGNANIMOUS.

Again, the thing to which a man sometimes tends in
excess of his ability, 1s sometimes in very truth something
great, simply as in the case of Peter, whose intent was to
suffer for Christ, which has exceeded his power, while some-
times it is something great, not simply, but only in the
opinion of fools, such as wearing costly clothes, despising
and wronging others. This savours of an excess of
magnaniumity, not in any truth, but in people’s opinion
Hence Seneca says (De Quat Virtut) that when magna-
nimity eaceeds tis measure, it makes a man ligh-handed,
proud, haughty, restless, and bent on excelling in all things,
whether in words or in deeds, without awny considerations of
virtue, Thus it is evident that the presumptuous man
sometimes falls short of the magnanimous in reality, although
in appeaiance he surpasses him.



QUESTION CXXXI.

OF AMBITION.
(I Two Asrticles)

WE must now consider ambition: and under this head
there are two points of inguiry: (r) Whether it is a sin ?
(2) Whether it is opposed to magnanimity by excess ?

FirsT ARTICIE.
WHETHER AMBITION 1S A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1, It seems that ambition is not a sin. For
ambition denotes the desire of honour. Now honour is
m itself a good thing, and the greatest of external goods:
wherefore those who care not for honour are reproved.
Therefore ambition is not a sin; rather is it somecthing
deserving of praise, in so far as a good is laudably desired

Obj 2. Further, Anyone may, without sin, desire what
15 due to him as a reward. Now honour is the reward of
virtue, as the Philosopher states( Ethic 1. 12; iv. 3; wiil. 14).
Therefore ambition of honour is not a sin.

0bj. 3. Further, That which heartens a man to do good
and dishcartens him from doing evil, is not a sin. Now
honour heartens men to do good and to avoid evil; thus
the Philosopher says (Ethic iit. 8) that with the bravest wen,
cowards are held in dishonour, and the brave in honour' and
Tully says (De Tusc. Queast. i) that honour fosters the aris.
Therefore ambition is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. xiii. 5) that charity is

273
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not ambitions, secketh not her own. Now nothing is contrary
to charity, except sin. Therefore ambition is a sin

I answer that, As stated above (Q CIII., AA. 1, 2), honour
denotes reverence shown to a person in witness of hi. ex-
cellence. Now two things have to be considered with
regard to man’s honour. The first is that a man has not
from himself the thing in which he excels, for this is, as it
were, something Divine in him, wherefore on this count
honour is due principally, not to him but to God. The
second point that calls for observation is that the thing in
which man excels is given to him by God, that he may
profit others thereby: wherefore a man ought so far to be
pleased that others bear witness to his excellence, as this
enables him to profit others

Now the desire of honour may be inordinate in three
ways. First, when a man desires recognition of an excel-
lence which he has not - this is to desire more than his share
of honour. Secondly, when a man desires honour for him-
self without referring it to God. Thirdly, when a man’s
appetite rests in honour itself, without referring it to the
profit of others. Since then ambition denoctes inordinate
desire of honour, it is evident that it is always a sin

Reply 0bj. 1 The desire for good should be regulated
according to reason, and if it exceed this rule it will be
sinful. In this way it is sinful to desire honour in disaccord
with the order of reason. Now those are reproved who
care not for honour in accordance with reason’s dictate that
they should avoid what is contrary to honour.

Reply Obj. 2. Honour is not the reward of virtue, as
regards the virtuous man, in this sense that he should seek
for it as his reward: since the reward he seeks is happiness,
which is the end of virtue. But it 1s said to be the reward
of virtue as regards others, who have nothing greater than
honour whereby to reward the virtuous; which honour
deceives greatness from the very fact that it bears witness
to virtue. Hence it is evident that it is not an adequate
reward, as stated in Ethic. iv. 3

Reply Obj. 3. Just as some are heartened to do good and
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disheartened from doing evil, by the desire of honour,
if this be desired in due measure; so, if it be desired inordin-
ately, it may become to man an occasion of doing many
evil things, as when a man cares not by what means he
obtains honour. Wherefore Sallust says (Catilin.) that
the good as well as the wicked covet honours for themselves, but
the one, ie. the good, go about it in the right way, whereas
the other, i e. the wicked, through lack of the good arts, make
use of deceit and falsehood Yet they who, merely for the
sake of honour, either do good or avoid evil, are not virtuous,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii 8), where he says
that they who do brave things for the sake of honour are
not truly brave.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER AMBITION IS OPPOSED TO MAGNANIMITY
BY EXCESS?

We praceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1 It seems that ambition is not opposed to
magnanimity by excess. For one mean has only ome
extreme opposed to it on the one side Now presumption
is opposed to magnanimity by excess as stated above
(Q. CXXX, A. 2). Therefore ambition is not opposed to
it by excess

0&j. 2. Further, Magnanimity is about honours; whereas
ambition seems to regard positions of dignity: for it is
written (2 Machab. iv. 7) that Jason ambitiously sought
the high priesthood. Therefore ambition 1s not opposed to
magnanimity.

0bj. 3. Further, Ambition seems to regard outward show:
for it is written (Acts xxv 27) that Agrippa and Berenice

. with great pomp (ambitione) . . . had enlered into the
hall of audience,* and (2 Para. xvi. 14) that when Asa died
they burnt spices and . . . ointments over his body with very
great pomp (ambitione). But magnanimity is not about

* Praelovium, The Vulgate has audiforsum, but the meaning is
the same.
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outward show  Therefore ambition is not opposed to
magnanimity.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i.) that the more a
man exceeds in magnawimmty, the move he desires humself
alone to dominate others. But this pertains to ambition.
Therefore ambition denotes an excess of magnanimity.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), ambition signifies
inordinate love of honour. Now magnanimity is about
honours and makes use of them n a becoming manner.
Wherefore it is evident that ambition is opposed to magna-
nimity as the inordinate to that which is well ordered.

Reply Obj. 1. Magnanimity regards two things. It
regards one as its end, in so far as it is some great deed that
the magnanimous man attempts in proportion to his ability.
In this way presumption is opposed to magnanimity by
excess: because the presumptuous man attempts great
deeds beyond his ability. The other thing that magnam-
mity regards is its matter, viz. honour, of which it makes
right use and in this way ambition is opposed to magna-
nimity by excess. Nor is it impossible for one mean to be
exceeded in various respects

Reply Obj. 2. Honour is due to those who are in a position
of dignity, on account of a certain excellence of their estate:
and accordingly inordinate desire for positions of dignity
pertains to ambition For if a man were to have an inor-
dinate desire for a position of dignity, not for the sake of
honour, but for the sake of a right use of a dignity exceeding
his ability, he would not be ambitious but presumptuous.

Reply Obj. 3 The very solemnity of outward worship
is a kind of honour, wherefore in such cases honour is wont
to be shown. This is signified by the words of James
(il. 2, 3) If there shall come into your assembly a man having
a golden ring, in fine apparel, . . . and you . . . shall say to
him: Sit thou here well, etc. Wherefore ambition does not

regard outward worship, except in so far as this is a kind of
honour.



QUESTION CXXXII.

OF VAINGLORY.
(In Five Arhicles)

WE must now consider vainglory: under which head there
are five points of inquiry: (1) Whether desire of glory is a
sin ? (2) Whether it is opposed to magnanimity ? (3) Whether
it is a mortal sin ? (4) Whether it is a capital vice ? {5) Of
its daughters.

FirsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE DESIRE OF GLORY IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle ;—

Objection 1. It seems that the desire of glory is not a sin.
For no one sins in being likened to God' 1n fact we are com-
manded (Eph. v. 1.): Be ye . . . foflowers of God, as most
dear children Now by seeking glory man seems to imitate
God, Who seeks glory from men, wherefore it is written
(Isa xliii. 6, 7): Bring My sons from afar, and My danghicrs
from the ends of the carth. And every oue that calleth on My
name, I have created hun for My glory. Therefore the desire
for glory is not a sin

Oby. 2. Further, That which incites a man to do good is
apparently not a sin. Now the desire of glory incites men
to do good. For Tully says (De Tusc. Quest. 1.) that glory
inflames every man to strive his wémost: and in Holy Writ
glory is promised for good works, according to Rom. ii, 4:
To them, indeed, who according to palisnce in good work . . .
glory and honour.* Therefore the desire for glory is not a sin,

* Vulg,—Who unll vender to every man according o his warks, (o
them sndeed who « » » séek glory and honouy and incorruplion, eternul
fife,
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0b. 3. Further, Tully says (De Inv. Rhet ii) that glory
is consistent good report about a person, together with praise :
and this comes to the same as what Augustine says (Contra
Maximin 1ii.), viz. that glory is, as it were, clear knowledge
with praise  Now it is no sin to desire praiseworthy renown:
mndeed, it seems itself to call for praise, according to
Ecclus. xli. 15, Take care of a good name, and Rom. xi1. 17,
Providing good things not only in the sight of God, but also in
the sight of all men  Therefore the desire of vainglory is
not a sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Det v.): He is
better advised who acknowledges that even the love of praise
is sinful.

I answer that, Glory signifies a certain clarity, wherefore
Augustine says (Tract. lxxxil., c., cxiv. in Joan.) that to
be glorified is the same as to be clarified. Now clarity and
comeliness imply a certain display: wherefore the word
glory properly denotes the display of something as regards
its seeming comely in the sight of men, whether it be a
bodily or a spiritual good. Since, however, that which is
clear simply can be seen by many, and by those who are
far away, it follows that the word glory properly denotes
that somebody’s good is known and approved by many,
according to the saying of Sallust (Catilin.):* I must not
boast while I am addressing one man.

But if we take the word glory in a broader sense, it not
only consists in the knowledge of many, but also in the
knowledge of few, or of one, or of oneself alone, as when one
considers one’s own good as being worthy of praise. Now
it 1s not a sin to know and approve one’s own good for it
1s written (x Cor. ii. 12): Now we have received not the spirit
of this world, but the Spirit that is of God, that we may know
the things that are given us from God. Likewise it is not a sin
to be willing to approve one’s own good works® for it is
written (Matth. v. 16). Let your light shine before men.
Hence the desire for glory does not, of itself, denote a sin:
but the desire for empty or vain glory denotes a sin: for it

* The quotation is fiom Livy (Hjst., Iab. XXII, C 39).
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15 sinful to desire anything vain, according to Ps. iv. 3, 1WAy
80 you love vanity, and seck after lying ?

Now glory may be called vam in three ways  Tiist, an
the part of the thing for which onc seeks glory' as when a
man seeks glory for that whach 1s unworthy of glory, {for
instance when he seeks it for something frail and perishablc -
secondly, on the part of him from whom he seeks glory,
for instance a man whose judgment is uncertain: thirdly,
on the part of the man himself who secks glory, for that he
does not refer the desire of ns own glory to a due end, such
as God’s honour, or the spiritual welfare of hus neighbonr,

Rep'y Olj. 1. As Augustine says on John xuit. 13, You call
Me Mu ter and Lord ; and you say well (Tract Wvitl wn Joan.).
Self-complacency s fraught with danger of one who hus
beware of pride. But He Who is above all, however much He
may praise Himself, does not uplift Himself. For knowledge
of God is our need, not His : nor does any man know Him
unless he be taught of Him Wio knows. It is therefore
evident that God seeks glory, not for His own sake, but for
ours In like manner a man may rightly seek his own
glory for the good of others, according to Matth v 16, That
they may see your good works, and glorifly your Father Who is
wn licavern.

Reply Obj 2 That which we receive from God is net vain
but true glory: it is this glory that is promised as a reward
for good works, and of which it is written (2 Cor x 17, 18)
He that glovieth let him glovy in the Lovd, for not he who
commendeth homself is approved, but he whom God com-
mendeth It Is true that some are heartened to do works ot
virtue, through desire for human glory, as also through the
desire for other earthly goods. Yet he 1s not truly virtuous
who does virtuous deeds for the sake of human glory, as
Augustine proves (De Civ Dei v.).

Reply Oy 3 It is requisite for man’s perfection that he
should know himself; but not that he should be known by
others, wherefore it 1s not to be desired 1n itself. It muy,
however, be desired as bewng useful for something, either

in order that God may be glorified by men, or that men may
1L 1 4 9
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become better by reason of the good they know to be in
another man, or in order that man, knowing by the testi-
mony of others’ praise the good which 1s in him, may himself
strive to perscvere therein and to become better. In this
sense it is praiseworthy that a man should take care of his
good name, and that he should prowde good things in the
sight of God and men : but not that he should take an empty
pleasure in human praise.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER VAINGLORY IS OPPOSED TO MAGNANIMITY ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :~—

Objection 1. It scems that vainglory is not opposed to
magnanimity. For, as stated above (A1), vainglory consists
in glorying in things that are not, which pertains to false-
hood; or m earthly and perishable things, which pertains to
covetousness; or 1n the testimony of men, whose judgment
is uncertain, which pertains to mmprudence. Now these
vices are not contrary to magnammuty. Therefore vain-
glory is not opposed to magnanimity.

