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TREATISE ON THE SACRAMENTS
{OmHmtsd)





THE ^SUMMA THEOLOGICA"

THIRD PART.

QUESTION LXXXIV.

OF THE SACRAMENT OF PENANCE.

{In Ten ArticUs.)

We must now consider the Sacrament of Penance. W*
shall consider (i) Penance itself: (2) Its effect: (3) Its parts:

(4) The recipients of this sacrament: (5) The power of the

ministen, which pertains to the keys: (6) The solemnization

of this sacrament.

The first of these considerations will be twofold: (i) Pen-

ance as a sacrament : (2) Penance as a virtue.

Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(i) Whether Penance is a sacrament ? (2) Of its proper

matter. (3) Of its form. (4) Whether imposition of

hands is necessary for this sacrament ? (5) Whether this

sacrament is necessary for salvation ? (6) Of its relation

to the other sacraments. (7) Of its institution. (8) Of
its duration. (9) Of its continuance. (10) Whether it can

be repeated ?

FtRST Article.

WHETHER PENANCE IS A SACRAMENT ?

We proceed thus to the Fim Article .•—

ObfietioH i. It seems that Penance is not a sacrament.

For Gregory nyt (cf. Isklor..

—

Etym. vi.. ch. 19): Ths
taarmminis art Baptism, Chrism. Mnd the Body and Blood

of Christ : which art eaUad tacramtnis btcaust undtr the vtU
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of corporuX things the Divine potm works our solvation in

m kiiim mmmmr. But th» does not happen m Penance,

because therein corporeal things are not employed that,

under them, the power of God may work our salvation.

Therefore Penance is not a sacrament.

Ohj. 2. Further, the sacraments of the Church are shown

forth by the ministers of Christ, according to i Cor. iv. i:

Ltl * num so account of us as of the ministers of Christ, and

the dispmuers of the mysteries of God. But Penance is not

conierred by the ministers of Christ, but is inspired inwardly

into man by God, according to Jerem. xxxi. 19: After Thou

didsi convert me, I did pemmce. Therefore it seems that

Penance is not a sacrament.

Obj. 3. Further, in the sacraments of which we have already

spoken above, there is something that is sacrament only,

something that is both reality and sacrament, and some-

thing that is reality only, as is clear from what has been

stated (Q. LXVI.. A. i). But this does not apply to Penance.

Therefore Penance is not a sacrament.

On the contrary. As Baptism is conferred that we may be

fUan—^ from sin, so also is Penance: wherefore Peter said

to Simon Hagas (Acts viiL 22) : Do penance . . . from this

thy wickedness. But Baptism is a sacrament as stated

above (Q. LXVI., A. i). Therefore for the same reason

Penance is abo a sacrament.

/ oHtwer that. As Gregory says {loc. cit.), a sacrament

coHtiiis in a solemn ad, whereby sontething is so done thai we
understand it to signify the holiness which it confers. Now
it is evident that in Penance something is done so that

something holy is signified both on the part of the penitent

sinner, and on the part of the priest absolving, because the

penitent sinner, by deed and word, shows his heart to have

renounced sin, and in like manner the priest, by his deed

and word with regard to the penitent, signifies the work of

God Who foigives his sins. Therefore it is evident that

Penance, as practised in the Church, is a sacrament.

Reply Obj. i. By corporeal things taken in a wide sense

we may understand also external sensible actions, which
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are to this sacrament what water is to Baptism, or chrism

to Confinnatioii. But it is to be observed that in those

sacraments, whereby an exceptional grace surpassing alto-

gether the proportion of a human act, is conferred, some
corporeal matter is employed externally, e.g. in Baptism,

which cooiers full remission of all sins, both as to guilt and
as to punisliment, and in Confirmation, wherein the fulness

of the Holy Ghost is bestowed, and in Extreme Unction,

which confers perfect spiritual health derived from the

virtue of Christ as from an extrinsic principle. Wherefore,

such human acts, as are in these sacraments, are not the

essential matter of the sacrament, but are dispositions

thereto. On the other hand, in those sacraments whose

effect corresponds to that of some human act, the sensible

human act itself takes the place of matter, as in the case of

Penance and Matrimony, even as in bodily medicines, some
are applied externally, such as plasters and drugs, while

others are acts of the person who seeks to be cured, such as

certain exercises.

Reply Ohj. 2. In those sacraments which have a corporeal

matter, this matter needs to be applied by a minister of the

Church, who stands in the place of Christ, which denotes

that the excellence of the power which operates in the

sacraments is from Christ. But in the sacrament of Pen-

ance, as stated above {ad i), human actions take the place

of matter, and these actions proceed from internal inspira-

tion, «dierefore the matter is not applied by the minister,

but by God working inwardly ; while the minister furnishes

the complement of the sacrament, when he absolves the

penitent.

Reply Obj. 3. In Penance also, there is something which

is sacrament only, viz. the acts performed outwardly both

by the repentant sinner, and by the priest in giving absolu-

tion; that which is reality and sacrament is the sinner's

inward repentance; while that which is reality, and not

sacrament, is the forgiveness of sin. The first of these

taken altogether is the cause of the second; and the first

and second together are the cause of the third.
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Second Article.

WBETUEK SINS AKE THB PSOPBS MATTER OF THIS

SACRAMENT?

Wt proe$ed thus to the Sscond AHkU :—
ObjecUon 1. It seems that tins are not the proper matter

of this sarmmmt. Because, in the other sacninents» the

matter is haUoifed by the utterance of certain woidt, and

being thus hallowed produces the sacramental effect. Now
«ns cannot be hallowed, for they are opposed to the efisct

ol the sacrament, via. grace which blots out sin. Therefore

sins are not the proper noatter of this sacnunent.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says in his book D$ Pani-

tmUia :* No one cun begin a new life, unleu Me repeni of the

old. Now not only sins but also the penalties of the present

life belong to the old life. Therefore sins are not the proper

matter of Penance.

Obj. 3. Further, sin is either original, mortal or veniaL

Now the sacrament of Penance is not ordained against

original sin, for this is taken away by Baptism, (nor against

mortal sin, for this is taken away by the sinner's confession),!

nor against venial sin, which is taken away by the beating

of the bceast and the sprinkling of holy water and the like.

Thecefore sins are not the proper matter of Penance.

On the contrary. The Apostle sa}^ (2 Cor. zii 21) : (Who)

hmte not done penance for the undeanness andfomicMiion mid

Imumor that matter is twofold, viz. proximate and remote:

thus the proximate matter of a statue is a metal, while the

remote matter is water. Now it has been stated (A. i,

ad 1, ad 2), that the proximate matter of this sacrament

consists in the acts of the penitent, the matter of which acts

are the sins over which he grieves» which he confesses, and

for which he satisfies. Hence it follows that sins are the

remote matter of Penance, as a matter, not for approval,

but for detestation, and destruction.

• ClSMmoodL
t The words in brackets are omitted in the T<r>onin« editioii.
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Reply Obj, i. This argument considers the proximate

matter of a sacrament.

Reply Obj. 2. The old life that was subject to death is the

object of Penance, not as regards the pimishment, but as

regards the guilt connected with it.

Reply Obj. 3. Penance regards every kind of sin in a way,

but not each in the same way. Because Penance regards

actual mortal sin properly and chiefly; properly, since,

properly speaking, we are said to repent of what we ha\ e

done of our own will; chiefly, since this sacrament was

instituted chiefly for the blotting out of mortal sin. Pen-

ance regards venial sins, properly speaking indeed, in so far

as they are committed of our own will, but this was not the

chief purpose of its institution. But as to original sin.

Penance regards it neither chiefly, since Baptism, and not

Penance, is ordained against original sin, nor properly,

because original sin is not done of our own will, except in

so far as Adam's will is looked upon as ours, in which sense

the Apostle says (Rom. v. 12): In wham all have sinned.

Nevertheless. Penance may be said to regard original sin,

if we take it in a wide sense for any detestation of some-

thing past: in which sense Augustine uses the term in his

book De PctniUntia {Ice. cU.).

TmRo Article.

WHETHER THE FORM OF THIS SACRAMENT IS I / absolV4 UU€ ?

We proceed thus to th$ Third ArticU :—
Objection I. It seems that the form of this sacrament i^

not : / absolve iMu. Because the forms of the sacraments

are received from Christ's mstitution and the Church's

custom. But we do not read that Christ instituted thb
form. Nor is it in common use; in fact in certain absolu-

tion -^ -"h are given publicly in church (e.g. at Prime and
Ci'i and on Maundy Thursday), absolution is given

not m the indicative form by saying: / absolve thee, but in

the deprecatory form, by saying: i/«y Almighty God have

mercy on you, or: May Almighty God grant you absolution
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mii fofgiwrniU. TiMrafore the form of this sacninent

iinot: /nftwlMlkM.
Obj. z. Further. Pope Leo says {Ep. cviii.) that God's

forgiveness cannot be obtained without the priestly supplica-

tions: and he is speaking there of God's forgiveness granted

to the penitent. Therefore the form of thb sacrament

shoold be deprecatory.

Obj. 3. Further, to absolve from sin is the same as to

remit sin. But God alone remits sin, for He alone rlransfs

man inwardly from sin, as Augustine says (Contra Dtma-

iuL V. ch. 21). Therefore it seems that God alone absolves

from sin. Therefore the priest should not sav: / absohe

thee, as neither does he say: / remit thy sin

Obj. 4. Further, just as Our Lord gave II.

power to absolve from sins, so also did He ^i.u :..c

power to heal infirmities, to cast out devils, and to cure diseases

(Matth. X. i: Luke ix. i). Now the apostles, in healing the

sick, did not use the words: / heal thee» but : The Lord Jf*'^

Christ heal (Vulg..—A«i/s) thee, as Pteter said to the pa!

man (Acts ix. 34). Therefore since priests have the power

which Christ gave His apostles, it seems that they should

not use the form: / ahsohe thee, but: May Christ absolve

thee,

Obj. 5. Further, some explain this form by stating that

when they say: / absohe ihee, they ntean / declare you to be

aboohed. But neither can this be done by a priest unless

it be revealed to him by God, wherefore, as we read in

Matth. xvi. 19 before it was said to Pfcter: Whatsoever thou

shall bind upon earth, etc.. it was said to him {verse 17):

Blasted art thou Simon Bar-Jona : because flesh and Hood

ham not revealed it to thee, but My Father Who is in hemten.

Therefore it seems presomptuoos for a priest, who has

received no revelation on the matter, to say: / absi^ve thee.

even if this be explained to mean: / declare thee ahsolvc!

On the contrary, As Our Lord said to His disciples (Mat i n

xxviii. 19) : Going . . . teach ye all nations, baptising them,

etc., so did He say to Peter (Matth. xvi 19): Whatsoever

thou shall loose on earth, etc. Now the pnest, relying on
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the antiMxity of those words of Christ, says: / baptize thee.

Therefore on the same authority he should say in this sacra-

ment : / ahtohre thee.

I answer ihai. The perfection of a thing is ascribed to its

form. Now it has been stated above (A. i, ad 2) that this

sacrament is perfected by that which is done by the priest.

Wherefore the part taken by the penitent, whether it con-

sist of words or deeds, must needs be the matter of this

sacrament, while the part taken by the priest, takes the

place of the form.

Now since the sacraments of the New Law accomplish

what they signify, as stated above (Q. LXIL, A. i, ad i),

it behoves the sacramental form to signify the sacramental

effect in a manner that is in keeping with the matter.

Hence the form of Baptism is: / baptize thee, and the form

of Confirmation is: / sign thee with the sign 0/ the cross, and

I conjmn thee with the chrism of salvation, because these

sacraments are perfected in the use of their matter: while

in the sacrament of the Eucharist, which consists in the

very consecration of the matter, the reality of the conse-

cration is expressed in the words : This is My Body.

Now this sacrament, namely the sacrament of Penance,

consists not in the c<" ion of a matter, nor in the use

of a hallowed matter. ....: .^ihcr in the removal of a certain

matter, viz. sin. in so far as sins are said to be the matter

of Penance, as explained above (A. 2). This removal is

expressed by the priest saying : / absolve thee : because sins

arc fetters, according to Prov. v. 22: Hit own iniquiHes

catch the wiched, and he is fast bound with the ropes of his

own tins. Wherefore it is evident that this is the most

fitting form of this sacrament: / absolve thee.

Reply Obj. i. This form is taken from Christ's very words

which He addiessed to Peter (Matth. xvi. 19) : Whedaoeieer

thorn thaU loose on eorth, etc., and such is the form emplojfed

by the Church in sacramental absolution. But such abso-

hitioiis as are given in public are not sacramental, but are

pfmyers for the remission of venial sins. Wherefore in

giving sacramental absolution it would not suffice to say:
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i/«y Almigkiy God kmm nmcy o» tk4$, or: Hay God gnmi
lAif afttofirfiofi mtd foî 9Mnt, becatne by nicb wocdf the

prieet doet not signify the giving of abtolatioo. but prayt

that It may be given. NevertheleM the above prayer is

said before the sacnunental absolution is giveo, lest the

sacnunental effect be hindered on the part of the penitent,

whose acts avs as matter in this sacrament, but not in

Baptism or Coofiimation.

Rtply Obf, a. The words of Leo are to be understood of

the prayer that precedes the absohition, and do not exclude

the fact that the priest pronounces absolution.

Rtpfy Obf. 3. God alone absolves from sin and forgives

sins aothoritatively; yet priests do both ministerially,

because the words of the priest in this sacrament work as

instruments of the Divine power, as in the other sacraments:

because it is the Divine power that works inwardly in all

the sacramental signs, be they things or words, as shown
above (Q. LXIL, A. 4; Q. LXIV.. AA. z, 2). Wherefore

Our Lord expressed both: for He said to Peter (Biatth.

xvL zg): WlMtontr thou tluUi loou on earth, etc.. and to

His disciples (John xx. 23) : Whou sins you shall /orgiw»

thty Mw /orginm ihem. Yet the priest says: / ateolM !*«#,

rather than: / forgive thee thy ems, becaose it is more in

keeping with the words of Our Lord, by expressing the

power of the keys whereby priests absolve. Nevertheless,

since the priest absolves ministerially, something is suitably

added in reference to the supreme authority of God. by the

priest sajring: / abtolve thee in the name 0/ the Father, tmd

of the Son, mnd ofthe Holy GkoU, or by the power of Christ's

Passkm, or by the authority of God. Howeve' as this is

not defined by the words of Christ, as it a for Baptism, this

addition is left to the discretion of the priest.

R»piy Ohj, 4. Power was given to the apostles, not that

they themselves mi(^t heal the sick, but that the sick

mi^ be healed at the prayer of the apostles: wheveas
power was given to them to work instrumentally or minis-

terially in the sacraments; wherefore they could express

their own agency in the sacramental forms rather than in
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the healing of infiniuties. Nevertbekst in the latter case

tbey did not always use the deprecatory form, but some-
* "• '(.ycd the indicative or imperative: thus we read

that Pvtcr sakl to the lame man: Whai I have,

I g$9t Utu : In the nawu of J$su$ ChnU of Naxardk, arise

Rtply Obj. 5. It is true in a sense that the words, / absolve

thaa mean / deciare thee absolved^ but this explanation is in-

complete. Because the sacraments of the New Law not only

signify, but effect what they signify. Wherefore, just as

the priest in baptizing anjrone, declares by deed and word
that the person ia washed inwardly, and this not only sig-

nificatively but also effectively, so also when he says: /

absolve thee, he declares the man to be absolved not only

signiiicatively but also effectively. And yet he does not

q>eak as of something uncertain, because just as the other

sacraments of the New Law have, of themselves, a sure

efiect through the power of Christ's Passion, which effect,

nevertheless, may be impeded on the part of the recipient.

so is it with this sacrament. Hence Augustine says (Z>«

Admit. Conjug. ii.): Thar* is nothing disgraceful or onerous

in the reconciliation of husband and wife, when adultery

committed has bean mashed away, since there is no doubt that

rmusuon of sins is gratttad through the hays of the kingdom

of haavan. Consequently there is no need for a special

revelation to be made to the priest, but the general revela-

tion of faith suffices, through which sins are forgiven. Hence
the revelation of faith is said to have been made to Peter.

It would be a more complete explanation to say that the

words, / absolve the^ iiu^an: / erant thee the sacranunt of

absolution.

Fourth Article.

whether the imposition op the priest's hands is

necessary for this sacrament?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article ;—
Objection 1. It seems that the imposition of the priest's

hands is necessary for this saammeot. For it is written
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(Mark xvi x8): They skaU Imy kmndt upon the ncK Md they

thatt recover. Now sinners are skk spiritually, and ob;

reoovoy through th» MammeBt. Tboefore an imposition

of hands ihould be made in thii sacrament.

06f. 3. Farther, in this sacrament man regains the Holy

Ghost Whom he had lost, wherefore it is said in the person

of the penitent (Ps. 1. 14)! Retiore mtto me the joy of Thy

tmbmHom, tmd tirengthen me with a perfect epirii. Now the

Holy Ghost b given by the imposition of hands; for we

read (Acts viii. 17) that the apostles laid their hands upon

Ihem, and they received the Holy Ghost ; and (Matth. xix. 13)

that liUle children were presented to Our Lord, thai He shonld

impou hmnds upon them. Therefore an imposition of hands

shookl be made in this sacrament.

Obj. 3. Further, the priest's words are not more efficacious

in this than in the other sacraments. But in the other

sacraments the words of the minister do not suffice, unless

he perform some action: thus, in Baptism, the priest while

sajring: / baptize thee, has to perform a bodily washing.

Therefore, also while sajring: / absolve thee, the priest should

perform some action in regard to the penitent, by laying

hands on him.

On the conkary. When Our Lord said to Peter i^\.i'^''

xvi. 19): WhaUoeoer thou shall loose on earth, etc., \lv in.ii'

no mention of an imposition of hands; nor did He when He
sakl to aU the apostles (John xx. 13) : Whose sins you shall

forgive, they are forpven them. Therefore no imposition of

hands is required for this sacrament

/ amsmer thai. In the sacraments of the Church the im

posttkm of hands is made, to signify some abundant effect

of grace, through those on whom the hands are laid being.

as it were, imited to the ministers in whom grace should be

plentiful. Wherefore an imposition of hands is made in thr

sacrament of Confirmation, wherein the fulness of the II< :

Ghost is conferred ; and in the sacrament of Order, wherein

» bestowed a certain excellence of power over the Di\ •:

mysteries; hence it is written (2 Tim. i. 6): 5/t> up the gtj

of God which is in thee, by the imposition ofmy hands.
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Now the sacFunent of Penance is ordained, not that man
may receive some abundance of grace, but that his sins

may be taken away; and therefore no imposition of hands

is required for this sacrament, as neither is there for Baptisn,

frtierein nevertheless a fuller remission of sins is bestowed.

Reply Obj. i. That imposition of hands is not sacramental,

but is intended for the working of miracles, namely, that

by the contact of a sanctified man's hand, even bodily in-

firmity might be removed; even as we read of Our Lord

(Blark vi 5) that He cxired the sick, l^ng His hands upon
ikem, and (Matth. viii. 3) that He cleansed a leper by touch-

ing him.

Reply Ob). 2. It is not every reception of the Holy Ghost

that requires an imposition of hands, since even in Baptism

man receives the Holy Ghost, without any imposition of

hands: it is at the reception of the fulness of the Holy

Ghost which belongs to Confirmation that an imposition of

hands is required.

Reply Obj. 3. In those sacraments which arc perfected in

the use of the matter, the minister has to perform some
bodily action on the recipient of the sacrament, e.g. in

Baptism. Gmfirmation, and Extreme Unction; whereas

this sacrament does not consist in the use of matter em-

ployed outwardly, the matter being supplied by the part

taken by the penitent: wherefore, just as in the Eucharist

the priest perfects the sacrament by merely pronouncing

the words over the matter, so the mere words which the

priest while absolving pronounces over the penitent perfect

the sacrament of absolution. H, indeed, any bodily act

were necessary on the part of the priest» the sign of the

cross, which b employed in the Eucharist, would not be less

becoming than the imposition of hands, in token that sins

are forgiven through the blood of Christ crucified ; and yet

this is not essential to this sacrament as nrithrr is it to the

Eucharist

.
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Fifth Article,

wbbthek this sacrament is nbcbssary for salvation ?

WgpfoumltkMi to the Fifth ArtieU .—
Obfidhm I. It seems that this sacrament is not necessary

for nlvation. Because on Pk czxv. 5, They thai $cm in

letn, etc.. the gioes says: Be nai tomm/ul, if thou hmet «
good wUl, of which peace is the mead. But sorrow is essential

to Penance, according to 2 Cor. vii. 10: The sorrom thai is

aceonling to God worheth penance sieadfaM unio salioation.

Therefore a good will without Penance suflfees for salva-

tion.

Ohj. 2. Fiuther, it is written (Prov. x. 12): CharOy cooereih

ett sins, and further on (xv. 27): By mercy andfaiih sins are

pnrged assay. But this sacrament b for nothing else hot
the purging of sins. Therefore if one has charity, faith, and
mocy, one can obtain salvation, without the sacrament of

Penance.

Obj. 3. Further, the sacraments of the Church take their

origin from the institution of Christ. But according to

John viii. Christ absolved the adulterous woman vrithout

Penance. Therefore it seems that Penance is not necessary

lor salvation.

On the contrary. Our Lord said (Luke xiiL 3): Unless yon
shall do penance, yon shall all lihewise perish,

I answer thai, A thing is necessary for salvation in two
W9iy%; first, absohitely, secondly, on a supposition. A thing

is absolutely necessary for salvation, if no one can obtain

salvation without it. as, for example, the grace of Christ,

and the sacrament of Baptism, whereby a man is bom
again in Christ. The sacrament of Penance is necessary

on a supposition, for it is necessary, not for all, but for those

who are in sin. For it it written (2 Paral. xxxvii.),* Thou,

Lord, God of tht righteous, hast not appointed repentance to

the righteous, to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, nor to thou
who sinned not against Thee. But sin, when it is completed,

* The prayir of Mmmwosss, amoof tha Apocrypha.
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btgtUsih istUh (James i. 15). Cooseqaaitly it is neceaiaiy

for the tiimer's salvation that sin be taken away from him

;

which cannot be done without the sacrament of Penance,

wherein the power of Christ's Passion operates through the

priest's absc^tion and the acts of the penitent, who co-

operates with grace unto the destruction of his sin. For as

Augustine aays {Tract. \x%\\. in Joan.*), He Who created

thee vriUunU thee, will not justify thee without thee. Therefore

it is evident tiiat after ' <;arrament of Penance Ls

necessary ttx salvation, < bodily medicine after man
has contracted a dangerous disease.

^epiy Ohj. I. This gloss should apparently be understood

as referring to the man who has a good will unimpaired by

sin. for such a man has no cause for sorrow: but as soon as

the good will is forfeited through sin, it cannot be restored

without that sorrow whereby a man sorrows for his past

sin, and which belongs to Penance.

Repfy Ohj. 2. As soon as a man falls into sin, charity,

faith, and mercy do not deliver him from sin, without

Penance. Becanse charity demands that a man should

grieve for the offence committed against his friend, and that

he should be anxious to make satisfaction to his friend;

faith requires that he should seek to be justified from his

sins through the po^^'er of Christ's Passion whKh operates

in the sacraments of the Church; and well ordered pity

necessitates that man should succour himself by repenting

of the pitiful condition into which sin has brought him,

according to Prov. xiv. 34: Sin maheth naOons miserable:

wherefore it is written (Ecclus. xxx. 24) : Have pHy «n thy

own t&ul, pleating God.

Reply Ohj. 3. It was due to His power of excellence, whk:h

He alone had, as stated above (Q. LXIV.. A. 3). that Christ

bestowed on the adulterous woman the effect of the sacra-

ment of Penanoe, viz. the forgiveness of sins, without the

sacrament of Penance, although not without internal r^
pentance. which He operated in her tyy grace.

• ImpbdUy ia tfa* pMng* retersd to, bttt «cptfottly Serwu sv.

4e fwft. Apo$t.
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Sixth Article,

whether penance is a second plank after 8bifwrbcx ?

Wtprocsti timt to the Sixth Artids ;—
ObfectioH z. It Mems that Pttiaiioe is not a second plank

after shipwreck. Because on Isa. iiL 9, Thty h§m ffo-

cUumed Mbfoml th§k tin at Sodom, a gkMs says: Tht tocond

pUmh after thipmrech it to hide one's tint. Now Penance

does not hide sins, but reveab them. Therefoce Penance is

not a second |>lank.

06;. 2. Further, in a building the foundation takes the

first, not the second place. Now in the spiritual edifice.

Penance is the foundation, according to Heb. vi. i: Not

laying again the foundation 0/ Penance from dead worhs ;

wherefore it precedes even Baptism, according to Acts

ii. 38: Do penance, and be hapOxed every one ofyou. Ttvr*..

fore Penance should not be called a second plank.

Obj. 3. Further, all the sacraments are planks, i.e. \w\\y^

against sin. Now Penance holds, not the second but the

fourth, place among the sacraments, as is clear from what

has beoi said above (Q. LXV., AA. i, 2). Therefore

Penance should not be called a second plank after ship-

wreck.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. czxx.) that Penance

it a second ptanh after shipwrech.

I antwer that. That which is of itself precedes naturally that

which is accidental, as substance precedes accident. Now
some sacraments are, of themselves, ordained to roan's

salvation, e.g. Baptism, which is the spiritual birth. Con-

firmation which is the spiritual growth, the Eucharist which

is the spiritual food; whereas Penance is ordained to man's

lalvatkm accidentally as it were, and on something being

supposed, viz. sin : for unless man were to sin actually, he

would not stand in need of Penance, and yet he would need

Baptism. Confirmatioa, and the Eucharist; even as in the

life of the body, man would need no medical treatment,

unless he were ill. and yet life, birth, growth, and food are.

of themselves, necessary to man.
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Consequently Penance holds the second place with re([ard

to the state of integrity which is bestowed and safeguarded

by the aforesaid sacraments, so that it is called metaphori-

cally a second plank afitr shipmnck. For just as the first

help for those who cross the sea is to be safeguarded in a

idiole ship, while the second help when the ship is wrecked,

is to cling to a plank, so too the first help in this life's ocean

is that man saf^:uard his integrity, while the second help

is. if he lose his int^rity through sin, that he regain it by
means of Penance.