Obj 2 Further, Vainglory 15 not, like pusillanimty,
opposed to magnanimity by way of deficiency, for this seems
inconsistent with vainglory. Nor is it opposed to it by way
of excess, for in this way presumption and ambition are
opposed to magnanimity, as stated above (Q. CXXX., A. 2:
Q. CXXXI, A. 2): and these differ from vainglory., There-
fore vainglory is not opposed to magnanimuty

0bj. 3. Further, A gloss on Philip. ii. 3, Let nothung be
done through contention, neither by vainglory, says* Some
among them were given to dissension and restlessness, con-
tending with onc another for the sake of vainglory But
contention* is not opposed to magnanimity Neither
therefore is vamnglory.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offfic. i.) under the heading,
Magnanimity consists in two lhings : We should beware of
the desire for glory, since it enslaves the mind, which a mag-

¥ Cf. Q XXXVIIT,
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nanimous man should ever strive lo keep umtrammelled.
Therefore it is opposed to magnanimity,

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CIII., A 1, ad 3), glory
is an effect of honour and praise’ because from the fact that
a man is praised, or shown any kind of reverence, he acquires
charity in the knowledge of others. And since magnanimity
is about honour, as stated above (Q CXXIX., AA. 1, 2),
it follows that it also is about gloiy* seeing that as a man
uses honour moderately, so too does he use glory 1 modera-
tion. Wherefore inordinate desire of glory is directly
opposed to magnanimity

Reply Obj. 1. To think so much of little things as to glory
in them is itself opposed to magnanimity. Wherefore it
is said of the magnanimous man (Etkic iv.) that honour 1s
of little account to him. In like manner he thinks little of
other things that are sought for honour's sake, such as power
and wealth. Likewise it is inconsistent with magnanimity
to glory in things that are not, wherefore 1t is said of the
magnanimous man (E#hie. iv.) that he cares more for truth
than for opinion. Again it 1s incompatible with magnani-
mity for a man to glory in the testimony of human praise,
as though he deemed this something great, wherefore 1t is
said of the magnammous man (E#hic. iv , loc. cit ), that he
cares not to be praised And so, when a man looks upon
little things as though they were great, nothing hinders this
from being contrary to magnanimity, as well as to other
virtues,

Reply Obj. 2. He that is desirous of vainglory does
truth fall short of being magnanimous, because he glories in
what the magnanimous man thinks little of, as stated 1n the
preceding Reply. But if we consider his estimate, he iy
opposed to the magnanimous man by way of excess, because
the glory which he seeks is something great in his estimation,
and he tends thereto in excess of his deserts.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Q. CXXVIL, A. 2, ad 2),
the opposition of vices does not depend on their effects.
Nevertheless contention, if done intentionally, is opposed to
magnanimity: since no one contends save fuor what he
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deems great. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3)
that the magnanimous man is not contentious, because
nothing 1s great in his estimation.

¢

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER VAINGLORY IS A MORTAL SIN ?

We proceed thus lo the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that vainglory 1s a mortal sin.
For nothing precludes the eternal reward except a mortal
sin. Now vainglory precludes the eternal reward. for it is
written (Matth. vi. 1) Take heed, that you do not give justice
before men, to be seen by them : otherwise you shall not have a
reward of your Father Whois in heaven. Therefore vainglory
is a mortal sin.

0bj. z TFurther, Whoever appropriates to himself that
which 1s proper to God, sins mortally. Now by desiring
vainglory, a man appropriates to himself that which is
proper to God. For it 1s written (Isa xli. 8): I will not give
My glory to another, and (x Tim. i 14)' To. . . the only
God be honour and glory. Therefore vainglory is a mortal sin

0bj. 3. Further, Apparently a sin is mortal if it be most
dangerous and harmful. Now vainglory is a sin of this
kind, because a gloss of Augustine on 1 Thess. ii. 4, God,
Who proveth our hearts, says: Unless a man war against the
love of human glory he does not percewve its bameful power,
Jor though it be easy for anyone not to desive praise as long as
one does mot get 3¢, 1t is difficult not to take pleasure in it, when
1t 45 given. Chrysostom also says (Hom. xix. in Matth.)
that wvainglory enters secretly, and robs us insensibly of all
our inward possessions. Therefore vainglory is a mortal
sin.

On the contrary, Chrysostom says* that wiule other vices
find their abode in the servanis of the dewd, vainglory finds
a place even in the servants of Christ  Yet in the latter there
is no mortal sin. Therefore vainglory is not a mortal sin.

* Hom, xiii. m the Opus Imperfecium falsely ascribed to S John

Chrysostom,
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I answer that, As stated above (Q. XXIV., A, 12: Q. CX,,
A. 4:Q CXIL, A. 2), asinis mortal through being contrary
to charity. Now the sin of vainglory, considered in itself,
does not seem to be contrary to chanty as regards the love
of one’s neighbour* yet as regards the love of God it may
be contrary to charity in two ways. In one way, by reason
of the matter about which one glories: for instance when
one glories in something false that is oppased to the reverence
we owe God, according to Ezech. xxvili 2, Thy heart 0
lified up, and Thow hast said: I am God, and 1 Cor. iv. 7,
What hast thou that thou hast not received ? And if thou hast
recetved, why dost thou glory, as if thow hadst not received it ?
Or again when a man prefers to God the temporal good in
which he glories: for this is foibidden (Jerem ix 23, 24)
Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom, and leb not the
strong man glory in kis strength, and let not the rich man
glory in his viches. But let him that glorieth glory in this
that he understandeth and knoweth Me. Or again when a man
prefers the testimony of man to God’s, thus it is written in
reproval of certain people (John x1i. 43): For they loved the
glory of men more than the glory of God.

In another way vainglory may be contrary to charity,
on the part of the one who glories, in that he refers his
intention to glory as his last end: so that he directs even
virtuous deeds thereto, and, in order to obtain if, forbears
not from doing even that which is against God. In this
way it is a mortal sin. Wherefore Augustine says (De
Civ Dei v. 14) that ¢his vice, namely the love of human
praise, is so hostile to a godly faith, if the heart desires glory
morethan it fears or loves God, that Our Lord said (John v. 44)
How can you believe, who receive glory one from another,
and the glory which is from God alone, yau do 10t seek ?

1, however, the love of human glory, though it be vain,
be not inconsistent with chaiity, neither as regaids the
matter gloried in, nor as to the mtention of hum that sceks
glory, it is not a mortal but a venial sin,

Reply Obj. 1. No man, by sinning, ments eternal life:
wherefore a virtuous deed loses its power to memt eternal
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life, if it be done for the sake of vainglory, even though
that vainglory be not a mortalsin. On the other hand when
a man loses the eternal reward simply through vainglory,
and not merely in respect of one act, vainglory 1s a mortal
s,

Reply Obj 2 Not every man that is desirous of vainglory,
desires the excellence which belongs to God alone For
the glory due to God alone differs from the glory due to a
virtuous or rich man

Reply Obj. 3. Vainglory is stated to be a dangerous sin,
not only on account of its gravity, but also because it is a
disposition to grave sins, in so far as it renders man presump-
tuous and too self-confident: and so il gradually disposes a
man to lose his inward goods.

FoURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER VAINGLORY IS A CAPITAL VICE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that vainglory is not a capital sin.
For a vice that always arises from another vice is seemingly
not capital. But vainglory always arises from piide.
Therefore vainglory is not a capital vice.

Obj. 2. Further, Honour would seemn to take precedence
of glory, for this is its effect. Now ambition which is inor-
dinate desire of honour is not a capital vice. Neither
therefore is the desire of vainglory.

Obj. 3. Further, A capital vice has a certain prominence.
But vainglory seems to have no prominence, neither as a
sin, because it is not always a mortal sin, nor considered as
an appetible good, since human glory is apparently a frail
thmng, and is something outside man himself. Therefore
vainglory is not a capital vice

On the confrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi.) numbers vain-
glory among the seven capital vices.

I answer that, The capital vices are enumerated in two
ways. For some reckon pride as one of their number:
and these do not place vainglory among the capital vices
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Gicgoty, however (Moral xxxi), reckons pride to be the
queen of all the vices, and vainglory, which is the immediate
offspring of pride, he reckons to be a capital vice. and not
without reason. For pride, as we shall state farther on
(Q. CLIIL, AA. 1, 2), denotes inordinate desire of excellence
But whatever good one may desire, one desires a certain
perfection and excellence therefrom. wheicfore the end of
every vice is directed to the end of pride, so that this vice
seems to exercise a kind of causality over the other vices,
and ought not to be reckoned among the special sources of
vice, known as the capital vices. Now among the goods
that are the means wherecby man acquires honour, glory
seems to be the most conducive to that effect, inasmuch
as it denotes the manifestation of a man’s goodness. since
good is naturally loved and honoured by all. Wherefore,
just as by the glory which is in God’s sight man acquires
honour in Divine things, so too by the glory which is in
the sight of man he acquires excellence in human things
Hence on account of its close connexion with excellence,
which men desire above all, 1t follows that it is most desirable.
And since many vices arise from the inordinate desire
thereof, it follows that vainglory is a capital vice

Reply Obj. 1. It is not impossible for a capital vice to
arise from pride, since as stated above (in the body of the
Article and L-I1, Q. LXXXIV,, A. 2) pride is the queen
and mother of all the vices

Reply OBj. 2. Praise and honour, as stated above (A. 2),
stand in relation to glory as the causes from which 1t pro-
ceeds, so that glory 1s compared to them as their end. Tor
the reason why a man loves to be honoured and praised
is that he thinks thereby to acquire a certain renown in the
knowledge of athers.

Reply Obj. 3. Vainglory stands prominent under the
aspect of desirability, for the reason given above, und this
suffices for it to be reckoned a capital vice.  Noris it always
necessary for a capital vice to be a mortal sin, for muttal
sin can arise from venial sin, inasmuch as venial sin can
dispose man Lhereto.
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FIrTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE DAUGHTERS OF VAINGLORY ARE SUITABLY
RECKONED TO BE DISOBEDIENCE, BOASTFULNESS,
HYPOCRISY, CONTENTION, OBSTINACY, DISCORD, AND
LOVE OF NOVELTIES ?

Ve proceed thus to the Fifth Aviicle:—

Objection I. It seems that the daughters of vainglory
are unsuitably rcckoned to be disobedience, boastfulness,
hypocrisy, conlention, obstinacy, discord, and eccentricity,*
For according to Gregory (Moral xxiii.) boastfulness 1s
numbered among the species of pride. Now pride does not
arise from vainglory, rather is it the other way about, as
Gregory says (Moral. xxxi.). Therefore boastfulness should
not be reckoned among the daughters of vainglory.

Obj. 2. Further, Contention and discord seem to be the
outcome chiefly of anger. But anger is a capital vice
condivided with vainglory. Therefore it seems that they
are not the daughters of vainglory.

Obj 3. Further, Chrysostom says (Hom. xix. in Matth)
that vainglory is always evil, but especially in philan-
thropy, i.e. mercy. And yet this is nothing new, for it
is an established custom among men. Therefore eccen-
tricity should not be specially reckoned as a daughter of
vainglory.

On the contrary stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi.), who there assigns the above daughters to vainglory.

I answer that, As stated above (Q XXXIV. A. 5°
Q. XXXV, A. 4: I-11, 9 LXXXIV, AA. 3, 4), the vices
which by their very nature are such as to be directed to the
end of a certain capital vice, are called its daughters. Now
the end of vainglory is the manifestation of one’s own
excellence, as stated above (AA. 1, 4): and to this end a
man may tend in two ways In one way directly, either by
words, and this is boasting, or by deeds, and then if they
be true and call for astonishment, it is love of novelties

¥ Presumptio novitatum, literally presumption of noveltes.
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which men are wont to wonder at most; but if they be fale,
it is hypocrisy In another way a man strives to make
known his excellence by showing that he is not inferior to
another, and this in four ways. IFirst, as regards the
intellect, and thus we have obstinacy, by which a man is
too much attached to his own opinion, being unwilling to
belicve one that is better Secondly, as regards the will,
and then we have discord, whereby a man is unwilling to
gwve up his own will, and agree with others. Thiidly, as
regards speec, and then we have confention, whereby a mon
quarrels noisily with another. Fourthly, as regards deeds,
and this is disobedience, whereby a man refuses to carry
out the command of his superiors,

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (Q. CXIL, A, 1, ad 2),
boasting is reckoned a kind of pride, as regards its interim
cause, which is arrogance* but outward boasting, according
to Ethic. 1v., is directed sometimes to gain, but more often
to glory and honour, and thus it 1s the result of vainglory

Reply Obj. 2. Anger is not the cause of discord and con-
tention, except in conjunction with vainglory, in that a
man thinks it a glorious thing for him not to yield to the
will and words of others.

Reply Oby 3. Vainglory is reproved in connexion with
almsdeeds on account of the lack of charity apparent in
one who prefers vainglory to the good of his neighbour,
seeing that he does the latter for the sake of the former.
But a man is not reproved for presuming to give alms as
though this were something novel

5



QUESTION CXXXIIL

OF PUSILLANIMITY.
(In Two Artecles.)