Reply Obj. I. To hide one's sins may happen in two ways:

first, in the very act of sinning. Now it is worse to sin in

public than in private, both because a public sinner seems

to sin more from contempt, and because by sinning he gives

scandal to others. Consequently in sin it is a kind of

remedy to sin secretly, and it is in this sense that the gloss

says that to kids one's sins is a second plank after shipwreck ;

not that it takes away sin, as Penance does, but because it

makes the sin less grievous. Secondly, one hides one's sin

previously committed, by neglecting to confess it: this is

oppoaed to Penance, and to hide one's sins thus is not a
second plank, but is the reverse, since it is written (Prov.

xxviii. 13) : He thai hidelh his sins shall nol prosper.

Reply Obj. 2. Penance cannot be called the foundation of

the spiritual edifice simply, i.e. in the first building thereof;

but it is the foundation in the second building which is

accomplished by destroying sin, because man, on his return

to God, needs Penance first. However, the Apostle is speak-

ing there of the foundation of ^iritual doctrine. Moreo\'er.

the penance which precedes Baptism is not the sacrament

of Penance.

Reply Obj. 3. The three sacraments which precede Pen-

ance refer to the ship in its mtegrity, le. to man's state of

mtegrity, with regard to whkh Ptenance is called a second

plank.
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SlVIICTB AsncLE.

WRBTHBR THIS SACRAMENT WAS SUITABLY INSTtTUTBD IN

TBB NBW LAW?

We proceed thus to the Seventh An
Objection i. It seen» that this sacra

i

instituted in the New Law. Because

belong to the natural law need not to be instituted. Now
it bdoogs to the natural law that one should r-

evfl one has done: for it » impossible to love g^.^
grieving for its contrary. Therefore Penance was unsuit-

abh .ted in the New Law.
Vij. -. 1 urthcr, that which existed in the CMd L<*« i.^J

not to be instituted in the New. Now there was Pttiance

in the Old Law, wherefore the Lord complains (Jer. viii. 6)

saying: There is none that doth penance /or his sin, saying :

What have I done? Therefore Penance should not have
been instituted in the New Law.

Obj. 3. Further, Penance comes after Baptism, since it is

a second plank, as stated above (A. 6). Now it seems that

Our Lord instituted Penance before Baptism, because we
read that at the beginning of Hb preaching He said (Matth

iv. 17): Do penance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.

Therefore this sacrament vras not suitably instituted in the

New Law.

Obj. 4. Further, the sacraments of the New Law were
instituted by Christ, by Whose power they work, as stated

above (Q. LXIL, A. 5; Q. LXIV., A. 1). But Christ does

not seem to have instituted this sacrament, since He made
no use of it. as of the other sacraments which He instituted.

Therefore this sacrament was unsuitably instituted in the

New Law.

On the contrary. Our Lord said (Luke xxiv. 46. 47): //

behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise again from the dead the

third day : and thai penance and remission of sins should be

preached in His name unto all nations.

I answer thai. As stated above (A. i., ad 1, ad 2), in this

sacrament the acts of the penitent are as matter, while the
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part taken by tiia priest, who works as Christ's minister, is

the formal and completive element of the sacrament. Now
in the other sacraments the matter pre-exists, being pro-

vided by nature, as water, or by art, as bread: but that such

and such a matter be employed for a sacrament requires

to be decided by the institution ; while the sacrament derives

its form and power entirely from the institution of Christ,

from Whose Passion the power of the sacraments proceeds.

Accordingly the matter of this sacrament pre-exists, being

provided by nature; since it is by a natural principle of

reason that man is moved to repent of the evil he has done

:

yet it is due to Divine institution that man does penance

in this or that way. Wherefore at the outset of His preach-

ing. Our Lord admonished men. not only to repent, but also

to do penstnce, thus pointing to the particular manner of

actions required for this sacrament. As to the part to be

taken by the ministers, this was fixed by Our Lord when
He said to Peter (Matth. xvi. 19): To thee will I give the

keys of the kingdom of heaven, etc.; but it was after His
resn ' n that He made known the efficacy of this sacra-

mei. the source of its power, when He said (Luke

xxiv. 47) that penance and remission of sins should be preached

in Hi* name unto all nations, after speaking of His Passion

and resurrection. Because it is from the power of the name
of Jesus Christ suffering and rising again that this sacra-

ment is efficacious unto the remission of sins.

It is therefore evident that this sacrament was suitably

instituted m the New Law.
Reply Obj. i. It is a natural law that one should repent

of the evil one has done, by grieving for having done it» and
by seeking a remedy for one's grief in some way or other,

and also that one should show some signs of grief, even as

the Ninevitet dkl, as we read in Jon. iii. And yet even in

their case there was also something of faith whkh they had
received through Jonas' preaching, tnasoiiich as tl|ey did
these things in the hope that they would receive pardon
from God. according as we read (ihid. 9): Who can tell if

God will turn and forgive, and will turn away from Hisfiena
Ml. 4 1
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migt^, mU we tksU noi perish ? But just as other matten
which are of the natural law were fixed in detail by the

institution of the Divine law, as we have stated in the

Second Part (I.-II., Q. XCL, A. 4: Q. XCV A ? o
XCIX.), so was it with Penance.

Reply Obj, 2. Things which are of the natural law wvu-

determined in N'arious wa3rs in the Old and in the New i^w,

in keeping with the imperfection of the CMd. and the per-

fection of the New. Wherefore Penance was fixed in a

certain way in the Old Law,—with regard to sorrow, that

it ihoiild be in the heart rather than in eztemal rigna.

according to Joel ii 13: Rend your hearts and noi yonr

garments ;—and with regard to seeking a remedy for sorrow,

that they should in some way confess their sins, at least

in general, to God's ministers. Wherefore the Lord said

(Levit. V. 17. 18): // anyone sin through ignorance, . . . he

shall offer 0/ the Jlochs a ram without blemish to the priest,

aecoriimg to the measure and estimation of the sin, and the

priest shall pray for him, because he did ii ignorantly, and it

shall be forgiven him ; since by the very fact of making an

offering for his sin, a man, in a fashion, confessed his sin to

the priest. And accordingly it is written (Prov. xxviii. 13):

He that hideth his sins, shall not prosper : but he that shall

conftts, andforsahe them, shall obtain mercy. Not yet, how-

ever, was the power of the keys instituted, which is derived

from Christ's Passion, and consequently it was not yet

ordained that a man should grieve for his sin. with the

purpose of submitting himself by confession and satisfac-

tion to the keys of the Church, in the hope of receiving for-

giveness through the power of Christ's Passion.

Reply Obj. 3. If we note carefully what Our Lord said

about the necessity of Baptism (John iii. v. 3. seqq.), we shall

see that this was said before His words about the necessity

of Pfenanoe (Matth. iv. 17); because He spoke to Nicodemus
about Baptism before the imprisonment of John, of whom
it is related afterwards (John iii. 23. 24) that he '

'

whereas His words about Penance were said aft^r j .... .__

cast into prison.
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If, bowever. He bad admoniihfid iDen to do penance

bdon idmoniahtDg them to be baptised, this would be

becaine abo before Baptism some kind of penance is re-

({Utred. according to the words of Peter (Acts ii. 38): Do

pmumc4, muL be baptized, evmy one oi you.

lUply Obj. 4. Christ did not use the Baptism which He
instituted, but was baptized with the baptism of John, as

stated above (Q. XXXIX.. AA. x. 2). Nor did He use

it actively by administering it Himself, because He did

md brnptiu as a rule, but His disdpies did, as related

in John iv. 2, although it is to be believed that He baptized

Hb disciples, as Augustine asserts {Ep. cclxv. ad SeUuc.),

But with regard to His institution of this sacrament it was
nowise fitting that He should use it, neither by repenting

Himself, in Whom there was no sin, nor by administering

the sacrament to others, since, in order to show His mercy

and power. He was wont to confer the effect of this sacra-

ment without the sacrament itself, as stated above (A. 5,

ad 3). On the other hand. He both received and gave to

others the sacrament of the Eucharist, both in order to

commend the excellence of that sacrament, and because

that sacrament is a memorial of His Passion, in which

Christ is both priest and victim.

Eighth Article,

whether penance should last till the end of life ?

We proceed tMus to the Eighth Article :—
Objection i. It seems that Penance should not last till

the end of life. Because Penance is ordained for the

blotting oat of sin. Now the penitent receives forgiveness

of his sins at ooce, according to Eiech. xviii. 21 : If the

wicked do panemce foraUkU tins which he hath committed

. . . he thall live and shall not die. Therefore there is no

need for Penance to be further prolonged.

Obj. 2. Further, Ptonance belongs to the state of beginners.

But man ought to advance from that state to the state of

the proficient, and, from this, on to the state of the per-
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feet. Therefore nun need not do Pe&ftnoe till the end of

bis life.

Obj. 3. Further, man it bound to observe the laws of the

Church in this as in the other sacraments. But the dura-

tion of repentance is fixed by the canons, so that, to wit.

for such and such a sin one is bound to do pmanre for so

many yean. Therefore it seems that Penance should not

be prolonged till the end of life.

On Uu cumirmyt Augustine says in his book. Dc Pctn%-

UtUU :* WkiU r^mmMs /or us to do, Mtnfe io sorrow tver in

this Uf$ ? For wktH sorrom csasss, r$poniance fails ; and if

ropmiUmce Jails, whtd bocomss 0/ pardon ?

I mumtr thst. Penance is twofold, internal and external.

Internal r*"f««*^ is that whereby one grieves for a sin one

has committed, and this penance should last until the end

of liie. Because man should always be displeased at having

sinned, for if he were to be pleased thereat, he would fur

this very reason fall into sin and lose the fruit of pardon.

Now displeasure causes sorrow in one who is susceptible- t • •

sorrow, as man is in this life; but after this life the saints

are not susceptible to sorrow, wherefore they will be dis-

pleased at without sorrowing for their past sins, according

to Isa. Ixv. z6: The former distresses are forgotten.

External penance is that whereby a man shows external

signs of sorrow, confesses his sins verbally to the priest who
absolves him, and makes satisfaction for his sins according

to the judgment of the priest. Such penance need not last

until the end of life, but only for a fixed time according to

the measure of the sin.

Repty Ohj. i. True penance not only removes past sins.

but also preserves man from future sins. Consequently,

although a man receives forgiveness of past sins in the first

instant of his true penance, nevertheless he must persevere

in his penance, lest he fall again into sin.

Reply Obj. 2. To do penance both internal and external

bekMigs to the state of beginners, of those, to wit, who are

making a fresh start from the state of sin. But there is

* De 9tra etfeUe Pamittniie. the aathonhip of which m ankoown.
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room for internal penance even in the proficient and the

perfect, according to Ps. Ixxxiii. 7: In kis hemrt he hoik

dispose to 4ucsnd by sUps, in ike vaU 0/ Uars. Wherefore

Paul says (i Cor. xv. 9): / . . . «m iio^ worthy to he called

tn apo^ because I penecmted the Church of God.

Reply Obj. 3. These durations of time are fixed for peni-

tents as regards the exercise of external penance.

Ninth Article,

whether penance can be continuous ?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that penance cannot be continuous.

For it is written (Jerem. xxxi. 16) : Let thy voice cease from
weeping, and thy eyes from tears. But this would be im>

possible if penance were continuous, for it consists in weep-

ing and tears. Therefore penance cannot be continuous.

Obj. 2. Further, man ought to rejoice at every good work,

according to Ps. xcix. i : Serve ye the Lord with gladness.

Now to do penance is a good work. Therefore man should

rejoice at it. But man cannot rejoice and grieve at the same
time, as the Philosopher declares {Ethic, ix.). Therefore a

penitent cannot grieve continually for his past sins, which

is essential to penance. Therefore penance cannot be con-

tinnoos.

Obj. 3. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. ii. 7): Comfort

him. viz. the penitent, lest perhaps such an one be swallowed

up with overmuch sorrow. But comfort dispels grief, which

is essential to penance. Therefore penance need not be

continuous.

On the contrary, Augustine says in his book on Penance:*

In doing penance grief should be eoniinual.

I answer that. One is said to repent in two wajfs, actually

and habttnally. It is impoatible for a man conttnaally to

repent actually; for the acts, whether internal or extenud,

of t penitoit most needs be interrupted by sleep and other

• a. fooCBOte. p. ao.
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thingB whid) the body needs. Secondly, m roan is said to

repent habitually; and thus be should repent continually,

both by never doing aaytimg oootraiy to penance, so as to

dettroy the habitiia] difpositk» of the penitent, and by

being resolved that his past sins should always be dis-

pimring to him.

R§^ Obj. I. Weeping and tears belong to the act of

extenal penance, and this act needs neither to be continu-

ous, nor to last until the end of life, as stated above

(A. 8): wherefore it is significantly added: For thsre is a

rnHurd for thy work. Now the reward of the penitent's

work is the full remiisioo of sin both as to guilt and as to

punishment; and after receiving this reward there is no

need for man to proceed to acts of external penance.

This, however, does not prevent penance being continual, as

explainrd above.

R^y Obj. 2. Of sorrow and joy we may speak in two

ways: first, as being passions of the sensitive appetite; and

thus they can nowise be together, since they are altogether

contrary to one another, either on the part of the object

(as when they have the same object), or at least on the part

of the movement, for joy is with expansion* of the heart,

whereas sorrow is with contraction; and it is in this sense

that the Phflosopher speaks in Ethic, ix. Secondly, we may
speak of joy and sorrow as being simple acts of the will, to

which something is pleasing or displeasing. Acoonlingly,

they cannot be oootrary to one another, except on the part

of the object, as when they concern the same object in the

same nt^td, in which way joy and sorrow cannot be

simultaneous, because the same thing in the same respect

cannot be pleasing and displeasing. If, on the other hand.

joy and sorrow, understood thus, be not of the same object

in the same respect, but either of different objects, or of

the same object in different respects, in that case joy and

sorrow are not contrary to one another, so that nothing

hinders a man from being joyful and sorrowful at the same

time,—for instance, if we see a good man suffer, we both

• a. I.-II.. Q. XXXIII.. A. I.
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rajoioe at his goodness and at the same time grieve for his

wihfmg. In this way a man may be dispieased at having

sinned, and be pleased at his displeasure together with his

hope for pardon, so that his very sorrow is a matter of joy.

Uenoe Augustine says {loc. cU.): The peniUnt sMouid ever

gtuM tmd refoice at his gru/.

If, however, sorrow were altogether incompatible with

joy. this would prevent the continuance, not of habitual

penance, but only of actual penance.

Reply Obj. 3. According to the Philosopher {Ethic, ii) it

belongs to virtue to establish the mean in the passions.

Now the sofiow which, in the sensitive appetite of the

penitent, arises from the displeasure of his will, is a passion;

wherefore it should be moderated according to virtue, and
if it be excessive it is sinful, because it leads to despair, as

the Apostle teaches (ibid.), saying: Lest such «n <me be

Mwallomed up with overmuch sorrow. Accordingly comfort,

of which the Apostle speaks, moderates sorrow but does not

destroy it altogether.

Tenth Article.

whether the sacrament of penance may be

repeated ?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article ;—
Objection z. It saema that the sacrament of Pfcnanoe

should not be repeated. For the Apostle says (Heb. vi. 4,

seqq.) : It is impot$ible /or those, who were once iUumtmUed,

hine totted also the heitvenly gijt, and were made partahers o/

the Holy Ghost . . . and are fallen away, to be renewed again

to pemmue. Now whosoever have done penance, have been

ilhnninated, and have received the gift of the Holy Ghost.

Tharelon whosoever sin after doing penance, cannot do

peoance again.

Obj. a. Further, Ambrose says (D# Penit. ii.): Some awe

to befomnd who thinh they ought oftan to do pemmce, who take

libertie» with Christ :/or if they were truly penitent, they would

not thinh of doing penance oeer again, since there is but one
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Penmiu 90m «t tk§r$ it btU <me BapH$m. Now Bapttsm n
not repeated. Neither, therefore, is Penance to be re«

peated.

Obf. 3. Further, the miracles whereby Our Lord healed

bodily diseases, signify the healing of spiritual diseases,

whereby men are delivered from sins. Now we do not read

that Our Lord restored the sight to any blind man twice,

or that He cleansed any leper twice, or twice raised any

dead man to life. Therefore it seems that He does not

twice grant pardon to any sinner.

Obj. 4. Further. Gregory says {Horn, xxxiv. in Ewtng.):

Pmumcs amtitU in tUploring past sins, and in noi c<mtmiUing

again ikoss w$ have daplorad : and Isidore says {De Smnmo
Bono, ii.): He is a mocker and no penitenl who sUU ices

what ha has rapanUd of. If, therefore, a man is truly peni-

tent, he will not sin again. Therefore Penance cannot be

repeated.

Obj. 5. Further, just as Baptism derives its efllcacy from

the Passion of Christ, so does Penance. Now Baptism is

not repeated, on account of the unity of Christ's Passion

and death. Therefore in like manner Penance is not

repeated

Obj. 6. Further, Ambrose says on Ps. cxviii. 58, / en-

breaUd Thy jace, etc., that facility of obtaining pardon is an

incentive to sin. If, therefore, God frequently grants pardon

through Penance, it seems that He affords man an incen-

tive to sin, and thus He seems to take pleasure in sin, which

is contrary to His goodness. Therefore Penance cannot be

repeated.

On the contrary, Man is induced to be merciful by the

example of Divine mercy, according to Luke vi. 36: Be ye

. . . merciful, as your Father also is merciful. Now Our

Lord commanded His disciples to be merciful by frequently

pardoning their brethren who had sinned against them;

wherefore, as related in Matth. xviii. 21, when Peter asked:

Horn often shall my brother offend against me, and I forgive

him ? till seven times ? Jesus answered: I say not tc thee,

tOl seven times, but till seventy times seven times. Therefore
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abo God over and over again, through Penance, grants

pardon to sinners, eapedally as He teaches us to pray

(Matth. VL 12): Fo^m «t our irnpasses, ms iM/ofgiM them

1 answtr tJuU, As regards Penance, some have erred, say-

ing that a man cannot obtain pardon of his sins through

Penance a second time. Some of these, viz. the Novatians.

went so far as to say that he who sins after the hrst Penance

which is done in Baptism, cannot be restored again through

Penance. There were also other heretics who, as Augustine

relates in De PctniUrUia,* said that, after Baptism, Penance

is useful, not many times, but only onct

These errors seem to have arisen from a iwoioid source:

first from not knowing the nature of true Penance. For

since true Penance requires charity, without which sins are

not taken away, they thought that charity once possessed

could not be lost, and that, consequently. Penance, if true,

could never be removed by sin, so that it should be neces-

sary to repeat it. But this was refuted in the Second Part

(II.-II.. Q. XXIV., A. II). where it was shown that on

account of free-will charity, once poaaessed, can be lost, and

that, cooMqoently. after true Penance, a man can sin mor-

tally.—Seocmdly. they erred in their estimation of the

gravity of sin. For they deemed a sin committed by a

man after be had received pardon, to be so grave that it

could not be forgiven. In this they erred not only with

regard to sin which, even after a sin has been forgiven, can

be either more or less grievous than the first, which was
forgiven, but nracfa more did they err against the infinity

of Divine mercy, which surpasses any number and magni-

tude of sins, according to P^. 1. i, 2: Hm$ mercy on me, O
God, aceofdittg to Tky great mercy : end according to the

mnltitudc of Thy tender mereie; bloi ottt my imiqmfy. Where-
fore the words of Cain were leprefaensible, when he said

(Gen. iv. 13): My iniquity ie gruter than that I may deeerve

pardon. And so God's mercy, throogfa Penance, grants

pardon to sinners, without any and, wfaerafore it is written

c{. footnote, p. ao.
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(3 Pmr^Up, xxxvu.*): Thy mtrci/id promiu u tmrnmtmM»
tmi mttmrekmbit . , . {mid Tkm ftpmUdi /or tkt ml
birottgki wpom MMm. It is therelore evident that PBoanoe

can be repeated many times.

R§piy Obj. z. Some of the Jews thought that a man could

be washed several times in the laver of Baptism, because

among them the Law piescnbed certain washing-plsoes

where they were wont to cleanse themselves repeatedly

from their undeaanenei. In order to disprove this the

Apostle wrote to the Hebrews that it is impombU/or tkou

«Ao wtre once Ulumin§i§i, viz. through Baptism, lo be

rtngmmi tigmin lo pmumu, viz. through Baptism, which is

iko Unm of regtnertium, mid retwoaliom of ike Holy Gkosi,

as stated in Tit. iii. 5: and he declares the reason to be that

by Baptism man dies with Christ, wherefore he adds (Heb.

vi. 6) : Crucifying again lo Ihemulvu Ike Son of God.

Reply Obj. 2. Ambrose is speaking of solemn Ptonaace,

which is not repeated in the Church, as we shall state further

on (Suppl.. Q. XXVIII.. A. a).

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says {loc. oil.). Our Lord gmte

eigkl lo mmiy blind mm ed vearUms timet, mid ttroHglh to

wumy infirm, thereby skoming, mi Ikete differeid wmt. Iked Ike

emne tins mre repetledfy forgiven, «I one time hedUtig a mm%
from leprosy mid mfterwmds from blindnett. For this reason

He heeded so memy tirieken milk /ever, so many feeble in body,

to many lame, blind, and withered, that the sinner might not

deapakr : far this reason He is not described at healing anyone

but once, that every one might /ear lo link himselfwith tin ; /or

Ihit reasonHe declares Himsel/lo be the physician welcomed not

of the hale, but 0/ the mihealthy. What sort 0/ a phytidan is

he who knows not how lo heal a recurring disease ? For i/ a

man ail a hnnired times it is /or the physician la haal him a

hundred limes : and i/ he /ailed where others succeed, he would

be a poor physician in comparison with them.

Reply Obj. 4. Peoanoe is to deplore past sins. and. while

deploring them, not to commit again, either by act or by in-

• Pnyor of MaassMB. saoog ths Apocrypha. S. ThomM is

•vktaitly quoting from aaowry. sad omits the words in bracksls.
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tnwHoB, thoie which we have to deplore. Because a man
it a mocker and not a penitent, who, mkiU doing p$tumu,

dots what he repents having done, or intends to do again

irtiat be did befofe, or even commits actually the same or

another kind of sin. But if a man sin afterwards either by
act or intention, this does not destroy the fact that hb
former penance was real, because the reality of a former

act is never destroyed by a subsequent contrary act: for

even as he truly ran who afterwards sits, so he truly re-

pented who subsequently sins.

R^y Obj. 5. Baptism derives its power from Christ's

PMikin, as a spiritual regeneration, with a spiritual death, of

a previous life. Now U ts mppoimUd wUo mmm omce io 4U
(Heb. ix. 27), and to be bom once, wherefore man diould

be baptized but once. On the other hand. Penance derives

its power from Christ's Passion, as a spiritual medicine,

which can be repeated frequently.

Reply Obj. 6. According to Augustine (loc. cU.), ii is

evident UnU $ins displease God exceedingly, for He is aimmys

resdy to dotiny them, test wheU He created should perish, emd
what He kmd be lost, via. by despair.



QUESTION LXXXV.

OF PENANCE AS A VIRTUE.

(/« Six ArHclM.)

We roust now contkW penance as a virtue, under which

head there are six pohits of inqoiiy: (i) Whether penance

b a virtue ? (a) Whether it is a special virtue ? (3) To
what species of virtue does it belong ? (4) Of its subject.

(5) Of its canse. (6) Of its relation to the oth< ^ virturs.

First Article.

whiiher penance is a virtue ?

We pfOC9$i tktu to the First Artide :—
OhjecUoH I. It seems that penance is not a virtue. For

penance is a sacrament numbered among the other sacra-

ments, as was shown above (Q. LXXXIV.. A. i: Q. LXV..

A. I). Now no other sacrament is a virtue. Tberalore

neither is penance a virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher {Ethic, iv.),

sAmm i$ not a virtue, both because it is a passion accom-

panied by a bodily alteration, and liecause it is not the dis-

potitkm of a perfect thing, sinoe it is about an evil act, so

that it has no place in a virtuous man. Now, in like manner,

penance is a passion accompanied by a bodily alteration,

vis. tears, according to Gregory, who says {Horn, xxxiv. in

Eumtg.) that petumee consitts in deploring past sins : more-

over it is about evU deeds, viz. sins, which have no place

m a virtuous man. Therefore penance is not a virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (Ethic, iv.)

.

no virtuous num is foolish. But it seems foolish to deplore

at
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what has been done in the past, since it cannot be other-

wise, and yet this is what we understand by penance.

Therefore penance is not a virtue.

On ths umktmry^ The precepts of the Law are about acts

of virtue, because a Umgivtr inlemls to make Pie ciUtens

viftuoMS {Ethic, ii.). But there is a precept about penance

in the Divine law, according to Matth. iv. 17: Do penance,

etc. Therefore penance is a virtue.

/ answer that. As stated above {Obj. 2, Q. LXXXIV.,
A. 10. ad 4), to repent is to deplore something one has done.

Now it has been stated above (Q. LXXXIV.. A. 9) that

sorrow or sadness is twofold. First, it denotes a passion of

the s4n->iT;\«> appetite, and in this sense penance is not a

virtue, but a passion. Secondly, it denotes an act of the

will, and in this way it implies choice, and if this be right,

t must, of necessity, be an act of virtue. For it is stated

ti Etkic. ii. that virtue is a habit of choosing according to

ight reason. Now it belongs to right reason that one

honld grieve for a proper object of grief as one

ought to grieve, and for an end for which one ought

to grieve. And this is observed in the penance of

which we are speaking now; since the penitent assumes

a moderated grief for his past sins, with the intention of

removing them. Hence it is evident that the penance of

which we are speaking now, is either a virtue or the act of

a virtue.

Reply Obj. I. As sUted above (Q LXXXIV , A. 1, ad 1:

AA. 2, 3). in the sacrament of Penance, human acts take

the place of matter, which is not the case m Baptism and
Coofimiation. Wherefore, since virtue is a principle of an
act, pwiance is either a virtue or accompanies a virtue,

rather than RapfiMn or Confirmation.

Repfy Obj. 2. Penance, considered as a passion, is not a
virtue, as tUted above, and it it thus that it is aooompanied
by a bodily alteration. On the other hand, it is a virtue,

sooQfding as it inchides a right choioe 00 the part of the

wil; which, howwer, applies to penance rather than to

shame. Because shame rsgards the evil deed as present.
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whereas penance regards the evil deed as past. Now it is

contrary to the periectioo of virtue that one should have an
evil deed actually present, of which one ought to be ashanwrf

:

whereas it is not contrary to the perfection of virtue that

we should have previously committed evil deeds, of which

it behoves us to repent, sinoe a man from being wicked

becomes virtuous.