WE must now consider pusillamimity. Under this head
there are two points of inquiry: (1) Whether pusillanimity
isasin? (2) To what virtueis it opposed ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER PUSILLANIMITY IS A SIN ?

We proceed thus to the First Avticle '—

Objection 1. Tt seems that pusillanimity is not a sin. For
every sin makes a man evil, just as every virtue makes a
man good. But a fainthearted man 1s not evil, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3). Therefore pusillanimity 1s
not a sin.

0bj. 2. Further, The Philosopher says (ibid.) that a
fainthearted man is especially ome who is worthy of great
goods, yet does not deem himself worthy of them. Now no one
is worthy of great goods except the virtuous, since as the
Philosopher again says (tbid.), none but the virtwous are
truly worthy of honowr  Therefore the fainthearted are
virtuous: and consequently pusillanimity is not a sin

Obj. 3 Further, Pride is the beginning of all sin (Ecclus.
x. 15). But pusillanimity does not proceed from pride,
since the proud man scts himself above what he is, while
the fainthearted man withdraws from the things he 1s
worthy of  Therefore pusillanimity is not a sin.

Obj. 4. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic, iv. 3) that
he who deems himself less worthy than he is, s said to be faint-
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hearted. Now sometimes holy men deem themselves less
woithy than they are ; for instance, Moses and Jeremias, who
were worthy of the office God chose them for, which they
both humbly declined (Exod. iii. 11: Jerem. i. 6). There-
fore pusillamimity is not a sin

On the contrary, Nothing in human conduct is to be
avoided save sin. Now pusillammity is to be avoided:
for it is written (Coloss. iii. 21): Fathers, provoke not your
childven to indignation, lest they be discowraged. Therefore
pusillantmity is a sin.

I answer that, Whatever is contrary to a natural inclina-
tion is a sin, because it is contrary to a law of nature.
Now everything has a natural inclination 10 accomplish an
action that is commensurate with its powcr: as is evident
in all natural things, whether animate or inanimate. Now
just as presumption makes a man exceed what is propor-
tionate to his power, by striving to do more than he can, so
pusillanimity makes a man fall short of what 1s proportionate
to his power, by refusing to tend to that which is commen-
surate thereto. Wherefore as presumption 1s a sin, so is
pusillanimity. Hence it is that the servant who buried in
the earth the money he had received from his master, and
did not trade with it through fainthearted fear, was punished
by his master (Matth xxv ; Luke xix.)

Reply 0bj. 1. The Philosopher calls those evil who 1njure
their neighbour: and accordingly the fainthearted is said
not to be evil, because he injures no one, save accidentally,
by omitting to do what might be profitable to others. For
Gregory says (Pastoral. i) that if they who demur to do good
to their mighbour in preaching be judged strictly, withou!
doubt their gwilt is proportionate to the good z‘hey wmight have
done had they been less vetiring.

Reply Obj 2 Nothing hinders a person who has a virtuous
habit from sinning venially and without losing the habat,
or mortally and with loss of the habit of gratuitous virtue.
Hence it is possible for a man, by reason of the virtue which
he has, to be worthy of doing certain great things that are
worthy of great honour, and yet through not trying to make
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use of his virtue, he sins sometimes venially, somectimes
mortally.

Again it may be replied that the fainthearted is worthy
of great things in proportion to his ability for virtue, ability
which he derives either from a good natural disposition, or
from science, or from external fortune, and if he fails to use
those things for virtue, he becomes guilty of pusillanimity.

Reply 0bj. 3. Even pusillanimity may in some way be
the result of pride: when, to wit, a man clings too much to
his own opinion, whereby he thinks himself incompetent
for those things for which he is competent. Hence it is
written (Prov. xxvi. 16): The sluggard is wiser in his own
conceit than seven men that speak semtences. TFor nothing
hinders him from depreciating himself 1n some things, and
having a h'gh opinion of himself in others. Wherefore
Gregory says (Pastor. i.) of Moses that perchance he would
have been proud, had he underiaken the leadership of a
numerous people without misgiving: and again he would have
been proud, had he refused to obey the command of his
Creator.

Reply Obj. 4. Moses and Jeremias were worthy of the
office to which they were appointed by God, but their worthi-
ness was of Divine grace: yet they, considering the insuffi-
ciency of their own weakness, demurred; though not obsti-
nately lest they should fall into pride.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER PUSILLANIMITY IS OPPOSED TO MAGNANIMITY ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avrticle :—

Objection I. It seems that pusillanimity is not opposed to
magnanimity. Tor the Philosopher says (Etfic. iv. 3) that
the fainthearted man knows not hamself: for he would desire
the good things, of which he is worthy, if he knew himself.
Now ignorance of self seems opposed to prudence. There-
fore pusillanimity is opposed to prudence.

Obj. 2. Further, Our Lord calls the servant wicked and
slothful who through pusillanimity refused to make use
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of the money. Moreover the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv.,
loc. cit.) that the fainthearted seem to be slothful. Now
sloth is opposed to solicitude, which is an act of prudence,
as stated above (Q XLVIL, A. 9) Therefore pusillapimity
is not opposed to magnanimity.

0bj. 3. Further, Pusillanimity seems to proceed from
inordinate fear: hence it is written (Isa. xxxv. 4). Say fo the
fainthearied * Take courage and fear not. Tt also seems to
proceed from inordinate anger, according to Coloss. iii. 21,
Fathers, pr. voke not your children to indignation, lest they be
discouraged. Now inordinate fear is opposed to fortitude,
and inordinate anger to meekness. Therefore pusillanimity
is not opposed to magnanimity.

0bj. 4. Further, The vice that is in opposition to a par-
ticular virtue is the more grievous according as it is more
unlike that virtue. Now pusillammity is more unhke
magnanimity than presumption 1s. Therefore if pusillani-
mity is opposed to magnanimity, it follows that it 1s a more
grievous sin than presumption: yet this is contrary to the
saying of Ecclus. xxxvi.. 3, O wicked presumption, whence
camest thou ? Therefore pusillanimity is not opposed to
magnanimity.

On the contrary, Pusillanimity and magnanimity differ
as greatness and littleness of soul, as their very names
denote, Now great and little are opposites. Therefore
pusillanimity is opposed to magnanimity.

I answer that, Pusillanimity may be considered in three
ways. First, in itself; and thus it is evident that by its
very nature it is opposed to magnanimity, from which it
differs as great and Iittle differ in connexion with the same
subject. For just as the magnanimous man tends to great
things out of greatness of soul, so the pusillanimous man
shrinks from great things out of littleness of soul. Secondly,
it may be considered in reference to its cause, which on the
part of the intellect is ignorance of one’s own qualification,
and on the part of the appetite is the fear of failure in what
one falsely deems to exceed one’s ability. Thirdly, it may be
considered in reference to its effect, which is to shrink from
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the great things of which one is worthy. But, as stated
above (Q. CXXXII., A. 2, ad 3), opposition between vice
and virtue depends rather on their respective species than
on their cause or effect. Hence pusillamimuty is directly
opposed to magnanimity.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument considers pusillanimity as
proceeding from a cause in the intellect. Yet it cannot
be said properly that it is opposed to prudence, even in
respect of its cause: because 1gnorance of this kind dees not
proceed from indiscretion but from laziness in considering
one's own ability, according to Ethic. iv. 3, or in accomplish-
ing what is within one’s power.

Reply 00j. 2. This argument considers pusilanimity from
the point of view of its cffect.

Reply Obj. 3. This argument considers the point of view
of cause. Nor is the fear that causes pusillanimity always
a fear of the dangers of death: wherefore it does not
follow from this standpoint that pusillanimity is opposed to
fortitude. As regards anger, if we consider it under the
aspect of its proper movement, whereby a man is roused to
take vengeance, it does not cause pusillanimity, which dis-
heartens the soul; on the contrary, it takes it away. If,
however, we consider the causes of anger, which are injuries
inflicted whereby the soul of the man who suffers them is
disheartened, it conduces to pusillanimity,

Reply Obj. 4. According to its proper species pusillammity
is a graver sin than presumption, since thereby a man with-
draws from good things, which 1s a very great evil according
to Ethic. iv. Presumption, however, is stated to be wicked
on account of pride whence it proceeds.



QUESTION CXXXIV.

OF MAGNIFICENCE,
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider magnificence and the vices opposed
toit. With regard to magnificence there are four poinis of
inquiry- (1) Whether magnificenceis a virtue ? (2) Whether
itisaspecial virtue ?  (3) Whatisits matter? (4) Whether
it is a part of fortitude ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNIFICENCE IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Fivst Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnificence is not a virtue
For whoever has one virtue has all the virtues, as stated
above (I.-IL., Q LXV., A. 1) But one may have the other
virtues without having magnificence: because the Philo-
sopher says (Ethic. iv. 2) that no? every liberal man is magni-
ficent. Therefore magnificence is not a virtue.

0bj. 2. Further, Moral virtue observes the mean, accord-
ing to Ethic. ii. 6. But magnificence does not seemingly
observe the mean, for it exceeds liberahty in greatness,
Now great and little are opposed to one another as ¢xtremes,
the mean of which is equal, as stated in Mef. x. Hence
magnificence observes not the mean, but the extreme
Therefore it is not a virtue

0bj. 3. Further, No virtue is opposed to a natural inclina-
tion, but on the contiary perfects it, as stated above
(Q CVIIL, A. 2: Q. CXVIL, A, 1, Obj. 1). Now according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv. 2) the magnificent man is no:

203



Q 134 Art 1 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 204

lavish towards himself: and this is opposed to {he natural
iclhina jon one has to look after oneself. Therefore magni
ficence is not a virtue.

Obj 4. Further, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi 4)
act is vight veason about things to be made. Now magmificence
is about things to be made, as its very name denotes *
Therefore it 1s an act rather than a virtue

On the contrary, IIuman virtue is a participation of Divine
power. Bul magnificence (virfuiis) belongs to Divine
power, according to Ps. lxvii 35: His magnificence and
His power is in the clouds. Therefore magnificence is a’
virtue

I answer that, According to De¢ Celo i. 16, we speak of
virlue tn relation to the extreme limit of a thing's power, not
as regards the limit of deficiency, but as regards the limit
of excess, the very nature of which denotes something great.
Whercfore to do something great, whence magnificence
takes its name, belongs properly to the very notion of virtue.
ITence magnificence denotes a virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. Not every liberal man is magnificent as
regards his actions, because he lacks the wherewithal to
perform magnificent deeds. Nevertheless every hberal
man has the habit of magnificence, either actually or in
respect of a proximate disposition thereto, as explained
above (Q. CXXIX , A. 3, ad 2}, as also (I.-II., Q. LXV., A. 1)
when we were treating of the connexion of virtues.

Reply Obj. 2 It is true that magnificence observes the
extreme, if we consider the quantity of the thing done. yet
it observes the mean, if we consider the rule of reason, which
it neither falls short of nor exceeds, as we have also said of
magnanimity (Q. CXXIX., A. 3, ad 1).

Reply Obj. 3. It belongs to magnificence to do something
great. But that which regards a man’s person 1s little in
comparison with that which regards Divine things, or even
the affairs of the community at large, Wherefore the
magnificent man does not intend principally to be lavish
towards himself, not that he does not seek his own good, but

* Magmficence=magna facere—ie to make great things.
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because to do so is not something great. Yet if anything
regarding himself admits of greatness, the magnificent man
accomplishes it magnificently: for instance, things that are
done once, such as a wedding, or the like; or things that are
of g lasting nature, thus it belongs to a magnificent man to
provide himself with a suitable dwelling, as stated in Et/lic iv.

Reply Obj. 4. As the Philosopher says (Ethic vi. 35) there
must needs be a virtue of act, i.e. a moral virtue, whereby the
appetite is inclined to make good use of the rule of act* and
this is what magnificence does Hence it is not an act but
a virtue.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNIFICENCE IS A SPECIAL VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that magnificence is not a special
virtue. TFor magnificence would seem to consist in doing
something great. But it may belong to any virtue to do
something great, if the virlue be great: as in the case of one
who has a great virtue of temperance, {or he does a great
work of temperance. Therefore, magnificence is not a
special virtue, but denotes a perfect degree of any virtue

Obj. 2. Further, Seemingly that which tends to a thing
1s the same as that which does it. But it belongs to mag-
nanimity to tend to something great, as stated above
0. CXXIX., AA. 1, 2). Therefore it belongs to magna-
pimity likewise to do somnething great Therefore magnifi-
cence is not a special virtue distinct from magnanimity.

0bj. 3. Further, Magnificence seems to belong to holiness,
for it is written (Exod =xv. II): Magmficent (Douay,—
Glorious) in holiness, and (Ps. xcv 6). Holiness and wmagii-
ficence (Douay,—Magesty) in His sanctuary Now holiness
is the same as religion, as stated above (Q LXXXI., A. 8).
Therefore magnificence is apparently the same as religion.
Therefore it 1s not a special virtue, distinct from the others

On the contrary, The Philosopher reckons it with other
special virtues (Ethic. il. 7; iv. 2).