Rtpiy Obj. 3. It would indeed be foolish to grieve for

what has already been done, with the intention of trying to

make it not done. But the penitent does not intend this:

for his sorrow is displeasure or disapproval with regard to

the past deed, with the intention of removing its result,

viz. the anger of God and the debt of punishment: and this

is not foolish

Second Article.

whether penance is a special virtue ?

We proceed thus to Uu Sec(md ArUcU :—
Objection i. It seems that penance is not a special virtue

.

For it seems that to rejoice at the good one has done, and to

grieve for the evil one has done are acts of the same nature.

But joy for the good one has done is not a special virtue,

but is a praiseworthy emotion proceeding from charity, as

Augustine states (De Civ. Dei, xiv.): wherefore the Apostle

says (i Cor. xiiL 6) that charity rejoiuth not Mt imquity, btU

ftjoicsth with the truth. ThereifOTe. in like manner, neither

b penance, which is sorrow for past sins, a special virtue,

but an emotion resulting from charity.

Obj. 2. Further, every qwcial virtue has its special matter,

because habits are distingwiihfd by their acts, and acts by
their objects. But penance has no special matter, because

its matter is past sins in any matter whatever. Theniore

penance is not a special virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is removed except by its con-

trary. But tmancx removes all sins. Therelore it is con-

trary to all sins, and consequently is not a special virtue.

On the comMrmry, The Law has a special precept about

as stated above (Q. LXXXIV., AA. 5. 7).
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/ mumf UuU, A» stated in the Second Pirt (I.-Il.. Q. LIV.,

A. i,4uit,A.2), habits are specifically distinguished accord-

ing to the species of their acts, ao that whenever an act has

a special reason for being praiseworthy, there must needs be

a special habit. Now it is evident that there is a special

reason for praising the act of penance, because it aims

at the destruction of past sin, considered as an offence

against God, which docs not apply to any oilier virtue.

We must therefoie conclude that penance is a special

virtue.

Reply Obj. i . An act springs from charity in two ways

:

first as being elicited by charity, and a like virtuous

act requires no other virtue than charity, e.g. to love the

good, to rejoice therein, and to grieve for what is opposed

to it. Secondly, an act springs from charity, being, so to

ipaalr. commanded by charity ; and thus, since charity com-

naads all the virtues, inasmuch as it directs them to its own
end, an act ^ninging from charity may belong even to

another qiecial virtue. Accordingly, if in the act of the

penitent we consider the mere displeasure in the past sin,

it bdongs to charity immediately, in the same way as joy

(or past good acts; but the intention to aim at the destruc-

tion of past sin requires a special virtue subordinate to

charity.

fUpfy Obj. 2. In point of fact, penance has indeed a

general matter, inaamach as it regards all sins; but it does

so under a special aspect, inasmuch as they can be remedied

by an act of man in co-operating with God for his jmtifica-

tion.

Heply Obj. J. Every special virtue removes formally the

habit of the opposite \ice. just as whiteness removes black-

ness from the same subject : but penance removes ex'ery sin

cilectiTeiy. inasmuch as it works for the destmctk» of sins,

accorJing as they are pardonable through the grace of God
if man co-operate therewith. Whcrafon it does not fottow

that it is a general virtue.
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Third Article,

whether the virtue of penamce is a species of

JUSTICE ?

W€ proc€td tkiu to Uu Third ArticU :->

Obftcium I. It seen» that the virtue of penance » not a

vgtat% ol justice. For justice is not a theological but a

moral virtue, as was shown in the Second Part (II.-II..

y. LXII., A. 3). But penance seems to be a theological

virtue, since God is its object, for it makes satisfaction to

God, to Whom, moraover, it reconciles the simer. There-

fore it teems that penance is not a species of justice.

Obj. 2. Further, since justice is a moral virtue it observes

the mean. Now penanoe does not observe the mean, but

rather goes to the extreme, according to Jerem. vi. 26:

Mmke Ihu mourmmg •» Jw mi oniy ton, a bUUr ImnmUOion

Therefore penance is not a species of justice.

Obj. 3. Further, there aie two species of justice, as stated

in Etkic. v.. vis. ditttibutive and commutative. But penance

does not seem to be contained under either of them. There-

fore it seems that penance is not a species of justice.

Obj. 4. Farther, a gloss on Luke vi. 21, BUusd me ye tktU

weep nam, says: // is prudence thai teaches us the unhappineu

of earthly things emd the happiness 0/ heavenly things. But

weeping is an act ol penance. Therefore penance is a species

of prudence rather than of justice.

On the contrary, Augustine says in De Pctnitenlia:*

Penance is the vengeance of the sorrowful, ever punishing in

them what they are sorry for having done. But to take

vo^jeance is an act ol justice, wherefore Tully says (De Inv

Khelor. ii.) that one kind of justice is called vindictive

Therefore it seems that penance is a species of justice.

/ answer thai. As stated above (A. i, ad 2), penance is a

special virtue not merely because it sorrows for evil done

(since charity would suffice for that), but also because the

penitent grieves for the sin he has committed, inasmuch as

• De vtrmetfeUe PamOrafM. ttw authonhip of which it unknown.
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it is an oOeaoe afiiMi God, and purposes to amend. Now
amendment for an oflenoe committed against anyone is not

made l>y merely ceasing to offend, but it is necessary to

make some kind of compeasation, whidi obtains in ofifenoes

itMMMtted agaaoat another, |iBt as retribution does, only

t hat compenaatioii is 00 the part of the offender, as when he

makes satiafactioo, wiiereas retribution is on the part of the

pefWBoffendsdagaiiiit. Eachof these bekmgs to the matter
* Lstioe, because each is a kind of comflmtation. Wherefore

it •> evident that penance, as a virtue, is a part of justice.

It most be observed, however, that according to the

Phik)aopiier {Etkic. v.) a thing is said to be just in two ways,

^mfif and mlativeiy. A thing » just simply when it is

bitwaau eqwdi, sime iustice is a kind of equality, and he

calls this the politic or civil just, because all citizens are

equal, in the point of being immediately imdcr the ruler,

retaining their freedom. But a thing is just relatively when
t is between parties of whom one is subject to the other,

as a servaat under his master, a son under his father, a wife

under her husband. It is this kind of just that we con-

sider in penance. Wherefore the penitent has recourse to

God with a purpose of amendment, as a servant to his

master, aoeoniing to Ps. cxxii. 2: Behold, as the eyes of

servamU «r» a» ike hands 0/ their masters, . . . so are our

eyes smto Ike Lord om God, umlU He ham mercy on us ; and
as a son to his father, according to Lake xv. 21 : Father, I

Asm siumed against heaven and be/ore thee ; and as a wife to

tier husband, according to Jerem. iii. i : Thou hast prosti-

tHted thysdf to manv lovers : nevertheless return to Me, saith

the Lord.

Reply Obj. i. As stated in Ethic, v., justice is a virtue
' •nrards another penon. and the matter of justice is not so

iiach the pefson to whom justice is doe as the thing wfaidi

^ the sul^act of distribution or comnnitation. Hence the

•latter of peoaooe is not God, but InuDan acts, whereby God
^ aianiad or appaMad; wfaanas God is as one to whoin
jiatkaa is due. Whawfore it is evident that penamM to not
•i theobgical virtue, because God to not its matter or object.
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tUply Obj. 2. The mean of justice k tlw equality that it

eitahliilifid betfreen those betiieen whom Justice is. as

stated in EMc, v. But in certain cases perfect equality

camiot be established, 00 account ci the excellence of one.

as betwecM father and son, God and man, as the Philoaoplier

states {Elkic, viii.). wfaerafoie in such cases, he that falls

short of the other must do whatever he can. Yet this wiH

not be sufiKdeat simply, but only according to the accept»

anoe of die higher ooe; and this is what is meant by ascrihmg

excess to penance.

RefUy Obj. 3. As there is a kind of commutatior in favours,

when, to wit. a man gives thanks for a favour received, so

also is there commutation in the matter of ofienoes, when,

OB account of an ofienoe committed against another, a omb
is either punished against his will, which pertains to vindic-

tive justice, or makes amends of his own accord, which

belongs to penance, which regards the person of the sinner,

just as vindictive justice regards the person of the judge.

Therefore it is evident that both are comprised under com-
mutative justice.

Reply Obj. 4. Although penance is directly a species of

justice, yet, in a fashion, it comprises things pertaining to

all the virtues; for inasmuch as there is a justice of man
towards God. it must have a share in matter pertaining to

the theological virtues, the object of which is God. Conse-

quently penance comprises faith in Christ's Pkssico, whereby

we are cleansed of our sins, hope for pardon, and hatred of

vice, which pertains to charity. Inasmuch as it is a moral

virtue, it has a share of prudence, which directs all the

moral virtues: but from the very nature of justice, it has

not only something bekinging to justice, but also some-

thing bctonging to temperance and fortitude, inasmufh as

those things which canse pleasure, and which pertain to

temperance, and those which cause terror, which fortitude

moderates, are objects of commutative justice. Accord-

ingly it belongs to justice both to abstain from pleasure,

which belongs to temperance, and to bear with hardships,

which belongs to fortitude.
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Fourth Article,

whether the will is properly tbs subject of

PENANCE ?

We pf0C4ti thus to the Fourth Article :—
Objection i. It seems that the subject of penance is not

properly the will. For penance is a species of sorrow. But

sorrow is in the concupiscible part, even as joy is. There-

fore penance is in the coecupitcible faculty.

0(9'. 2. Further. Penaooe is a kind of vengeance, as Augus-

tine states in De PamUtmUm {loc. cii., A. 3). But vengeance

seems to regard the irascible faculty, since anger is the

desire for vengeance. Therefore it seems that penance is

in the irascible part.

Obj. 3. Further, the past is the proper object of the

memory, acccM-ding to the Philosopher {De Memoria, i.).

Now pfnance regards the past, as stated above (A. i, ad 2,

mi 3). Therefore penance is subjected in the memory.

Obj. 4. Further, nothing acts where it is not. Now
pemmoit removes sin from all the powers of the soul. There-

fore penance is in every power of the soul, and not only in

the will

On the comirttry. Penance is a kind of sacrifice, according

to Ps. 1. 19: A mcfifUe to God is on t^icUd tpirii. But to

offer a Mcrifice is an act of the will, according to Ps. liii. 8:

/ mU fredy sacrifice to Thee. Therefore penance is in the

wiU.

/ answer thai, We can speak of penance in two ways: first.

in so far as it is a ptMOO, and thus, since it it a kind of

•orrow, it is in the coocopiKible part ai its subject ; secondly,

in so far as it is a virtue, and thus, as stated above (A. 3),

it is a species of justice. Now justice, at stated in the

Second Part (l.-II.. Q. LVI.. A. 6), it tobjected in the

rational appetite which it the will. Therefoie it it evident

that penance, in to far as it is a virtne, it tiib}ected in the

will, and its proper act is the porpoee of amending what

was committed against God.
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iUply Ohf. I. This argaroent coaikieii ptnuioe as a
pMtion.

Rsply Obf. 2. To desire vengeance on another, tfarooi^

passion, belongs to the kascible appetite, but to desire or

take vwngeanoe on oneself or on another, throogh ration,

belongs to the win.

Rtpiy Obi. 3. The memory is a power that apprahnndi the

past. But penance belongs not to the apprehenatw but

to the appetitive power, which presupposes an act of the

apprehension. Wherefore penance is not in the tiwmnrv

but prasapposes it.

ReplyObf-A. The wiU.asstatedabove(P. I.. Q. LXXXli..

A. 4; P. I.-II.. Q. IX.. A. i). moves all the other powt^rs of

the soul; so that it is not unreasonable for penancp to be

subjected in the will, and to produce an efiect in each power

of the soul.

FnTH Article.

WHETHER PENAKCE ORIGINATES FROM F»-*" '

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that penance does not originate

from fear. For penance originates in displcaeore at sin.

But this belongs to chanty, as stated above (A. 3). There-

fore penance originates from love rather than lear.

Obj. 2. Further, men are induced to do penance, through

the expectation of the heavenly kingdom, according to

Matth. iii. a and iv. 17: Do penance, /or the kingdom 0/

heaven is at hand. Now the kingdom of heaven is the

db|ect of hope. Therefore penance results from hope rather

than from fear.

Obj, 3. Further, fear is an internal act of man. But

penance does not seem to arise in us through any work

ol man, but throu^ the operation of God, according to

Jerem. xxxi. 19: After Thou didst convert me I did penance.
Therefore penance does not result from fear.

On the contrary. It ia written (Isa. xzvi. 17) : A$ a woman
with child, when ike drametk near tke time of her delivery, ie

in pain, and crietk out in her pangs, to are we became, by
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i. to wit ; and according to another* venioii the text

continues: Through fmf of Thte. O Lord, we have comcmved,

tmd hitm ms it wgre in Mom, mnd have bromghi forth the spirii

of nkmtioti, tjt. of sahitary penance, as is clear from what

precedes. Therefore penance results from fear.

/ answer that. We may speak of penance in two ways:

first, as to the habit, and then it is infused by God immedi-

ately without our operating as principal agents, but not with-

out our co-operating dispositively by certain acts. Secondly,

we may speak of penance, with regard to the acts whereby

in penance we co-operate with God operating, the first

principlef of which acts is the operation of God in turn-

ing the heart, according to Lament, v. 21: Convert us, O
Lord, to Thee, and we shall be converted ; the second, an

act of faith ; the third, a movement of servile fear, ^diereby

a man is withdrawn from sin throu^ fear of punishment;

the fourth, a movement of hope, whereby a man makes a

puipose of amendment, in the hope of obtaining pardon;

the fifth, a movement of chanty, whereby sin is displeasing

to man for its own sake and no longer for the sake of the

panishmfnt ; the sixth, a movement of filial fear whereby a

man, of his own accord, offers to make amends to God
throogh iear of Him.

Acootdtngly it is evident that the act of penance results

from servik fear as from the first movement of the appetite

in this direction and from filial fear as from its immediate

and proper principle.

Reply Obj. I . Sin begins to displease a man, espectaUy a

sinner, on account of the punishments which servile fcrar

regards, before it displeases him on account of its being an

offence against God, or on account of its wickedne», ¥rhich

pertains to charity.

Reply Obj. 2. When the kingdom of heaven 1^ saul to be

at hmd. wc are to understand that the king is on his way.
not only to reward but also to punish. Wherefore John the

said (Matth. iii. 7) : Ye brood of vipart, who hath

you to floe from ths wrath to coma ?
• Ths 8eptwtflat t a. i-ii.. Q. «dU.



Q. 85, A«T. 6 THE " SOMMA THEOLOGICA '*

38

Rspfy Obj. 3. Even the movcmept of feur proceed! from

God's act in turning the heart; wfaerelbn it is written (Dent.

V. ag): Who skiUl gim ik§m to htm wmek m mini, to fem i/# ?

And so the fact that penance reaoltt from fear does not

hinder its resulting from the act of God in turning the

heart.

Sixth Article.

WHETHER PENANCE IS THE HRST OF THi- vfi»T»'FO

W* pfoc4$i tkttt to tk§ Sixth ArticU :—
Objedum i. It seems that penance is the first of the

virtoes. Because, on Matth. iii 2, Do pmumu, etc, a glois

says: The fint viwku is to iMtny the old man, and hate tin

by means of penance.

Obj. 2. Further, withdrawal from one extreme seems to

precede approach to the other. Now all the other virtues

seem to regard approach to a term, because they all direct

man to do good; whereas penance seems to direct him to

wttbdimw from evO. Therefore it seems that penance

precedes all the other virtues.

Obj. 3. Further, before penance, there is sin in the soul.

Now no virtue is compatible with sin in the soul. There-

fore no virtue precedes penance, which is itself the first of

all, and opens the door to the others by expelling sin.

On the contrary. Penance results from faith, hope, and
charity, as already stated (AA. 2. 5). Therefore penance is

not the first of the virtues.

/ answer that. In speaking of the virtues, we do not con-

sider the order of time with regard to the habits, became,

sinoe the virtues are connected with one another, as atated

in the Second Part (I.-IL, Q. LXV., A. i), they all begin at

the same time to be in the soul ; but one is said to precede

the other in the order of nature, which order depends on
the order of their acts, in so far as the act of one virtue

pwsappoaes the act of another. Accordingly, then, one

must say that, even in the order of time, certain praise-

worthy acts can precede the act and the habit of penance,

e.g. acts of dead faith and h(^. and an act oi servile



39 PENANCE AS A VIRTUE Q.85.AKT.6

fear; while the act and habit of charity are, in point of

time. simoHaiieoiis with the act and habit of penance,

and with the habits of the other virtnes. For, as was
stated in the Second Part (I.-II.. Q. CXIII., AA. 7. 8).

in the justification of the ungodly, the v nt of the

free-will towards God, which is an act oi :^ : . quickened

by charity, and the movement of the free-will towards sin,

which is the act of penance, are simultaneous. Yet of these

two acts, the former naturally precedes the latter, because

the act of the virtue of penance is directed against sin,

through love of God; where the hrst-mentioned act is the

reason and cause of the second

Cooaequently penance is not simply the first of the

virtues, either in the order of time, or in the order of nature.

because, in the order of nature, the theological virtues

precede it simply. Nevertheless, in a certain respect, it is

the first of the other virtues in the order of time, as regards

its act, because this act is the first in the justification of the

ungodly; whereas in the order of nature, the other virtues

seem to precede, as that which is natural precedes that

which is accidental; because the other virtues seem to be

necessary for man's good, by reascm of their very nature,

wfaeieas penance is only necessary if something, viz. sin. be

presupposed, as stated above (Q. LV., A. 2), when we spoke

of the idatioo of the sacrament of penance to the other

sacnmaits aforeaaid.

Reply Obj. X. This gloss is to be taken as meaning that

the act of penance is the first in point of time, in comparison

with the acts of the other virtues.

R&piy Obj. 2. In successive movements withdrawal from
one extreme prooedes approach to the other, in point of

time; and also in the order of nature, if we consider the

subject, i.e. the order of the material cause; but if we con-

sider the order of the efficient and final causes, approach to

the end is first, for it is this that the eflkknt cause intends

first of all : and it is this cider which we consider dMty m
the acts of the soul, as stated in Pky$. ii.

R^pty Obj. 3. Psntnoe opens the door to the other virtues.
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because it expeb sin by the virtvei ol faith, hope and
charity, which precede it in the order of nature ; yet it so

opans the door to them that they enter at the same time as

it : because, in the justification of the ungodly, at the same
time as the free-will is moved towards God and sgainst sin,

the sin IS pardoned and grace infused, and with grace all

the virtues, as stated in the Second Part (lAl., Q. LXV..
AA. 3. 5).



QUESTION LXXXVl.

OP THE EFFECT OF PENANCE, AS REGARDS THE PARDON
OF MORTAL SIN.

(/« Sis ArHcUs.)

We must now consider the effect of Penance; and (i) as

regards the pardon of mortal sins: (2) as regards the pardon

of venial lins: (3) as leguds the return of sins which have

been pardoned : (4) as regurds the recovery of the virtues.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(i) Whether all mortal sins are taken away by Penance ?

(2) Whether they can be taken away without Penance ?

(3) Whether one can be taken away without the other ?

(4) Whether Penance takes away the guilt while the debt

remains } (5) Whether any renmants of sin remain ?

(6) Whether the removal of sin is the effect of Penance as

a virtue, or as a sacrament ?

First Article,

whether all sins are taken away by penance ?

We proceed tkui to the Fini Article ;—
Obiteiion i. It teems that not all sins are taken away

by Bbmukx. For the Apostle says (Heb. xii. 17) that Esau
fommd no pUcs of reftnUnce, ttUkomfk with Umrt lu fuul tought

tl. which a gkxn explains as meaning that kg/ommd no fUcs
of pardon mnd blsning ikrongk Penance : and it is related

(2 llachab. ix. 13) of Antiochus, that thii wicked man prayed

kf Ike Lord, of Wkom ke was not to obtain marcy. Therefore

it does not seaoi tlMl aH atas are taken away by Penance.
06;'. 2. Further. Augustine says (De Sarm. Dom. in Monte,

i.) that so great ti tk4 Uaim of tkai un (namely, wken a ma;
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nHtr comitii io lk$ kmomltdg$ 0/ God tkrougk iMs gr^cs ofCkmt,
rmitU JraimmMl ckttnty» tmd by the hrtmit of envy combMs
gnic$ Uttlf) UuA A# is %tMM4 to ktimhlt kimsd/ in prayer,

MUkomgh he it foresd by kit wicked ccnadence to ecknomUige
and confeu kit tin. Therefore not evay sin can be takao

away by Pttiance.

Obj. 3. Further, Our Lord said (Matth. xii. 3a): He tkat

tkaU tpeak againU tke Holy Ghost, it tkall not be forgiven kim,

nmikmr in tkit world nor in tke world to came. Therefore not

every sin can be pardoned through Penance.

On tke c&iUrary, It is written (Ezech. xviii. 23): / wnll not

remember any more all his iniqutHet tkat ke hath done.

I antwer tkai. The fact that a sin cannot be taken away
by Penance may happen in two ways: first, becaose of the

impossibility of repenting of sin; secondly, becaose of

Penance being unable to blot out a sin. In the first way
the sins of the demons and of men who are lost, cannot be

blotted out by Penance, because their will is confirmed in

evil, so that sin cannot displease them as to its guilt, but

only as to the ponishment which they suffer, by reason of

which they have a kind of repentance, which yet is fruitkis,

according to Wis. v. 3: Repenting, and groaning for angniik

ef tpirii. Consequently such Penance brings no hope of

pardon, but only despair. Nevertheless no sin of a way-

farer can be such as that, because his will is flexible to good

and evil. Wherefore to say that in this life there is any

sin of which one cannot repent, is errooeoas. first, becaose

this would destroy free-will, secondly, because this woold

be derogatory to the power of grace, whereby the heart of

any simwr whatsoever can be moved to repent, according

to Prov. xxi. I : The heart of the king it in the hand of the

Lord : wkiikenoaeer He will He tkall torn it.

It is alio erraaeoos to say that any sin cannot be pardoned

through true Penance. First, because this is contrary to

Divine mercy, of wfakh it is written (Joel ii 13) that God
IS graciout tmd merciful, paHeni, and rick in mercy, and ready

to repent of tke evil ; for, in a manner. God wocdd be over-

come by man. if man wished a sin to be blotted out, which
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God were unwilling to blot out. Secondly, became this

would be derogatory to the power of Christ's Passion,

through which Penance produces its effect, as do the other

sacnunents. since it is written (i John ii. 2): He is the pro-

pMstUm for om sim, mnd noi/or ours only, hui also for thou

of tk$ whoU world.

Therefore we must say simply that, in this life, every sin

can be blotted out by true Pttiance.

Reply Obj. i. Esau did not truly repent. This is evident

from his saying (Gen. xxvii. 41): Tk» days will come of the

maumim^ qf my father, and I will kill my broiker Jacob.

Likewise neither did Antiochus repent truly; since he

grieved for his past sin, not because he had offended God
thereby, but on account of the sickness which he suffered

in his body.

Reply Obj. 2. These words of Augustine should be under-

stood thus; So great is the stain of that sin, that man is unable

to humble himself in prayer, i.e. it is not easy for him to do

^; in which sense we say that a man cannot be healed,

when it is difficult to heal him. Yet this is possible by the

power of God's grace, which sometimes turns men even into

the depths of the sea (Ps. Ixvii. 23).

Reply Obj. 3. The word or blasphemy spoken against the

Holy Ghost is final impenitence, as Augustine states {D§

Verb. Dom. xi.). which is altogether unpardonable, because

after this life is ended, there is no pardon ol sins. Ch*. if

by the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, we imderstand

sin committed through certain malice, this means either that

the blasphemy itself against the Holy Ghost is unpardon-

able. i.e. not easily pardonable, or that such a sin does not

contain in itself any motive for pardon, or that for such a

sin a man is punished both in this and in the next world,

as we explained in the Second Part (U.-ll., Q. XIV.. A. 3).



Q. B6. AST 2 THE " SOHHA THEOLOGICA "
44

Second Articlb.

whether sin can be pardoned without penance ?

We procsed tkut to <A# Second AHUU :—
Objection I. It seems that sin can be pidooed without

Bmaaoe. For the power of God is no lew with regard to

adults than with regard to children. But He pardons the

slat of children without Penance. Therefore He ako
pardons adults without penance.

Ohj. 2. Further. God did not bind His power to the

sacraments. But Penance is a sacrament. Therefore by
God*s power sin can be pardoned without Penance.

Obj. 3. Further, God*s mercy is greater than man's.

Now man sometimes forgives another for offending him.

without his repenting: wherefore Our Lord conunanded us

(Ifatth. V. 44) : Love ycmr enemiee, do good to Hum thai keOe

you. Much more, therefore, does God pardon men for

ofiending him, without their repenting.

On the contrary. The Lord said (Jcrem. xviii. 8) : // that

nation . . . shall repent 0/ their evil which they have done.

/ edio will repent of the evil thai I heme thought to do them,

ao that, on the other hand, if man do not penanu. it seems

that God will not pardon him his sin.

/ antmer thai. It is impossible for a mortal actiLil sin to

be pardoned without penance, if we speak of penance as a

virtue. For. as sin is an offence againit God. He pardons

tin in the same way as he paidons an offence committed

againitt Him. Now an offence is directly opposed to grace,

sinoe one man is said to be offended with another, because

he excludes him from his grace. Now, as stated in the

Second Put (I.-II.. Q. CX.. A. i). the difference between

the grace of God and the grace of man, is that the latter

does not cause, but presupposes true or apparent goodness

in him who is graced, whereas the grace of God causes good>

ness in the man who is graced, because the good-will of

God. which is denoted by the word grace, is the cause of all

created good. Hence it is poasibk for a man to pardon an
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ofienoe. for which he is offended whh someone, without any

dna^e in the latter*s will; but it is impossible that God
pardon a man for an offence, without his will being changed.

Now the offence of mortal sin is due to man*s will being

turned away from God, through being turned to some

mutable good. Conseqnently. for the pardon of this offence

a^aint God. it is necessary for man*8 will to be so changed

as to turn to God and to renounce having turned to some»

thing ehe in the aforesaid manner, together with a purpose

of amandment ; all of which belongs to the nature of penance

as a viitv». Therefore it is impossible for a sin to be par-

doned anyone without penance as a virtue.

But the sacrament of Penance, as stated above

f'' • y XXVIII.. A. 3). is perfected by the priestly office

ig and loosing, without which God can forgive sins,

even as Christ pardoned the adulterous woman, as related

in John viii., and the woman that was a sinner, as related

m Lukf vii., whose sins, however. He did not forgive with-

out the virtue of penance : for as Gregory states {Horn, xxxiii.

in Evang.), He drew ifumardly by grace, i.e. by penance, ker

whom He received onhMrdly hy His mercy.