I answer that, It belongs to magnificence to do (facere)

L i, 4 20
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something great, as its name implics. Now facere may be
taken in two ways, in a strict sense, and in a bioad sense.
Strictly facere means to work something in external matter,
for instance to make a house, or something of the kind; in
a broad sense facere is employed to denole any action,
whether it passes into external matter, as to burn or cut,
or remain in the agent, as to understand or will.

Accordingly if magnificence be taken to denote the doing
of something great, the doing (factio) being understood in
the strict sense, it is then a special virtue. For the work done
is produced by act: in the use of which it is possible to
consider a special aspect of goodness, namely that the work
produced (factum) by the act is something great, namely in
quantity, value, or dignity, and this is what magnificence
does. In this way magnificence is a special virtue.

If, on the other hand, magnificence take its name from
doing something great, the doing (facere) being understood
n a broad sense, 1t is not a special virtue.

Reply Obj 1 It belongs to every perfect virtue to do
something great in the genus of that virtue, if doing (facere)
be taken in the broad sense, but not if it be taken strictly,
for this is proper to magnificence.

Reply Obj. 2 It belongs to magnanimity not only to tend
to something great, but also to do great works in all the
virtues, either by making (faciendo), or by any kind of
action, as stated in Ezhic. iv. 3: yet so that magnanimity, in
this respect, regards the sole aspect of great, while the other
virtues which, if they be perfect, do something great, direct
their principal intention, not to something great, but to that
which is proper to each virtue: and the greatness of the thing
done is sometimes consequent upon the greatness of the
virtue.

On the other hand, it belongs to magnificence not only to
do something great, doing (facere) being taken in the strict
sense, but also to tend with the mind to the doing of great
things. Hence Tully says (De Inv. Rhet. ii.) that magni-
ficence is the discussing and administering of great and lofly
undertakings, with a ceviain broad and noble purpose of mind,
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discussion referring to the inward intention, and adminis-
tration to the outward accomplishment. Wherefore just
as magnanimity intends something great in cvery matter,
it follows that magnificence does the same in every work that
can be produced in external matter (factibils)

Reply Obj. 3. The intention of magnificence is the produc-
tion of a great work. Now woiks done by men are directed
to an end' and no end of human works 1s so great as the
honour of God* wherefore magnificence does a great work
especially in reference to the Divine honour. Wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 2) that the most commendable
expenditure 1s that which s divected to Divine sacrifices: and
this is the chief object of magnificence. For this reason
magnificence is connected with holiness, since its chief
effect is directed to religion or holiness.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE MATTER OF MAGNIFICENCE IS GREAT
EXPENDITURE ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that the matter of magnificence is
not great expenditure. For there are not two virtues about
the same matter. But liberality is about expenditure, as
stated above (Q. CXVIIL, A. 2). Therefore magnificence
is not about expenditure.

0bj. 2. Further, Every magwificent man is liberal (Ethic.
iv. 2) But liberality is about gifts rather than about
expenditure. Therefore magnificence also is not chiefly
about expenditure, but about gifts.

0bj. 3. Further, It belongs to magmficence to produce
an external work. But not even great expenditure is
always the means of producing an external work, for instance
when one spends much in sending presents. Therefore
expenditure is not the proper matter of magnificence.

Obj. 4. Further, Only the rich are capable of great expen-
diture. But the poor are able to possess all the virtues,
since the virtues do mot necessarvily requive external fortune,
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but are sufficient for themselves, as Seneca says (De Ira i.:
De vita beata xvi.) Therefore magmficence is not about
great expenditure

On the conivary, The Philosopher says (Efhic. iv. 2) that
magnificence does not extend, like liberality, to all transactions
in money, but only to expensive ones, whevein it cxceeds
liberality in scale Therefore it is only about great expen-
diture.

I answer that, As stated above (A, 2), it belongs to mag-
nificence to intend doing some great work. Now for the
doing of a great work, proportionate expenditure is necessary,
for great works cannot be produced without great expendi-
ture, Hence it belongs to magnificence to spend much in
order that some great work may be accomplished in becoming
manner. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv loc. cit )
that a magnificent man will produce a more magnificent work
with equal, 1e. proportionate, expenditure. Now expendi-
ture is the outlay of a sum of money; and a man may be
hindered from making that outlay if he love money too
much. Hence the matter of magnificence may be said to
pe both this expenditure itself, which the magnificent man
sses to produce a great work, and also the very money
which he employs in going to great expense, and as well as
the love of money, which love the magnificent man mode-
rates, lest he be hindered from spending much.

Reply Obj. 1. As stated above (Q. CXXIX., A. 2), those
virtues that are about external things experience a certamn
difficulty arising from the genus itself of the thing about
which the virtue is concerned, and another difficulty besides
arising from the greatness of that same thing. Hence the
need for two virtues, concerned about money and its use;
namely, liberality, which regards the use of money in general,
and magnificence, which regards that which is great in the
use of money.

Reply Obj 2. The use of money regards the liberal man
in one way and the magnificent man in another. For it
regards the liberal man, masmuch as it proceeds from an
ordinate affection in respect of money; wherefore all dne
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use of money (such as gifts and expenditure), the obstacles
to which are removed by a moderate love of money, belongs
to liberality. But the use of money regards the magnificent
man inrelation to some great work which has to be produced,
and this use is 1mpossible without expenditure or outlay.

Reply Obj. 3. The magnificent man also makes gifts of
presents, as stated in Efiic iv. 2, bul not under the aspect
of gift, but rather under the aspect of expenditure directed
to he production of some work, for instance in order to
honour someone, or in order to do something which will
reflect honour on the whole state: as when he brings to
effect what the whole state is striving for.

Reply Obj. 4. The chief act of virtue is the inward choice,
and a virtue may have this without outward fortune’ so
that even a poor man may be magnificent. But goods of
fortune are requisite as instruments to the external acts of
virtue: and in this way a poor man cannot accomplish the
outward act of magnificence in things that are great simply.
Perhaps, however, he may be able to do so in things that are
great by comparison to some particular work; which, though
Iittle in itself, can nevertheless be done magnificently in
proportion to its genus: for little and great are relative
terms, as the Philosopher says (De Predic. Cap. Ad aliquid).

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAGNIFICENCE IS A PART OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that magmficence 1s not a part of
fortitude For magnificence agrees in matter with liberality,
as stated above (A. 3) But liberality 1s a part, not of
fortitude, but of justice. Therefore magnificence is not a
part of fortitude.

Obj. 2. Further, Fortitude is about fear and darings.
But magnificence seems to have nothing to do with fear,
but only with expenditure, which is a kind of action. There-
fore magnificence seems to pertain to justice, which is about
actions, rather than to fortitude.



Q 134 Arr 4 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 300

0bj. 3. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 2} that
the magnificent man is like the man of science. Now science
has more in common with prudence than with fortitude.
Therefore magnificence should not be reckoned a part of
fortitude.

On the contrary, Tully (De Inv. Rhet 1i.) and Macrobius
(De Somn. Scip. i) and Apdronicus reckon magnificence
to be a part of forlitude.

I answer that, Magmficence, in so far as it is a special
virtue, cannot be reckoned a subjeclive part of fortitude,
since it does not agree with this virtue in the point of matter:
but it is reckoned a part thereof, as being annexed to it as
secondary to principal virtue

In order for a virtue to be annexed to a principal virtue,
two things are necessary, as stated above (Q. LXXX.).
The one is that the secondary virtue agree with the p in-
tipal, and the other is that 1n some respect it be exceeded
thereby, Now magnificence agrees with fortitude in the
point that as fortitude tends to something arduous and
difficult, so also does magnificence: wherefore seemingly it
is seated, like fortitude, in the wrascible. Yet magnificence
falls short of fortitude, 1n that the arduous thing to which
fortitude tends derives its difficulty from a danger that
threatens the person, whereas the arduous thing to which
magnificence tends derives its difficully from the disposses-
sion of one’s property, which is of much less account than
danger to one’s person. Wherefore magnificence is accounted
a part of fortitude.

Reply 0bj 1. Justice regards operations in themselves,
as viewed under the aspect of something due. but liberality
and magnificence regard sumptuary operations as related
to the passions of the soul, albeit in different ways. For
liberality regards expenditure in reference to the love and
desire of money, which are passions of the concupiscible
faculty, and do not hinder the liberal man from g ving and
spending: so that this virtue is in the concupiscible. On
the other hand, magnificence regards expenditure in refer-
ence to hope, by attaining to the difficulty, not simply, as
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magnanimity does, bul 1 a determinate matter, namcly
expenditure: wherefore magnificence, hke magnanimity, is
apparently in the irascible part.

Reply 0bj. 2. Although magnificence does not agree with
fortitude in matter, it agrees with it as to the condition of
its matter: since it tends to something difficult in the matter
of expenditure, even as fortitude tends to something difficult
in the matter of fear.

Reply Obj. 3. Magnificence directs the use of a1t to some-
thing great, as stated above and in the preceding Article
Now art 1s in the reason. Wherefore it belongs to the mag-
nificent man to use his reason by observing pioportion of
expenditure to the work he has in hand. This is especially
necessary on account of the greatness of both those things,
since if he did not take careful thought, he would incur the
risk of a great loss.



QUESTION CXXXV.

OF MEANNESS.*
(In Two Arhcles).

Wz must now consider the vices oppos:d to magnificence:
under which head there are two points of inquiry : (x) Whether
meanness is a vice ? (2) Of the vice opposed to it

FirsT ARTICLE
WHETHER MEANNESS IS A VICE ?

We proceed thus to the Fivst Avrticle »—

Objection 1. It seems that meanness is not a vice For
just as vice moderates great things, so does 1t moderate
little things wherefore both the liberal and the magnificent
do little things. But magnificence is a virtue. Therefore
likewise meanness is a virtue rather than a vice.

Obj. 2. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iv 2) that
caveful reckoming is mean. But careful reckoning is appa-
rently praiseworthy, since man’s good is to be in accordance
with reason, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv. 4). There-
fore meanness is not a vice,

0bj. 3. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic iv. 2) that
o mean man is loth to spend money But this belongs to
covetousness or illiberality. Therefore meanness is not a
distinet vice from the others.

On the contrary, The Philosopher (Eihic. ii) accounts
meanness a special vice opposed to magnificence

I answer that, As stated above (L-IL, Q I, A 3:

* Parvificentia, or doing mean things, just as magnificentia is
doing great things.

302
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Q. XVIIL, A. 6), moral acts take their species from their
end, wherelore in many cases they are denominated from
that end. Accordingly a man issaid to be mean (parvificus)
because he intends to do something little (parcwmn). Now
according to the Philosopher (Predic. Cap. 4d aliquid) great
and little are relative {erms: and when we say that 2 mean
man intends to do something little, this must be understood
in relation to the kind of work he does. This may be httle
or great in two ways: in one way as regards the work itself
to be done, in another as regards the expense. Accordingly
the magmficent man intends principally the greatness of
his work, and secondarily he intends the greatness of the
expense, which he does not shirk, so that he may produce
a great work. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic 1v. 4)
that the magnificent man with equal expenditure will produce
a more magnificent vesult  On the other hand, the mean man
intends principally to spend little, wherefore the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv. 2) that ke seeks how he may spend least. As
aresult of this he intends to produce a little work, that is,
he doees not shrink from producing a little work so long as
he spends little Wherefore the Philosopher says that the
mean man afier going to great expense forfeits the good of the
magnficent work, for the triffe that he is unwilling to spend.
Therefore 1t is evident that the mean man fails to observe
the proportion that reason demands between expenditure
and work Now the essence of vice is that it consists in
failing to do what is in accordance with reason. Hence 1t
is manifest that meanness 1s a vice.

Reply Obj. 1. Virtue moderates little things, according
to the rule of reason: from which rule the mean man declines,
as stated in the Article. For he is called mean, not for
moderating hittle things, but for declining from the rule of

reason in moderating great or little things- hence meanness
" is a vice.

Reply Obj. 2. As the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii. 5), fear
makes us lake counsel: wherefore a mean man is careful in
his reckonings, because he has an inordinate fear of spending
his goods, even in things of the least account. Hence this
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is not praiseworthy, but sinful and reprehensible, because
then a man does not regulate his affections according to
reason, but, on the contrary, makes use of his rcason in
pursuance of his mnordinate affections.

Reply Obj. 3. Just as the magnificent man has this in
common with the liberal man, that he spends his money
readily and with pleasure, so too the mean man in common
with the illiberal or covetous man 1s loth and slow to spend.
Yet they differ in this, that illiberality regards ordinary
expenditure, while meanness regards greal expenditure,
which is a more difficult accomplishment: wherefore mean-
ness is less sinful than illiberality —Hence the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv. 2) that although meanness and its contrary
vice are sinful, they do not bring shame on a man, since neither
do they harm one's neighbour, nov are they very disgraceful.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER THERE IS A VICE OPPOSED TO MEANNESS ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that there is no wvice opposed to
meanness For great is opposed to little. Now, magni-
ficence is not a vice, but a virtue. Therefore no vice is
opposed to meanness.