Repiy Obj. I. In duldren there is none but original sin.

which consists, not in an actual disorder of the will, but in a

habitual disorder of nature, as explained in the Second Part

(I.-II.. Q. LXXXII.. A. 1). and so in them the forgiviene»

of sin is accompanied by a habitual change resulting from

the infiiiion of grace and virtues, but not by an actual

change. On the other hand, in the case of an aduh, in

whom there are actual sins, which consist in an actual dis-

order of the will, thtre is no remission of sins, even in

Baptism, without an actual change of the will, which i**

the effect of Penance.

Reply Obj. 2. This argument takes Bmaiice as a aacra-

ment.

Rtply Obj. 3. God*s mercy is more powerful than man*s,

in that it moves man's will to repent, which man*s meicy

cannot do.
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Third Article.

wbbthbb by penance one shf cam be pardoned
without another ?

W$ proc4§d Um* Ic M# TImd AHiek ;—
ObficUim X. It aeemt that by Pe&anoe one bid can be

pardoned without another. For it is written (Amos iv. 7):

/ ctmaml U to rmn upon om dty, tmd emuod ii noi to r&im

upom tmolhm city ; ons pises wm rmnsi upom : mid tks pises

wksfsupon I rttinsd not, witksrsd. These words are ex-

pounded by Gregory, who says {Horn. x. tmpsf Etsch.):

WhsH s mmn who hstss hi$ nsighbour, bfsskt kimts^f of other

viesSt rain falls on ons pmi of the city, istving tks otksr psart

witksrsd, for tksre ars soms msn who, whsn thsy pruns some

vicsst bscoms much mors rootsd iu othsn, Thereloie one sin

can be forgiven by Poiance, without another.

Ohj. 2. Further, Ambrose in commenting on Ps. cxviii,

BIsMMsd urs ths uudsfiisd in ths woy, after expounding verae 136

{My syss hns ssnt forth) springs of wttsr, says that ths fint

consoUUion is thut God is mindful to have msrcy ; and ths

sscond, that Hs punishss, for although faith bs wanting, punish
msnt mahss satisfaction and raisss us up. Therefore a man
can be raised up from one sin, while the sin of unbelief

remains.

Obj. 3. Further, when several things are not necessarily

together, one can be removed without the other. Now it

was suted in the Second Part (I.-II., Q. LXXIIL, A. z)

that sins are not connected together, so that one sin can

be without another. Therefore also one sin can be taken

away by Penance without another being taken away.

Obj. 4. Further, sins are the debts, for whkh we pray for

pardon when we say in the Lord's Prayer: Forgive us our

trespasses, etc. Now man sometimes forgives one debt

witlMmt fofgiving another. Therefore God also, by Penance,

forgives one sin without another.

Obj. 5. Further, man's sins are forgiven him through the

love of God. according to Jerem. xxxL 3: / have lovsd thss
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wM mm «wrkiliv 'mp*. tkir$for§ hmv€ I irmm IAm, Uking

piiy 0» Ihm, Now there is nothing to hinder God from

loving a man in one reipect, while heing offended with

him in another, even as He loves the sinner as regards his

nature, while bating him for his sin. Therefore it ieenit

poasihle for God, by Penance, to pardon one sin without

another.

On Uu conirmry, Augustine says in De PanitetUiu :* There

«r# mmmy who repent having sinned, hut noi coenpUidy ; /or

they excepi certain things which give them pleaame, fergdHmg
thai Our Lord delivered from the davil the man who wa$ both

dmmh and deaf, whereby He shows us thai we are never healed
umlau ii be from all sins.

I answer thai. It is impossible for Penance to take one sin

away without another. First because sin is taken away by
grace removing the o&nce against God. Wherefore it was
suted in the Second Part (I.-II., Q. CIX.. A. 7: Q. CXIII..

A. 2) that without grace no sin can be forgiven. Now every

mortal sin is opposed to grace and excludes it. Therefore

it is impossible for one sin to be pardoned without another.

Secondly, because, as shown above (A. 2) mortal sin cannot

be forgiven without true Penance, to which it belongs to

noooDoe sin, by reason of its being against God, which is

commoo to all mortal sins: and where the same reason

lies, the result will be the same. Consequently a man
cannot be truly penitent, if he repent of one sin and not of

another. For if one particular sin were displeasing to him,

becaass it is against the love of God above all things (which

motive is necessary for true repentance), it follows that he

would repent of all. Whence it follows that it is impossible

for one sin to be pardoned through Penance, without another.

! rdly. because this would be contrary to the perfection of

i'ori's mercy, sinoe His woria are perfect, as sti^ in Dent.
xxxii. 4: wfasralore whomoever He pardons. He pardons

altofstber. Hence Augustine says {loc, cii.), that ii i$

irreoereni and hereOcai io ewpaU half a pardon from Him
Who it futi and jutHce iivdf,

• Dt wfttfmtut PwmUemtia, 11» aotbonhip of whkh is nnkaowa.
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fUply Obj. I. These ivords of Gi^i^ory do wl nfer to Hh
forgiveaefs of the guilt, but to the newiitioo from «bT,

became eometiinee e maa who hes been woat to commit
lefeeaiktodioliiB, reaouacee oac aad pot the othey; which
ie iadeed doe to God*s amistaiice, tmt does not reach to the

peidon of the «in.

lUply Obj. 2. In this saying of Ambrose /stlA

denote the feith whereby we beMeve in Chrat,

Aagoitiae says on John xv. 22. // / had not com*, and
fpokan to Hwn, Mry wonU not have tin (vis. vibelief) : for

iki» iM Iks iin wftmch contmno mU othmm : bat it etaads for

oooeekiQeaemt beceuie tometanee a num receives pardon

for a ftin of which he is not conadoas, throogh the punish-

ment which he bean patiently.

Replv Olff. 3. AUbmigli flias are not conaeded ia so far

as f '^n towards a mutable good, yet they are coaneded
in :... as they turn away from the immutable G<kx),

which applies to all mortal sins in common; and it is thus

that they have the character of an ofienoe which needs to

be removed by Penance.

Kef>t\ Obj. 4. Debt as regards external things, e.g. money^

is not opposed to friendship through which the debt is

pardoned ; hence one debt can be condoned without aaotber.

On the other hand, the debt of sin is opposed to fHtadririp,

aad so one sia or offence is not pardoned without another;

for it wonld seem absnid for anyone to ask even a man to

fofgive him one ofknee aad not another.

Roply Okj. 5. The love whereby God loves manli aatam.

does not ortSain man to the good of glory from which maa
is excluded by any mortal sin ; bat the love of grace, whereby

mortal sin is forgiven, ordaiaa maa to eternal life, according

to Rom. vi. 23 : Tho graco of God (is) Kfe everlaatiag.

there is no comparison.



49 THE EFFECT OF PENANCE Q. 86. Aw. 4

Fourth Article.

whether the debt of punishment remains after the

guilt has been forgiven through penance ?

We pfocsei tims to the Fourth ArUcU :—
Obj^dum I. It seems that no debt of punishment remains

after the guilt has been forgiven through Penance. For when

the cause is removed, the effect is removed. But the guilt

is the cause of the debt of punishment : since a man deserves

to be punished because he has been guilty of a sin. There

ion when the sin has been forgiven, no debt of punishment

can remain.

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Apostle (Rom. v.) the

gift of Christ is more effective than the sin of Adam. Now.

by binning, man incurs at the same time guilt and the debt

of puni»-)""'"» Much more therefore, by the gift of grace,

b the ^ iven and at the same time the debt of punish-

ment remitted.

Obj. 3. Further, the forgiveness of sins is effected in

Penance through the power of Christ's Passion, according

to Rom. iiL 25 : Wham God hoik proposed to be a propiiitUion,

timmgh Jaitk in His blood» , . . for tks remitnon o/ former

SMM. Now Christ's Passion made satisfaictinB soflicient for

aU sins, as sUted above (QQ. XLVIII.. XLIX.. LXXIX

.

A. 5). Theiefore after the guilt has been pardoned, no debt

of punishment remains.

On the contrary. It is related (a Kings xii 13) that when
David penitent had said to Nathan: / tmoe titmod aginnsi

tJu Lord, Nathan said to him: The Lord olso haih takon tUHty

tky sin, thou skaU not die. NmmiheUu , . . the child thnt it

bom to thee shall surely die, which was to punish him for the

sin he had ooauiitted, ts ftated in the «me place. Thero-

fore a debt of womt punishment renuunf after the guilt has

been forgiven.

/ antmer that. As sUtcd in the SeoGod Part (I.-II ,

Q. LXXXVll.. A. 4), in mortal sin there are two thuig:».

naOHly, a turning from the immutable Good, and an in-

tl! 4 4
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ordinate turning to mutable good. Accoidingly, in so far

as mortal sin turns away from the immutable Good, it

induoet a debt of eternal punishment, so that wfaoso^ «"^

sins against the eternal Good should be punished eteni

Again, in so far as mortal sin turns inordinately to a mu?

good, it gives rise to a debt of some pomshment, becuuM

the diiocder ol giuh m not bcou^ back to the order of

justice, except by punidunent: since it is fust that he who

has been too indulgent to his will, should suffer something

against his will, for thus will equality be restored. Hence

it is written (Apoc. xviii. 7): At muck at tks ktOk glorifisd

kind/, mtd lived in ddicmdtt, to maick tormnd tmi torrom

giveyttoksr.

Since, howisver, the turning to mutable good is finite, sin

does not. in this respect, induce a debt of eternal punish-

ment. Wheniore, if man turns inordinately to a mutable

food, without taming from God. as happens in venitl sins,

he incurs a debt, not of eternal but of temporal punishment.

Consequently when guilt is pardoned through grace, the

soul ceases to be turned away from God, through being

united to God by grace: so that at the same time, the debt

of punishment is taken away, albeit a debt of some tem-

poral punishment may yet remain.

Reply Ohj. z. Mortal sin both turns away from God and

turns to a created good. But. as stated in the Second Part

(l.-ll.. g. LXXl.. A. 6), the turning away from God is as

its form, while the turning to created good is as its matter.

Now if the formal element of anything be removed, the

species is taken away: thus, if you take away ratkoal. you

take away the human species. Omseqnently mortal sin is

said to be pardoned from the very fact that, by means of

gnce^ the aversion of the mind from God is taken away

tugetfki with the debt of eternal punishment: and yet the

material element remains, viz. the inordinate turning to a

created good, for which a debt of temporal punishment is due.

tupiy Obj. 2. As stated in the Second Part (I.-Il.. Q. CIX.,

AA. 7, 8: Q. CXI., A. 2), it bekmgi to grace to operate in

man by justifying him from sin, and to co-opente with man
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that his work may be rightly doo*. CoQseqiMntly the for-

giwMMiB oi guilt and of the debt d eternal paniihinent

bdoogs to operating grace, while the remiasioii of the debt

of temporal punishment beiooga to ccMtperating grace, in

so far aa man, by bearing pannhoMBl patiantly with the

help of Divine grace, is released also from the debt of tem-

poral ponirinMnt Consequently just as the effect of

operating gnct pnoedes the effect of co-operating grace,

so too, the remimon of guilt and of eternal punishment

precedes the oomplfite ideaae from temporal punishment,

since both are from grace, but the former, from grace akme,

the latter, from grace and free-will.

Reply Obj. 3. Christ's Passion is of itself sufficient to

remove all debt of punahment, not only eternal, but also

temporal ; and man is released from the debt of punishment

according to the measure of his share in the power of Christ's

Passion. Now in Baptism man shares the Power of Christ's

Passion fully, sinoe by water and the Spirit of Christ, he

dies with Him to sin, and is bom again in Hiro to a new
life, so that, in Baptism, man receives the remission of all

debt of punishment. In Penance, on the other hand, man
shares in the power of Christ's Passion according to the

neesure of his own acts, which are the matter of Penance,

ss water is of Baptism, as stated above (Q. LXXXIV.,
AA. I. 3). Wherefore the entire debt of punishment is not

remitted at once after the first act of Penance, by which

act the guilt is remitted, but only when all the acts of

Penance have been coomleted.

Fifth Arhclb.

whttbis the bemmamts of sin aib removed when a
mortal sin is forgiven?

'§ proctid tMms to the Fifth ArUcU :—
Objmkwm x. It seems that all the remnants of sin are

reaewiid when a M)rtal sm is forgiven. For Augustine sajfs

in Dt PamimUM .** Om iAtrd nMwr kmUd mityom wilkomi

• D0 wf «/riba PmmiUmMm, ths aathqwlrfp o< widch is nnknowa.
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kim wholly ; for He wholly hudtd Ihs mrnn on ths

Ssbbtdh, n$K4 He tUUvmrwd hi$ My from mU iitmu, mU hit

totd from M immi. Now the remiuuitt of tin beloag to the

liiifiiiifi of tin. Therefore it does not teem po»ible for eny

reninentf of sin to remein when the guilt has been perdoned.

Obj. 2. Farther, aoooiding to Dknyiiiii {Div. Norn. iv.).

good is mort o/loociomo ihmm mril, nmu ooil don noi Md tine

itt wirttu of tome good. Now. by sinning, man incnrs the

taint of sin all at once. Much more, therefore, by repenting,

is he delivered also from all remnants of sin.