Obj. 2. Further, Since meanness is a vice by deficiency,
as stated above (A. 1), 1t seems that if any wice is opposed
to meanness, it would merely consist in excessive spending.
But those who spend much, where they ought to spend
little, spend little where they ought to spend much, according
to Ethic. iv. 2, and thus they have something of meanness.
Therefore there is not a vice opposed to meanness

Obj. 3. Further, Moral acts take thew species from their
end, as stated above (A. 1). Now those who spend exces-
sively, do so in order to make a show of their wealth, as
stated in Ethic. iv., loc. cit. But this belongs to vainglory,
which is opposed to magnanimity, as stated above

(Q. CXXXI, A. 2). Therefore no vice is opposed to mean-
ness,
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On ths contrary stands the authority of the Philosopher
who (Ethic ii 8; iv 2) places magnificence as a mean be-
tween two opposite vices.

I answer that, Great is opposed to little. Also little and
great are relative terms, as stated above (A. 1). Now just
as expenditure may be little in comparison with the work,
so may it be great in comparison with the work in that it
exceeds the proportion which reason requires to exist be-
tween expenditure and work Hence it is manifest that
the vice of meanness, whereby a man intends io spend less
than his work is worth, and thus fails to observe due pro-
portion between his expenditure and his work, has a vice
opposed to it, whereby a man exceeds this same proportion,
by spending more than is proportionate to his work. This
vice is called in Greek Bavaveia, so called from Raiives,
because, like the fire in the furnace, it consumes everything.
It 15 also called dwvpoxania, ie. lacking good fire, since
like fire it consumes all, but not for a good purpose. Hence
in Latin it may be called consumptio (waste).

Reply Obj. 1. Magnificence is so called {rom the great
work done, but not from the expenditure being in excess
of the work for this belongs to the vice which is opposed
to meanness.

Reply Obj. 2. To the one same vice there is opposed the
virtue which observes the mean, and a contrary wvice
Accordingly, then, the vice of waste is opposed to mean-
ness in that it exceeds in expenditure the value of the work,
by spending much where it behoved to spend little But
it is opposed to magnificence on the part of the great work,
which the magnificent man intends principally, in so far
as when it behoves to spend much, it spends little or nothing.

Reply Obj. 3. Wastefulness is opposed to meanness by
the very species of its act, since it cxceeds the rule of reason,
whereas meanness falls short of it. Yet nothing hinders
this from being directed to the end of another vice, such as
vainglory or any other.



QUESTION CXXXVL

OF PATIENCE.
(In Five Avticles.)

WE must now consider patience. Under this head there
are five points of inquiry: (1) Whether patience is a viitue ?
(2) Whether it is the greatest of the virtues ? 3) Whether
it can be had without grace? (4) Whether it is a part of
fortitude ? (5) Whether it is the same as longanimity ?

FI1rsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER PATIENCE IS A VIRTUE ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that patience is not a virtue. For
the virtues are most perfect in heaven, as Augustine says
(De Trin. xiv.). Yet patience 1s not there, since no evils
have to be borne there, according to Isa xlix. 10 and
Apoc. Vil. 16, They shall not hungey nor thivst, neither shall the
heat noy the sun strike them Therefore patienceis not a virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, No virtue can be found in the wicked,
since virtue it is that makes its possessor good. Yet patience
is sometimes found in wicked men; for instance, in the
covetous, who bear many evils patiently that they may
amass money, according to Eccles v. 16, AU the days of his
life he eatoth in darkness, and in many cares, and in misery:
and in sorrow. Therefore patience is not a virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, The fruits differ from the virtues, as.
stated above (L-IL., Q. LXX., A, 1, ad 3). But patience

is reckoned among the fruits (Gal. v. 22). Therefore patience
is not a virtue.
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On the contravy, Augustine says (De Palientia i): The
virbue of the soul that is called palience, is so great a gift of
God, that we even preach the patience of Him who bestows it
upoIL us.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXXIIL., A 1), the
moral virtues are directed to the good, inasmuch as they
safeguard the good of reason against the impulse of the
passions Now among the passions sorrow is strong to
hinder the good of reason, according to 2 Cor. vii. 10, The
sorvow of the world worketh death, and Ecclus. xxx 25,
Sadness hath killed many, and there is no profit in it  Hence
the necessity for a virtue to safeguard the good of reason
agamnst sorrow, lest reason give way to sorrow: and this
patience does. Wherefore Augustine says (De Patientia ii.)
A man's patience it is whereby he bears evil with an equal
mind, i.e. without being disturbed by sorrow, lest ke abandon
with an unequal wmind the goods whereby he may advance to
better things. It is therefore evident that patience is a
virtue.

Reply Obj 1. The moral virtues do not remain in heaven
as regards the same act that they have on the way, in rela-
tion, namely, to the goods of the present life, which will not
remain in heaven: but they will remain in their relation to
the end, which will be in heaven. Thus justice will not be
in heaven in relation to buying and selling and other matters
pertaining to the present life, but it will remain in the point
of being subject to God. Inlike manner the act of patience,
in heaven, will not consist in bearing things, but in enjoying
the goods to which we had aspired by suffering. Hence
Auvgustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv ) that patience diself will
1ot be in heaven, since there 1s no need for it except where evils
have to be borne: yet that which we shall obtain by pathence
will be eternal,

Reply Oby. 2. As Augustine says (De Patientia ii: v.)
properly speaking those are paticnt who would rather bear
evils wi'hout inflicting them, than inflict them without beaving
them. ds for those who bear evils that they may inflict evil,
their patience is neither marvellous nor praiseworthy, for it
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is no paticuce at all: we may marvel at their hardness of
heart, but we must vefuse to call them patient.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (L-II1., Q. XI., A. 1), the
very notion of fruit denotes pleasure. And works of virtue
afford pleasure in themselves, as stated in Eikic. i. 8. Now
the names of the virtues are wont to be applicd to their acts.
Wherefore patience as a habit is a virtue; but as to the
pleasure which its act affords, 1t is reckoned a fruit, especially
m this, that patience safeguards the mind from being
overcome by sorrow.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER PATIENCE IS THE GREATEST OF THE VIRTUES ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that patience 1s the greatest of the
virtues. For in every genus that which is perfect is the
greatest. Now patience hath a perfect work (James i. 4).
Therefore patience is the greatest of the virtues.

Obj. z. Further, All the virtues are directed to the good
of the soul. Now this seems to belong chiefly to patience;
for it is written (Luke xxi 1Q): In your patience you shall
possess your souls. Therefore patience is the greatest of
the virtues

0bj 3. Further, Seemingly that which is the safeguard
and cause of other things is greater than they are. But
according to Gregory (Hom. xxxv. in Ev.) patience is the
root and safeguard of all the virtues. Therefore patience is
the greatest of the virtues.

O the contrary, It is not reckoned among the four virtues
which Gregory (Moral. xxii.) and Augustine (De Moril.
Eccl. xv.) call principal.

I answer that Virtues by their very nature are directed
to good. Tor it is virtue that makes its possessor good, and
renders the latter's work good (Ethic. ii. 6). Hence it follows
that a virtue’s superiority and preponderance over other
virtues is the greater according as it inclines man to good
more effectively and directly. Now those virtues which
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are elfective of good, incline man more directly to good than
those which are a check on the things which lead man away
from good: and just as among those that are effective of
good, the greater is that which establishes man in a greater
good (thus faith, hope, and chaiity are greater than pru-
dence and justice); so too among those that are a check on
things that withdraw man from good, the greater virtue 1s
the one which is a check on a greater obstacle to good.
But dangers of death, about which is fortitude, and pleasures
of touch, with which temperance is concerned, withdraw
man from good more than any kind of hardship, which is
the object of patience. Therefore patience is not the gieatest
of the virtues, but falls short, not only of the theological
virtues, and of prudence and justice which directly estabhsh
man in good, but also of fortitude and temperance which
withdraw him from greater obstacles to good.

Reply Obj. 1. Patience is said to have a perfect work in
bearing hardships. for these give rise first to sorrow, which
is moderated by patience; secondly, to anger, which is
moderated by meekness; thirdly, to hatred, which charity
removes; fourthly, to unjust injury, which justice for-
bids. Now that which removes the principle is the most
perfect

Yet it does not follow, if patience be more perfect in this
respect, that it is more perfect simply.

Reply Obj. 2. Possession denotes undisturbed ownership,
wherefore man is said to possess his soul by patience, in so
{ar as i1t removes by the root the passions that are evoked
by hardships and disturb the soul.

Reply Obj. 3 Patience is said to be the root and safe-
guard of all the wvirtues, not as though 1t caused and
preserved them directly, but merely because it remores their
obstacles.
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THoIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER IT IS POSSIBLE TO HAVE PATIENCE WITIIOUT
GRACE ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that 1t 1s possible to have patience
without grace For the more his reason inclines to a thing,
the more is it possible for the rational creature to accom-
plishit. Now it is more rcasonable to suffer evil for the sake
of good than for the sake of evil. Yet some suffer evil for
evil's sake, by their own virtue and without the help of
grace; for Augustine says (De Patientia ui.) that men endure
many toils and sorvrows for the sake of the things they love sin-
Jully. Much more, therefore, is it possible for man, without
the help of grace, to bear evil for the sake of good, and this
18 to be truly patient.

Olj. 2. Further, Some who are not in a state of grace
have more abhorrence for sinful evils than for bodily evils:
hence some heathens are related to have endured many
hardships rather than betray their country or commit some
other misdeed. Now thisis to be truly patient. Therefore
1t seems that it is possible to have patience without the belp
of grace

Oby 3 Further, It is quite evident that some go through
much trouble and pain in order to regain health of the body.
Now the health of the soul is not less desirable than bodily
health Therefore in like manner one may, without the
help of grace, endure many evils for the health of the soul,
and this is to be truly patient

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. Ixi 6). From Hun, ie
from God, s my patience.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Patweniia 1v ), the
strength of desive helps a man to bear toil and pain: and no one
willingly undertakes to bear what is painful, save for the sake
of that which gives pleasurc. The reason of this 1s because
sorrow and pain are of themselves displeasing to the soul,
wherefore it would never choose to suffer them for their
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own sake, but only for the sake of an end. Hence 1t follows
that the good for the sake of which one is willing to endure
evils, is more desired and loved than the good the privation
of which causes the sorrow that we bear patiently. Now
the fact that a man prefers the good of grace to all natural
goods, the loss of which may cause sorrow, is to be referred
to charity, which loves God above all things. Hence it is
evident that patience, as a virtue, is caused by charity,
according to 1 Cor xiti 4, Chavity 1s patient

But it is manifest that it 1s impossible to have charity
save through grace, according to Rom v. 8, The charify of
God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost Who is
given to us. Therefore 1t is clearly impossible to have
patience without the help of grace.

Reply 0bj 1. The inclination of reason would prevail in
human nature in the state of integrity But in corrupt
nature the inchination of concupiscence prevails, because it
is dominant in man. Hence man is more prone to bear evils
for the sake of goods in which the concupiscence delights
here and now, than to endure evils for the sake of goods to
come, which are desired 1n accordance with reason: and
yet it is this that pertains to true patience

Reply Obj. 2 The good of a social virtue* 1s commensurate
with human nature; and consequently the human will can
tend thereto without the help of sanctifying grace, yet not
without the help of God’s grace.t On the other hand, the
good of grace is supernatural, wherefore man cannot tend
thereto by a natural virtue Ience the comparison fails.

Reply Qbj 3. Even the endurance of those evils which a
man bears for the sake of his body’s health, proceeds from
the love a man naturally has for his own flesh. Hence
there is no comparison between this endurance and patience
which proceeds from a supernatural love.

* Ccf 1-11, Q. LXIL, A. 5. T Ci. 111, Q. CIX,, A, 2.

a K
. il 4 i
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FourtH ARTICLE.
WHETHER PATIENCE IS A PART OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. 1t seems that patience is not a part of forti-
tude. For a thing is not part of itself. Now patience is
apparently the same as fortitude. because, as stated above
(Q. CXXIIL, A. 6), the proper act of fortitude 1s to endure;
and this belongs also to patience. For it is stated in the
Liber Sententiaruwm Prosperi® that patience consists in en-
during evils inflicted by others. Therelore patience is not a
part of fortitude.

0bj. 2. Further, Fortitude is about fear and daring, as
stated above (Q. CXXIIL., A. 3), and thus it is in the iras-
cible But patience seems to be about sorrow, and conse-
quently would seem to be in the concupiscible. Therefore
patience is not a part of fortitude but of temperance.

Oby. 3 Further, The whole cannot be without its part.
Therefore if patience is a part of fortitude, there can be no
fortitude without patience. Yet sometimes a brave man
does not endure evils patiently, but even attacks the person
who inflicts the evil. Therefore patience is not a part of
fortitude.

On the contrary, Tully (De Iny. Rhet. ii.) reckons it a part
of fortitude.

I answer that, Patience is a quasi-potential part of forti-
tude, because it is annexed thereto as secondary to principal
virtue. For it belongs to patience fo suffer with an equal
mind the evils inflicted by others, as Gregory says in a homil
(xxxv. i Ev.). Now of those evils that are inflicted by
others, foremost and most difficult to endure are those that
are connccted with the danger of death, and about these
evils fortitude is concerned. Hence it is clear that in this
matter fortitude has the principal place, and that it lays
claim to that which is principal in this matter. Wherefore
patience is annexed to fortitude as secondary to principal

* The quotation is from S, Gregory (Hom. xxxv. iz Ev.),



313 PATIENCE 0.136. Arr. 4

virlue, for which reason Prosper calls paticnce brave
(Sent 811)

Reply 0bj. 1. Tt belongs Lo fortitude to endure, not any-
thing indeed, but that which 1s most difficult to endure,
namely dangers of death whereas it may pertain to patience
to endure any kind of evil

Reply Oby. 2. The act of fortitude consists not only in
holding fast to good against the fear of future dangers, but
also in not failing through sorrow or pain occasioned by
things present; and 1t 1s in the latter respect that patience
is akin to fortsitude Yet fortitude is chiefly about fear,
which of itself evokes flight which fortitude avoids, while
patience is chiefly about sorrow, for 2 man 1s -aid to be
patient, not because he does not fly, but because he behaves
in a praiseworthy manner by suffering (patiendo) things
which hurt him here and now, 1n such a way as not to be
inordinately saddened by them. Hence fortitude s properly
in the irascible, while patience is i the concupiscible
faculty.

Nor does tlus hinder palience from being a pait of forti-
tude, because the annexing of virtue to virtue does not
regard the subject, but the matter or the form. Neverthe-
less patience is not to be reckoned a part of temperance,
although both are wn the concupiscible, because temperance
is only about those sorrows that are opposed to pleasures
of touch, such as arise through abstinence from pleasures
of food and sex: whereas patience is chiefly about sorrows
inflicted by other persons. Moreover it belongs to tem-
perance to control these sorrows besides their contrary
pleasures: whereas it belongs to patience that a man forsake
not the good of virtue on account of suchlike sorrows,
however great they be.

Reply 0bj. 3. It may be granted that patience in a certain
respect 15 an integral part of justice, if we consider the fact
that a man may patiently endure evils pertaining to dangers
of death: and it is from this point of view that the objection
argues Nor is it inconsistent with patience that a man
should, when necessary, rise up against the man who inflicts
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evils on him; for Chrysostom®* says on Matth. iv. 10, Begone
Satan, that it 1s praiscworthy to be patient under our own
wrongs, but to endure God's wrongs patiently is most wicked :
and Augustine says in a letter to Marcellinus (Ep cxxxviii )
that the precepts of patience are not opposed to the good of the
commonwealth, since in ovder to ensure that good we fight
against our enemzes. But in so far as patience regards all
kinds of evils, it is annexed to fortitude as secondary to
principal virtue.

FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER PATIENCE 15 THE SAME AS LONGANIMITY 7%

We proceed thus to the Fifth Avticle —

Objection 1 It seems that patience 1s the same as longa-
nimity For Augustine says (De Patientia i) that we speak
of patience in God, not as thowgh any evil made Him sujfer,
but because He awatls the wicked, that they may be converted.
Wherefore it is written (Ecclus. v 4): The Most High is o
patient rewarder. Therefore it seems that patience 15 the
same as longammity.

Qbj. 2. Further, The same thing is not contrary to two
things. But impatience is contrary to longanimity, whereby
one awaits a delay: for one is said to be impatient of delay,
as of other evils Therefore it seems that patience is the
same as longanimity.

0bj 3. Further, Just as time is a circumstance of wrongs
endured, so is place. But no virtue is distinct from patience
on the score of place  Therefore in like manner longanimity
which takes count of time, in so far as a person waits for a
long time, is not distinct from patience.

Obj. 4 On the contrary, a gloss} on Rom 1. 4, Or despisest
thow the riches of His goodness, and patience. and longsuffer-
ing? says: It seems that longanimity differs from patience,

* Homily v. 1n the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to S. John
Chrysostom

t Longsutfering It 1s necessary to preserve the Latin word, on
account of the comparison with magnanimity.
1 Origen, Comment in Ep. ad Rom. ii.
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because those who offend from weakness rather than of sef purpose
are said to be borne with longanimity: while those who take a
deliberate delight in their crimes are said to be borne patiently.

I answer that, Just as by magnammity a man has a mind
to tend to great things, so by longanimity a man has a mind
to tend to something a long way off Wherefore as magna-
nimity regards hope, which tends to good, rather than daring,
fear, or sorrow, which have evil as their object, so also does
longanimity. Hence longanimity has more in common
with magnanimily than with patience

Nevertheless 1t may have something in common with
patience, for two reasons Fust, because patience, like
fortitude, endures certain evils for the sake of good, and if
this good is awaited shortly, endurance is easier: wheieas
if it be delayed a long time, it is more difficult. Secondly,
because the very delay of the good we hope for, is of a nature
to cause sorrow, according to Prov. xiii. 12, Hope thai is
deferved afflicteth the soul. Hence there may be patience
in bearing this tiial, as in enduring any other sorrows
Accordingly longanimity and constancy are both comprised
under patience, in so far as both the delay of the hoped for
good (which regards longanimity) and the toil which man
endures in persistently accomplishing a good work (which
regards constancy) may be considered under the one aspect
of grievous evil.

For this reason Tully (De Inv Rhet ii.) 1n defining patience,
says that patience is the voluntary and prolonged endurance
of arduous and difficult things for the sake of viriue or profit.
By saying arduous he refers to constancy in good, when he
says difficult he refers to the grievousness of evil, which is
the proper object of patience; and by adding conzimued or
long lasting, he refers to longanimity, in so far as it has
something in common with patience.

This suffices for the Replies to the First and Second Objec-
fions.

Reply Obj. 3. That which 1s a long way off as to place,
though distant from us, is not simply distant from things
in nature, as that which is a long way off 1n pont of time:
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hence the comparison fails. Moreover, what 15 remotc as
to place offers no difficulty save in the pownt ol lume, since
what is placed a long way from usis a long time coming to us.

We grant the fourth argument. We must observe,
however, that the reason for the difference assigned by this
gloss is that it is hard to bear with those who sin through
weakness, merely because they persist a long time in
evil, wherefore it is said that they are borne with longa-
nimity. whereas the very tact of sinning through pride seems
to be unendurable, for which reason those who sin through
pride are stated to be borne with patience.



QUESTION CXXXVII

OF PERSEVERANCE.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider perseverance and the vices opposed
to it. Under the head of perseverance there are four
points of inquiry: (r) Whether perseverance is a virtue ?
(2) Whether it is a part of fortitude ? (3) Of its relation to
ton tancy: (4) Whether it needs the help of giace ?

FIRST ARTICLE
WHETHER PERSEVERANCE IS A VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance is not a virtue
Tor, according to the Philosopher (Efhzic. vii. 7), continency
1s greater than perseverance. But continency 1s not a
virtue, as stated in Ethic iv. 9. Therefore perseverance is
not a virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, By virtue man lives aright, according to
Augustine (De Lib. Arb ii. 1g). Now according to the same
authority (De Persever. 1.), no one can be said to have per-
severance while living, unless he persevere until death. There-
fore perseverance is not a virtue.

0bj. 3. Further, It is requisite of every virtue that one
should persist unchangeably in the work of that virtue, as
stated in Etlide. ii. 4. But this is what we understand by
perseverance: for Tully says (Dé Inv. Rhet ii.) that pesse-
verance is the fixed and continued persistence tn a well-con-
sidered purpose. Thercfore perseverance is not a special
virtue, but a condition of every vutue.

317
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On the contrary, Andronicus* says that perseverance is a
habit vegarding things to which we ought to stand, and those
to which we ought not to stand, as well as those that are in-~
different. Now a habit that directs us to do something
well, or to omit something, is a virtue. Therefore perse-
verance is a virtue.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. i1. 3),
virlue is about the dufficult and the good, and so where there is
a special kind of difficully or goodness, there is a special
virtue. Now a virtuous deed may involve goodness or
difficulty on two counts. First, from the act’s very species,
which is considered in respect of the proper object of that
act: secondly, from the length of time, since to persist long
in something difficult involves a special difficulty. Hence
to persist long in something good until it is accomplished
belongs to a special virtue,

Accordingly just as temperance and fortitude are special
virtues, for the reason that the one moderates pleasures of
touch (which is of itself a difficult thing), while the other
moderates fear and daring in connexion with dangers of
death (which also is something difficult in itself), so persever-
ance is a special virtue, since it consists in endiring delays
the above or other virtuous deeds, so far as necessity requires.

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is taking perseverance
there, as it is found in one who bears those things which are
most difficult to endure long. Now it is difficult to endure,
not good, but evil. And evils that involve danger of death,
for the most part are not endured for a long time, because
often they soon pass away: wherefore it is not on this account
that perseverance has its chief title to praise. Among
other evils foremost are those which are opposed to pleasures
of touch, because evils of this kind affect the necessaries of
life: such are the lack of food and the like, which at times
call for long endurance. Now it is not difficult to endure
these things for a long time for one who grieves not much
at them, nor delights much in the contrary goods; as in the
case of the temperate man, in whom these passions are not
violent. But they are most difficult to bear for one who is

% Chrysippus: 1n Ds Affect.
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strongly affected by such things, through lacking the perfect
virtue that moderates these passions Wherefore 1f perse-
verance be taken in this sense it is not a perfect virtue, but
something imperfect in the genus of virtue. On the other
hand, if we take perseverance as denoting long persistence
in any kind of difficult good, it is consistent in one who has
even perfect virtue' for even if it is less difficult for him to
persist, yet he persists in the more perfect good Where-
fore suchlike perseverance may be a virtue, because virtue
derives perfection from the aspect of good rather than from
the aspect of difficulty.

Reply Obj. 2. Sometimes a virtue and its act go by the
same name: thus Augustine says (Tract in Joan. lxxix )
Faith is to believe without seeing Yet it is possible to have
a habit of virtue without performing the act: thus a poor
man has the habit of magnificence without exercising the
act. Sometimes, however, a person who has the habit,
begins to perform the act, yet does not accomplish it, for
instance a builder begins to build a house, but does not
complete it. Accordingly we must reply that the term
perseverance is sometimes used to denote the habit whereby
one chooses to persevere, sometimes for the act of perse-
vering: and sometimes one who has the habit of perseverance
chooses to persevere and begins to carry out his choice by
persisting for a time, yet completes not the act, through not
persisting to the end. Now the end is twofold: one is the
end of the work, the other is the end of humanhfe Properly
speaking 1t belongs to perseverance to persevere to the end
of the virtuous work, for instance that a soldier persevere
to the end of the fight, and the magnificent man until his
work be accomplished. There are, however, some virtues
whose acts must endure throughout the whole of Iife, such
as faith, hope, and chanty, since they regard the last end
of the entire life of man. Wherefore as regards these which
are the principal virtues, the act of perseverance is not
accomplished until the end of life. It is in this sense that
Augustine speaks of perseverance as denoting the consum-
mate act of perseverance.
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Reply 0bj. 3 Unchangeable persistence may belong to
a virtue in two ways Tirst, on account of the intended end
that is proper to that virtue; and thus to persist in good for
a long time until the end, belongs to a special virtue called
perseverance, which intends this as its special end. Secondly,
by reason of the relation of the habit {o its subject: and thus
unchangeable persistence is consequent upon every virtue,
inasmuch as virtue is a quality difficult to change.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER PERSEVERANCE IS A PART OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :—

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance is not a part of
fortitude. For, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii. 7),
perseverance is about pains of touch. But these belong to
temperance. Therefore perseverance is a part of temper-
ance rather than of fortitude.

Obj. 2. Further, Every part of a moral virtue is about
certain passions which that virtue moderates. Now perse-
verance does not imply moderation of the passions: since
the more violent the passions, the more praiseworthy is it
to persevere in accordance with reason. Therefore it seems
that perseverance is a part not of a moral virtue, but rather
of prudence which perfects the reason.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Perser. i.) that no
one can lose perseverance; whereas one can lose the other
virtues. Therefore perseverance is greater than all the
other virtues. Now a principal virtue is greater than its
part. Therefore perseverance is not a part of a virtue,
but is itseif a principal virtue.

On the contrary, Tully (De Inv. Rhet ii.) reckons perse-
verance as a part of fortitude

I answer that, As stated above (Q CXXIII, A. 2: L-II,
Q. LXL, AA. 3, 4), a principal virtue is one to which is
principally ascribed something that lays claim to the praise
of virtue, inasmuch as it practises it m connexion with its
own matter, wherem it is most difficult of accomplishment.
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In accordance with this il has been stated (Q CXXIIL, A 2)
that fortitude is a principal wvirtue, because it observes
firmness in matters wherein it is most difficult to stand firm,
namely in dangers of death  Wherefore 1t follows of neces-
sity that every virtue which has a tatle to praise for the firm
endurance of something difficult must be annexed to forti-
tude as secondary to principal virtue. Now the endurance
of difficulty arising from delay mn accomphshing a good
work gives perseverance its claim to praise’ mor is this so
difficult as to endure dangers of death, Therefore perse-
verance is annexed to fortitude, as secondaiy to principal
virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. The annexing of secondary to principal
virtues depends not only on the matler,* but also on the
mode, because in everything form is of more account than
matter, Wherefore although, as to matter, perseverance
seems to have more in common with temperance than
with fortitude, yet, in mode, it has more 1n common with
fortitude, in the pomnt of standing firm against the difficulty
ansing from length of time.

Reply 0by. 2. The perseverance of which the Philosopher
speaks (Ethic vil. 4,4) does not moderate any passions, but
consists merely in a certain firmness of reason and will
But perseverance, considered as a virtue, moderates certain
passions, namely fear of weariness or failure on account of
the delay. Hence this virtue, like fortitude, 1s in the
irascible

Reply Obj 3 Augustine speaks there of perseverance, as
denoting, not a virtuous habit, but a virtuous acl sustained
to the end, according to Matth. xxiv. 13, He that shall perse-
vere to the end, he shall he saved, Hence it is incompatible
with suchlike perseverance for it to be lost, since it would no
longer endure to the end.

* Cf. Q. CXXXVI, A 4 ad 2.
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THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER CONSTANCY PERTAINS TO PERSEVERANCE ?

We proceed thus to the Thivd Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that constancy does not pertain to
perseverance For constancy pertains to patience, as
stated above (Q. CXXXVIL, A. 5): and patience differs
from perseverance. Therefore constancy does not pertain
to perseverance.

0bj. 2 Further, Virtue s about the difficull and the good
Now 1t does not seem difficult to be constant in little works,
but only in great deeds, which pertain to magmficence.
Therefore constancy pertains to magnificence rather than
to perseverance.

0bj. 3. Further, If constancy pertained to perseverance,
it would seem nowise to differ from it, since both denote
a kind of unchangeableness. Yet they duffer: for Macro-
bius (In Somn Scip. i.) condivides constancy with firm-
ness by which he indicates perseverance, as stated above
(Q. CXXVIIL, A. 6). Therefore constancy does not pertain
to perseverance

On the contrary, One is said to be constant because one
stands to a thing. Now it belongs to perseverance to stand
to certain things, as appears from the definition given by
Andronicus. Therefore constancy belongs to perseverance.

I answer that, Perseverance and constancy agree as to
end, since it belongs to both to persist firmly in some good:
but they differ as to those things which make it difficult to
persist in good. Because the virtue of perseverance properly
makes man persist firmly in good, against the difficulty that
arises from the very continuance of the act: whereas con-
stancy makes him persist firmly in good against difficulties
arising from any other external hindrances Hence perse-
verance takes precedence of constancy as a part of fortitude,
because the difficulty arising from continuance of action

is more intrinsic to the act of virtue than that which arises
from external obstacles,
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Reply Obj. 1. External obstacles to persistence in good
are especially those which cause sorrow. Now patience is
about sorrow, as stated above (Q. CXXXVI, A. 1). Hence
constancy agrees with perseverance as to end: while it agrees
with patience as to those things which occasion difficulty.
Now the end is of most account. wherefore constancy per-
tains to perseverance rather than to patience.

Reply 0bj. 2. It is more difficult to persist in great deeds.
yet in little or ordinary deeds, it 1s difficult to persist for any
length of time, if not on account of the greatness of the deed
which magnificence considers, yet from its very continuance
which perseverance regards Hence constancy may pertain
to both.

Reply 0bj. 3. Constancy pertains to perseverance in so
far as it has something in common with it. but 1t is not the
same thing in the point of their difference, as stated in the
Article.

FourRTH ARTICLE
WHETHER PERSEVERANCE NEEDS THE HELP OF GRACE ?*

We proceed thus fo the Fourth Article .—

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance does not need the
help of grace. For perseverance 1s a virtue, as stated above
(A. 1). Now according to Tully (De Inv. Rhet. ii) virtue
acts after the manner of nature Therefore the sole Inclina-
tion of virtue suffices for perseverance. Therefore this does
not need the help of grace.

Obj. 2. Further, The gift of Christ’s grace is greater than
the harm brought upon us by Adam, as appears from
Rom. v. 15 seq. Now before sin man was so framed that
he could persev-ve by means of what he bad received, as Augus-
tine says (De Correp et Grat. xi). Much more therefore
can man, after being repaired by the grace of Christ, perse-
vere without the help of a further grace.

Obj 3. Further Sinful deeds are sometimes more difficult
than deeds of virtue: hence it is said in the person of the
wicked (Wis. v. #): We . . . have walked through hard way-

* Cf, I.-IL., 0. CI1X,, A, 10,
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Now some persevere in sinful deeds without the help of
another Therefore man can also persevere in deeds of
virtue without the help of grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Persev. i.). We hold
that perseverance is a gift of God, whereby we pevseverve unlo
the end, in Christ

I answer that, As stated above (A 1, ad 2: A. 2, ad 3),
perseverance has a twofold signification. TFirst, 1t denotes
the habit of perseverance, considered as a virtue. In this
way it needs the gift of habitual grace, even as the othe:
mfused virtues. Secondly, it may be taken to denote the
act of perseverance enduring until death- and in this sense
il needs not only habitual grace, but also the gratuitous
help of God sustaining man 1n good until the end of life, as
stated above (L-II, Q. CIX., A. 10), when we were {reating
of grace. Because, since the {ree-will is changeable by 1ts
very nature, which changeableness is not taken away from
it by the habitual grace bestowed 1n the present life, 1t is
not 1n the power of the free-will, albeit repaired by grace,
to abide unchangeably in good, though 1t is in its power to
choose this for it is often in our power 1o choose yet not to
accomplish. .

Reply Oby. 1. The virtue of perseverance, so far as it is
concerned, inclines one to persevere: yet since 1t is a habit,
and a habit 18 a thing one uses at will, it does not follow
that a person who has the habit of virtue uses it unchange-
ably until death.

Reply Oby. 2. As Augustine says (De Correp. et Grat. xi),
it was given to the first man, not to persevere, but to be able to
persevere of his free-will: because then no corruption was in
human nature to make perseverance difficuli Now, however,
by the grace of Christ, the predestined receive not only the
possibility of persevering, but persgverance itself. Wherefore
the first man whom no man threatened, of lis own free-will
rebelling against a threatening God, forfeited so great a hap-
piness and so great a facility of avoiding sin: whereas these,
although the world rage against their constancy, have persevered
in faith,
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Reply Obj. 3. Man is able by himself to fall into sin, but
he cannot by himself arise from sin without the help of
grace. Hence by falling into sin, so far as he is concernad
man makes himself to be persevermg in sin, unless he be
delivered by God’s grace. On the other hand, by doing
good he does not make himself to be persevering m good,
because he is able, by humself, to sin* wherefore he needs
the help of grace for that end



QUESTION CXXXVIII.

OF THE VICES OPPOSED TO PERSEVERANCE.
{(In Two Artrcles)

WE must now consider the vices opposed to perseverance;
under which head there are two points of inquiry: (1) Of
effeminacy; (2) Of pertinacity.

B

FIrRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER EFFEMINACY* 1S OPPOSED TO PERSEVERANCE ?

We proceed thus to the First Aviicle :—

{Objection 1. It seems that effeminacy is not opposed to
perseverance. For a gloss on 1 Cor. vi. g, 10, Nor adulterers,
nor the effeminate, nov liers with mankind, expounds the text
thus:  Efferunate—ie. obscene, given to ummatural wice.
But this is opposed to chastity. Therefore effeminacy is
not a vice opposed to perseverance.

But this is opposed to chastity. Therefore effeminacy is
not a vice opposed to perseverance.

0bj. 2. Further, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vil. 7) that
delicacy is a kind of effeminacy. But to be delicate seems
akin to intemperance. Therefore effcminacy is not opposed
to perseverance but to temperance.

0bj. 3. Further, The Philosopher says (1bid ) that #he
man who 1s fond of amusement is e¢ffeminate  Now im-
moderate fondness of amusement 1s opposed to edTpameria,
which is the virtue about pleasures of play, as stated in
Eihic. iv. 8, Therefore effeminacy is not opposed to perse-
verance

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vii. 4) that
the persevering man is opposed to the effeminate.

* Molhtes, litevally sofiness.
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I answer that, As stated above (Q CXXXVII., AA. 1, 2),
perseverance is descrving of praise because thereby a man
does not forsake a good on account of long endurance of
difficulties and toils: and it is directly opposed to this,
seemingly, for a man to beready to forsake a good on account
of difficulties which he cannot endure This is what we
understand by effeminacy, because a thing is said to be
soft if 1t readily yields to the touch. Now a thing is not
declared to be soft through yielding to a heavy blow, for
walls yield to the battering-ram Wherefore a man is not
said to be effeminate if he yields to heavy blows. Hence
the Philosopher says (Eihic. vii. 7) that 44 is no wonder, if
a person is overcome by strong and overwhelming pleasures
or sorrows; but he is to be pardoned if he struggles against
them  Now it is evident that fear of danger is more impel-
ling than the desire of pleasure: wherefore Tully says
(De Offic. 1.) under the heading True magnanimity consisis
of two things' It is inconsistent for one who 5 not cast down
by fear, to be defeated by lust, or who has proved himself
unbeaten by foil, fo yield to pleasure.t Moreover, pleasure
itself is a stronger motive of attraction than sorrow, for the
lack of pleasure is a motive of withdrawal, since lack of
pleasure is a pure privation. Wherefore, according to the
Philosopher (loc cit.), properly speaking an effeminate man is
one who withdraws from good on account of sorrow caused
by lack of pleasure, yielding as it were to a weak motion.

Réply Obj. 1. This effeminacy is caused in two ways.
In one way, by custorn: for wherc a man is accustomed to
enjoy pleasures, 1t is more difficult for him to endure the
lack of them. In another way, by natural disposition,
because, to wit, his mind is less persevering through the
frailty of his temperament. This is how women are
compared to men, as the Philosopher says (E#uc. vii,
loc. cit): wherefore those who are passively sodomitical
are said to be effeminate, being womanish themselves, as
it were.

Reply 0bj. 2. Toil is opposed to bodily pleasure : wherefore

it is only toilsome things that are a hindrance to pleasures.
o, 4 22
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D

Now the delicate are those who cannol endure toils, nor
anything that diminishes pleasure Hence it is written
(Deut. xxviii 56). The tender and delicate woman, that could
not go upon the ground, nov set down her fool for . . . softness
(Douay,—iceness). Thus delicacy 1s a kind of effeminacy,
But properly speaking effeminacy regards lack of pleasures,
while delicacy regards the cause that hinders pleasure, for
instance toil or the like

Reply Obj. 3. In play two things may be considered
In the first place there 18 the pleasure, and thus inordinate
fondness of play is opposed to edrpamenin. Secondly,
we may consider the relaxation or rest which 1s opposed to
toil. Accordingly just as it belongs to efleminacy to be
unable to endure toilsome things, so too it belongs thereto
to desire play or any other relaxation inordinately.

SECOND ARTICLE
WHETHER PERTINACITY IS OPPOSED TO PERSEVERANCE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that pertinacity is not opposed to
perseverance. For Gregory says (Moral. xxxi.) that perti-
nacity arses from vainglory. But vainglory is not opposed
to perseverance but to magnanimity, as stated above
(Q. CXXXII, A. 2) Therefore pertinacity is not opposed
to perseverance.

Obj. 2. Further, If it is opposed to perseverance, this is so
either by excess or by deficiency ~Now it is not opposed by
excess: because the pertinacious also yield to certain pleasure
and sorrow, since according to the Philosopher (Etkic. vii. g)
they rejoice when they prevail, and grieve when their opinions
ave rejected.  And if it be opposed by deficiency, it will be
the same as effeminacy, which is clearly false. Therefore
pertinacity is nowise opposed to perseverance.

0bj. 3. Further, Just as the persevering man persists
in good against sorrow, so too do the continent and the
temperate against pleasurcs, the brave agamst fear, and
the meek against anger.  But pertinacity is over-persistence
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in something. Therefore pertinacity is not opposed to
perseverance more than to other virtues,

On the contrary, Tully says (De Inv Rhet. ii.) that perti-
nacity 1s to perseverance as superstition is to religion. But
superstition 1s opposed to religion, as stated above (Q. XCII.,
A 1). Therefore pertinacity 1s opposed to perseverance.

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym X.) a person is said to
be pertinacious who holds on wmpudently, as being ubterly
temacious. Pervicacious has the same meaning, for it sig-
nifies that a man perseveres in his purpose until he is vic-
torious : for the ancients called ‘ vicia® what we call victory.
These the Philosopher (Ethic. vil. g) calls loyupoyvduoves,
that is head-strong, or (Sioyvdpoves, that is self-opinionated,
because they abide by their opinions more than they
should; whereas the effeminate man does so less than he
ought, and the persevering man, as he ought Hence 1t is
clear that perseverance is commended for observing the
mean, while pertinacity is reproved for exceeding the mean,
and efleminacy for falling short of it.

Reply Obj. 1 The reason why a man is too persistent
in his own opinion, is that he wishes by this means to make
a show of his own excellence. wherefore this is the result of
vainglory as its cause Now it has been stated above
(Q. CXXVIL, A 2, ad 1: Q CXXXIIL, A. 2), that opposi-
tion of vices to virtues depends, not on their cause, but on
their species.

Reply Oby 2. The pertinacious man exceeds by persisting
inordinately in something against many difficulties. yet he
takes a certain pleasure 1n the end, just as the brave and the
persevering man. Since, however, this pleasure is sinful,
seeing that he desires it too much, and shuns the contrary
pain, he 1s Iike the incontinent or eflemmnate man

Reply Obj 3 Although the other virtues persist against
the onslaught of the passions, they are not commended
for persisting in the same way as perseverance 15 As to
continence, its claim to praise seems to lie rather in over-
coming pleasures. Hence pertinacity is directly opposed
to perseverance.



QUESTION CXXXIX.

OF THE GIFT OF FORTITUDE
(In Two Aviicles.)

Wt must next consider the gift corresponding to fortitude,
and this is the gift of fortitude. Under this head there are
two points of inquiry: () Whether fortitude 15 a gift?
{(2) Which among the beatitudes and fruits correspond
to it?

FirsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER FORTITUDE IS A GIFT?

We proceed thus to the Fivst Avticle :—

Obgection 1. Tt seems that fortitude 1s not a gift, Tor the
virtues differ from the gifts' and fortitude is a virtue. There
fore it should not be reckoned a gift.

Qdy. 2. Further, The acts of the gifts remain in heaven,
as stated above (I-IL, Q LXVIIL, A 6). But the act of
fortitude does not remain in heaven' for Gregory says
(Moral. i.) that fortitude encourages the fainthearted against
haydskips, which will be altogether absent from heaven. There-
fore fortitude is not a git.

Ob). 3. Further, Angustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i)
that it ¢s @ sign of fortitude to cut oneself adrift from all the
deadly pleasures of the passing show  Now noisome pleasures
and delights are the concern of temperance rather than of
fortitude. Therefore it seems that fortitude 1s not the gift
corresponding to the virtue of fortitude.

Own the contrary, Portitude is reckoned among the other
gifts of the Holy Ghost (Isa. xi. 2).

I answer that, Fortitude denotes a certain firmness ol
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mind, as stated above (Q. CXXI1l., A. 2. I-IT, Q LXI,
A. 3)' and this firmness of mnd is required both i doing
good and in enduring evil, especially with 1egard to goods
or evils that are difficult Now man, according to his
proper and connatural mode, is able to have this firmness
m both these respects, so as not to forsake the good on
account of difficulties, whether in accomplishing an arduous
work, or in enduring grievous evil. In this sense fortitude
denotes a special or gemeral virtue, as stated above
(Q. CXXIIIL,, A. 2).

Yet furthermore man’s mind is moved by the Holy Ghost,
in order that he may attain the end of each work begun,
and avoid whatever perils may threaten. This surpasses
human nature: for sometimes it is not in 2 man’s power to
atiain the end of us work, or to avoid evils or dangers, since
these may happen to overwhelm him in death. But the
Holy Ghost works this in man, by bringing him to everlasting
life, which is the end of all good deeds, and the release from
all perils. A certain confidence of this is infused into the
mind by the Holy Ghost Who expels any fear of the contrary.
[t is in this sense that fortitude is reckoned a gift of the Holy
Ghost. For it has been stated above (I.-IL., Q. LXVIIL,
AA. 1, 2) that the gifts regard the motion of the mind by
the Holy Ghost.

Reply Obj. 1 Fortitude, as a virtue, perfects the mind
in the endurance of all perils whatever, but it does not go
so far as to give confidence of overcoming all dangers: this
belongs to the fortitude that is a gift of the Holy Ghost.

Reply 0bj. 2. The gifts have not the same acts i heaven
as on the way" for there they exercise acts in connexion
with the enjoyment of the end. Hence the act of fortitude
there is to enjoy full security from toil and evil

Reply Obj. 3. The gift of fortitude regards the virtue of
fortitude not only because it consists in enduring dangers,
but also inasmuch as it consists in accomplishing any
difficult work Wherefore the gift of fortitude is diected
by the gift of counsel, which seems to be concerned chiefly
with the greater goods.
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SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE FOURTH BEATITUDE® ' BLESSED ARE THEY
THAT HUNGER AND THIRST AFTER JUSTICE,” CORRE-
SPONDS TQ THE GIFT OF FORTITUDE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Avticle :—

Objection T It seems that the fourth beatitude, Blessed
are they that hunger and thivst after justice, does not corre-
spond to the gift of fortitude. TFor the gift of piety and not
the gift of fortitude corresponds to the wvirtue of justice.
Now hungering and thirsting after justice pertain to the
act ol justice. Therefore this beatitude corresponds to
the gift of piety rather than to the gift of fortitude.

Obj. 2 Further, Hunger and thirst after justice imply a
desire for good. Now this belongs properly to charity, to
which the gift of wisdom, and not the gilt of fortitude,
corresponds, as stated above (Q XLV.). Therefore this
beatitude corresponds, not to the gift of fortitude, but to
the gift of wisdom.

Obj 3. Further, The fruits are consequent upon the
beatitudes, since delight is essential to beatitude, according
to Efhic. i. 8. Now the fruits, apparently, include none
pertaiming to fortitude Therefore neither does any beati-
tude correspond to it. )

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom in
Monte 1.\ Fortitude becomes the hungry and thivsty: since
those who desive to enjoy true goods, and wish to avoid loving
eavthly and material things, must tod

I answer that, As stated above (Q. CXXI., A 2), Augustine
makes the beatitudes correspond to the gifts according to
the order in which they are set forth, observing at the same
time a certain fittingness belween them. Wherefore he
ascribes the fourth beatitude, concerning the hunger and
thirst for justice, to the fourth gift, namely fortitude.

Yei there is a certain congruity between them, because,
as stated (A. 1), fortitude is about difficult things. Now it
is very difficult, not merely to do virtuous deeds, which
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receive the common designation of works of justice, but
furthermore to do them with an unsatiable desire, which
may be signified by hunger and thurst for justice.

Reply Obj 1 As Chrysostom says (Hom. xv. 1 Matth.),
we may undersltand here not only particular, but also
unrversal justice, which 1s related to all virtuous deeds
according to Eihic v. 1, wherein whatever is hard is the
object of that fortitude which is a gift.

Reply Oby. 2 Charily is the root of all the virtues and
gifts, as stated above (Q XXIIIL, A. 8 ad 3. I-1T,
Q. LXVIIL., A 4, ad 3). Hence whatever pertains to for-
titude may also be referred to charity

Reply Obj 3. There are two of the fruits wlnch coriespond
suffictently to the gift of fortitude: namely, patience, which
regards the enduring of evils; and longanimity, which may
regard the long delay and accomplishment of goods.



QUESTION CXL.

OF THE PRECEPTS OF FORTITUDE.
(In Two Awrticles.)

WE must next consider the precepts of fortitude: (x) The
precepts of fortitude itself; (2) The precepts of its parts,

FIrsT ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE PRECEPTS OF FORTITUDE ARE SUITABLY
GIVEN IN THE DIVINE LAW ?

We proceed thus to the First Article —

Objection 1. It seems that the precepts of fortitude are
not suitably given in the Divine Law. For the New Law
is more perfect than the Old Law. Yet the Old Law contains
precepts of fortitude (Deut. xx.). Therefore precepts of
fortitude should have been given in the New Law also

0bj 2. Further, Affirmative precepts are of greater
import than negative precepts, since the affirmative include
the negative, but not vice versa.  Therefore it is unsuitable
for the Divine Law to contain none but negative precepts
m prohibition of fear.

0bj. 3. Further, Fortitude is one of the principal virtues,
as stated above (Q CXXIIL, A, 2: L-IL.,, Q. LXI, A. 2).
Now the precepts are directed to the virtues as to their end®
wherefore they should be proportionate to them There-
fore the precepts of fortitude should have been placed
among the precepts of the decalogue, which are the chief
precepts of the Law.

On the contrary, stands Holy Writ which contains these
precepts.
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I answer that, Precepts of law are directed to the end
intended by the lawgiver. Wherelore precepts of law must
needs be framed in various ways according to the various
ends intended by lawgivers, so that even in human affairs
there are laws of democracies, others of kingdoms, and
others again of tyrannical governments Now the end of
the Divine Law 1s that man may adhere to God. where-
fore the Divine Law contains precepts both of fortitude and
of the other virtues, with a view to directing the mind to
God. TFor this reason it 1s written (Deut. xx. 3, 4). Fear ye
them wot : because the Lord your God is wn the midst of you,
and will fight for you against your enemies

As to human laws, they are directed to ccrtain earthly
goods, and among them we find precepts of fortitude accord-
ing to the requirements of those goods.

Reply Obj 1. The Old Testament contained temporal
promises, while the promises of the New Testament are
spiritual and eternal, according to Augustine (Contra
Faust. iv). Hence in the Old Law there was need for the
people to be taught how to fight, even in a bodily contest,
in order to obtain an earthly possession. But in the New
Testament men were to be taught how to come to the posses-
sion of eternal life by fighting spiritually, according to
Matth. xi. 12, The kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and
the wviolent bear it away. Hence Peter commands (1 Pet.
v. 8, 9): Your adversary the devil, as a rvoaring lion, goeth
about, seeking whom he may devour: whom vesist ye, strong in
faith, as also James (v. 7): Resist the devil, and he will fly
Sfrom you. Since, however, men while tending to spiritual
goods may be withdrawn from them by corporal dangers,
precepts of fortitude had to be given even in the New Law,
that they might bravely endure temporal evils, according
to Matth. x. 28, Fear ye not them that kill the body.

Reply Obj. 2. The law gives general directions 1n 1its
precepts. But the things that have to be done in cases of
danger are not, like the things to be avoided, reducible to
some common thing. Hence the precepts of fortitude are
negative rather than affirmative.
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Reply 0bj. 3. As stated above (Q. CXXIL, A. 1), the
precepts of the decalogue are placed in the Law, as first
principles, which need to be known {o all from the outset.
Wherefore the precepts of the decalogne had io be chiefly
about those acts of justice in which the notion of duty is
manifest, and not about acts of fortitude, because 1t 1s not
so evident that it is a duty for a person not to fear dangers
of death.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE PRECEPTS OF THE PARTS OF FORTITUDE
ARE SUITABLY GIVEN IN THE DIVINE LAW ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article '—

Objection 1. It seems that the precepts of the parts of
fortitude are unsuitably given in the Divine Law  For just
as patience and perseverance are parts of fortitude, so also
are magnificence, magnanimity, and conlidence, as stated
above (Q. CXXVIIL). Now we find precepts of patience
in the Divine Law, as also of perseverance. Therelore
there should also have been precepts of magnificence and
magnanimity.

0bj. 2. Further, Patience is a very necessary virtue, since
it is the guardian of the other virtues, as Gregory says
(Hom. in Ev. xxxv.). Now the other virtues are com-
manded absolutely Therefore patience should not have
been commanded merely, as Augustine says (De Serm,
Dom. in Monte i.), as to the preparedness of the mind.

Ol 3. Further, Patience and perseverance are parts of
fortitude, as stated above (Q. CXXVILI- Q. CXXXVI, A. 4:
Q. CXXXVIL, A. 2). Now the precepts of fortitude are
not affirmative but only negative, asstated above (A. 1, ad 2)
Therefore the precepts of patience and perseverance should
have been negative and not affirmative

The contrary, however, follows from the way in which
they are given by Holy Writ.

I answer that, The Divine Law instructs man perfectly
about such things as are necessary for rnight living. Now
in order to live aright man needs not only the principal
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virtues, but also the secondary and annexed virtues. Where-
fore the Divine Law contaimns precepts not only about the
acts of the principal virtues, but also about the acts of the
secondary and annexed virtues

Reply 0by 1 Magnificence and magnamimity do mol
belong to the genus of fortitude, except by reason of a
certain excellence of greatness which they regard in their
respective matters. Now things pertamning to excellence
come under the counsels of perfection rather than under pre-
cepts of obligation. Wherefore, there was need of counsels,
rather than of precepts about magnificence and magna-
mmity. On the other hand, the hardships and toils of the
present life pertain to patience and perseverance, not by
reason of any greatness observable in them, but on account
of the very nature of those virtues Hence the need of
precepts of patience and perseverance.

Reply O0bj. 2. As stated above (Q. III., A. 2), although
affirmative precepts are always binding, they are not
binding for always, but according to place and time. Where-
fore just as the affirmative precepts about the other virtues
are to be understood as to the preparedness of the mind,
mn the sense that man be prepared to fulfil them when
necessary, so too are the precepts of patience to be under-
stood in the same way

Reply 0bj 3. Fortitude, as distinct from patience and
perseverance, is about the greatest dangers wherein one
must proceed with caution; nor is it necessary to determine
what is to be done in particular On the other hand,
patience and perseverance are about minor hardships and
toils, wherefore therte is less danger in determining, especially
in general, what is to be done in such cases,

PRINLFD IN GRIAT DRIJAIN BY [HE ANCHOR PRLSS, LTD, TIFFHEC, HSJEX