Obj. 3. Further, God's work is mora eAcadoos than

man's. Now by the exercise of good human works the

remnants of contrary sins are removed. Much more, there-

fore, are they taken away by the remision of guilt, whidi

is a work of God.

On the coHirtary, We read (Mark viu.j that the biind man
whom Our Lord enlightened, was restored first of all to

imperfect si^t. wherefore he said (vene 24): / s«0 mom» ot

it were treet, walhing ; and afterwards he was restored per-

fectly, to that he taw all thimgt dearly. Now the enlighten-

ment of the blind man signifies the delivery of the sinner.

Therefore after the first remission of sin. whereby the sinner

it restored to spiritual sight, there still remain in him some
remnants of his past sm.

/ answer thai. Mortal sin, in so far as it turns inordinatdy

to a mutable good, produces in the soul a certain dispoai-

tion, or even a habit, if the acts be repeated frequently.

Now it has been said above (A. 4) that the guilt of mortal

sin is pardoned throu^ grace removing the averskm of the

mind from God. Neverthekis when that which is on the

part of the aversion has been taken away by grace, that

which is on the part of the inordinate turning to a !«•

good can remain, since this may happen to be witl. ,..; y.ic

other, as stated above (A. 4). Consequently, there is no

reMon why, after the guilt has been forgiven, the disposi-

tions caused by preceding acts should not remain, which

are called the remnants of sin. Yet they remain weakened

and ^tminkh^d^ 80 as not to domineer over man, and they
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are after the maimer of dhpcaHioiii rather than of habits,

like the fcmn which remains after Baptism.

Rtp^ Obj, X. God heab the whole man perfectly; but

aometiroes soddenly. as Peter's mother-in-law was restored

at once to perfect health, so that rising she minisUnd to

tktm (Luke iv. 39), and sometimes by degrees, as we said

above (Q. XLIV., A. 3, «if 2) about the blind man who was

restored to sight (Matth. viii.). And so too. He sometimes

turns the heart of man with such power, that it receives at

oooe perfect spiritual health, not only the guilt being par-

doned, but all remnants of sin being removed, as was the

case with Magdalen (Luke vii.) ; whereas at other times He
sometimes first pardons the guilt by operating grace, and
afterwards, by co-operating grace, removes the remnants of

sin by degrees.

Reply Obj. 2. Sin too. sometimes induces at once a weak
disposition, such as is the result of one act, and sometimes

a stronger disposition, the result of many acts.

R»ply Obj. 3. One human act does not remove all the

remnants of sin. because, as stated in the PrtiicsmtmU

(CMiegor. viii.). a viciotts wutn by doing good works will mmk$
bmi littU progreu so as to be any better, but i/ he conHmte in

good preuUce, he will end in being good as to acquired virtue.

But God's grace does this much more effectively, whether

by one or by several acts.

Sixth Akticlb.

whethfr the forcivbnbss op guiit 1«; a\ effect of

PENANCE ?

We fnutd tkea to the Sixth Article ;->

Obfeetion i. It teems that the forgiveneM of guilt is not

an effect of penance as a virtue. For penance is said to be

a virtue, m so far as it is a principle of a human action.

But human action does nothhig towards the rrmiisinn of

gnlH, since this is an effect of operating grace. Therefore

the forgfeoMss of guilt is not an effect of penance as a
virtue.
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Obf. 2. Further, certain ctiMr vtrtnes are more ejujelleBt

than pfinancc. But the foiighwneM of sin is not said to be

the efiect of any other virtue. Neither, therelore, is it the

eflsct of penance as a virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, there as no forgiveness of lin except

through the power d Christ's Passion, aocoiding to Heb.

ix. 23: WHkotU th§iHmg t/ blood thmt it no mmitiion, Nov
pBoanoe, as a sacrament, produces its effect through the

power of Christ's Passion, even as the other snommaita do,

as was shown above (Q. LXII.. AA. 4, 5). Thsfefbre the

forgiveness of sin is the effect of Penance, not as a virtue,

but as a sacnunent.

On tkt conirtfy. Properly speaking, the cause of a thing

is that without which it cannot be, since every delect

depends on its cause. Now forgiveness of sin can conw
from God without the sacrament of Penance, but not

wMwut the virtue of penance, as stated above (Q. LXXXIV.

A. 5, 0d 3: Q. LXXXV.. A. 2); so that, even before the

SMTsments of the New Law were iostttuted, God pidonwi

tiM sins of the penitent. Therefore the forgiimiess of sin

is chiefly the effect of penance as a virtue.

/ imtmer that. Penance is a virtue in so far as it is a prin-

ciple of certain human acts. Now the hunaan acu. which

are performed by the sinner, are the material element in the

sacrament of Penance. Moreover every sacnunent produces

its effect, in virtue not only of its form, but also of its matter;

l>ecause both these together make the one sacrament, as

stated above (Q. LX., A. 6, «f 2, A. 7). Hence in Baptism

foigiveness of sin is effected, in virtue not only of the form

(but also of the matter, viz. water, albeit chiefly in virtne ol

the form)^ from which the water receives its power and,

similarly, the forgiveness of sin is the effect of Penance,

chiefly by the power of the keys, which is vested in the

ininiiti 1 11, who furnish the formal part of the sacnment,

as stated above (Q. LXXXIV., A 3). and secondarily by

the instrumentality of those acts of the penitent which

pertain to the virtue of penance, but only in so far as

* The word! in brackals are omittad in the Leonine editton.
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acts are. in some way« subordinate to the keys of the Church.

Acooitlingly it is evident that the foigivenas of sin is the

effect ci penance as a virtue, but btill more of Penance as a

sacrament.

Reply Obj. I. The efiect of operating grace is the justifica-

tion of the ungodly (as stated in the Second Part, I.-II.,

Q. CXI 1 1.)* wherein there is. as was there stated (AA. i, 2,

3), not only infusion of grace and forgiveness of sin. but also

a movement of the free-will towards God. which is an act

of faith quickened by charity, and a movement of the free-

will against sin. which is the act of penance. Yet these

human acts are there as the effects of operating grace, and

are produced at the same time as the forgiveness of sin.

Coaaequently the forgiveness of sin does not take place

witlKNtt an act of the virtue of penance, although it is the

effect of operating grace.

Reply Obj. 2. In the justification of the ungodly there is

not only an act of penance, but also an act of faith, as

stated above {ad i: I.-II., Q. CXIIL. A. 4). Wherefore the

forgiveness of sin is accounted the effect not only of the

virtue of penance, but also, and that chiefly, of faith and

charity.

Reply Obj. 3. The act of the virtue of penance is sub-

ordinate to Christ's Passion both by faith, and by its rela-

tion to the keys of the Church; and so. in both ways, it

causes the forgiveness of sin. by the power of Christ's

Passion.

To the argument advanced in the contrary sense we reply

that the act of the virtue of penance is necessary for the for-

givene» of sin. through being an invtparaWe efiect of grace,

idiereby chiefly is sin pardoned, and which produces its

efiect in all the tfifimwita. Consequently it only follows

that grace is a hitler came of the fofgivcneM of sin than

the sacrament of Penance. Moreover, it must be observed

that, oader the Okl Law and the kw of nature, there

was a sacrament of Ptaance after a fashk», as stated above

(Q. LXXXIV.. A. 7, ed 2).



QUESTION LXXXVII.

OP THE REMISSION OF VENIAL SIN.

(/« Fcfm ArHcltt.)

Wb must now consider the forgiveness of venial sins, aider
which head there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether
venial sin can be forgiven without Penance ? (2) Whether
it can be forgiven without the infusion of grace ?

(3) Whether venial sins are foigiven by the sprinkling of

holy water, a bishop's Messing, the beating of the breast,

the Lord's Prayer, and the like ? (4) Whether a venial sin

can be taken away without a mortal sin ?

First Article,

whether venial sin can be forgiven without
PENANCE ?

W$ proceed thm to iMe First Article ;~
Objection i. It seems that venial sin can be forgiven

without penance. For, as stated above (Q. LXXXIV.,
A. 10, ad 4), it is essential to true penance that man should

not only sorrow for his past sins, but also that he should

purpose to avoid them lor the future. Now venial sins

are forgiven without any such purpose, for it is certain

that man cannot lead the present life without committmg
venial sins. Therefore venial sins can be forgiven without

penance.

Obj. 2. Further, there is no penance without actual dis-

pleasure at one's sins. But venial sins can be taken away
without any actual displeasure at them, as would be the

case if a man were to be killed in his sleep, for Christ's

56
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take, sinoe he would go to heaven at once, which would not

happen if his venial sins remained. Therefore venial sins

can be forgiven without penance.

Obj. 3. Further, venial sins are contrary to the fervour of

charity, as sUted in the Second Part (II.-II., Q. XXIV..
A. 10). Now one contrary is removed by another. There-

fore forgiveness of venial sins is caused by the fervour of

charity, which may be without actual displeasure at venial

sin.

On the cotUrmry, Augustine says in De Pctnit^niia* that

there is m pmmnce which is done for venial sins in the Chttrch

every iety, which vrould be useless if venial sins could be

forgiven without Penance.

/ emsmew that. Forgiveness of sin. as stated above

(Q. LXXXVI., A. 2), is effected by man being united to

God from Whom sin separates him in some way. Now this

separation is made complete by mortal sin, and incomplete

by venial sin: because, by mortal sin, the mind through

acting against charity is altogether turned away from God;

whereas by venial sin man's affections are clogged, so that

they are slow in tending towards God. Consequently both

kinds of sin are taken away by penance, because by both

of them man's will is disordered through turning inordin-

ately to a created good; for just as mortal sin cannot be

forgiven so long as the will is attached to sin. so neither can

venial sin. because while the cause remains, the effect

remains.

Yet a more perfect penance is requisite for the forgive-

ness of mortal sin. namely that man should detest actually

the mortal sin which he committed, so far as lies in his

power, that is to say. he should endeavour to remember
each single mortal sin, in order to detest each one. But

this is not required for the foigiveneis of venial sins; although

it does not suAce to have habitual displeasure, which is

included fai the habit of charity or of penance as a virtue,

since then venial sin would be inco ?c with charity,

which is evidently untrue. Comequi...;.,. .: is necessary to

* D0 term 0t/mUm Pmmiemlis, Um aotlMiralup of wbkh Is aakaowiL
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have a oertam virtual ditpteamre, so that, for instance, a

man's affectioos so tend to God and Divine things, that

whatever might happen to him to hamper that tendency

«Dttld be di^ileastng to htro, and would grieve him. were he

to commit it, even though he were not to think of it actually:

and this is not suflkient for the remission of mortal sin. ex-

cept as regards those sins which he fails to remember after

actnful i»?Tai"'Twtw?T! .

Rtpfy Obj. I. When man is in a state of grace, he can

avoid all mortal sins, and each single one; and he can avoid

each single venial sin, but not all, as was explained in the

Second Part (I.-II.. Q. LXXIV., A. 3. »d 2: Q. CIX.. A. 8).

Consequently penance for mortal sins requires man to pur-

pose abstaining from mortal sins, all and each; whereas

ptnanoe for venial sins requires man to porpow a^ ' ig

fran each, but not from all. because the weakaeb is

life does not allow of this. Nevertheless he needs to have

the purpose of taking stq» to commit fevrer venial sins, else

he would be in danger of falling back, if he gave up the

desire of going forward, or of removing the obstacles to

spiritual progress, such as venial sins are.

Reply Obj. 2. Death for Christ's sake, as stated above

(Q. LXVI.. A. II), obtains the power of Baptism, wherelore

it washes away all sin, both venial and mortal, unless it find

the will attached to sin.

Reply Obj. 3. The fervour of charity implies virtual dis-

pleaMire at venial sins, as stated above (Q. LXXIX., A. 4).

Second Article.

whether infusion op grace is necessary for the
remission of venial sins ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article

:

—
ObjicHon z. It seems that infusk» of grace is necessary

for the remission of venial sins. Because an e£bct is not

produced without its proper cause. Now the proper cause

of the remission of sins is grace; for man's sins are not for-

given through his own merits; wherefore it is written (Eph.
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K. 4, 5) : God. Who is rick in mtrcy, for His ixcHdimg ckariiy.

He lovtd us, tvm wkmt wt were dead in tins, hoik

^fmekemed us logetker in Ckriai, by Whose grmce you mre smved.

Tbeniore venial sins are not forgiven without infusion of

gnoe.

Obj. a. Further, venial tins are not forgiven without

Penance. Now grace is infased. in Penance as in the other

sacraments of the New Law. Therdore venial sins are not

forgiven without infusion ol grace.

Obj. 3. Further, venial sin produces a stain on the soul

Now a stain is not removed save by grace which is the

spiritual beauty of the soul. Therefore it seems that venial

sins are not forgiven without infusion of grace.

On the conirary. The advent of venial sin neither destroys

nor diminishes grace, as stated in the Second Part (II.-II..

Q. XXIV., A. 10). Therefore, in like maimer, an infusion

uf grace is not necessary in order to remove venial sin.

/ mmiwer that. Each thing is removed by its contrary.

But venial sin is not contrary to habitual grace or charity,

but hampers its act. through man being too much attached

to a created good, albeit not in opposition to God, as stated

in the Second Part (I.-IL. Q. LXXXVIII.. A. i: II.-II..

Q. XXIV., A. 10). Therefore, in order that venial sin be

removed, it is not necessary that habitual grace be infused,

but a movement of grace or charity suffices for its forgiveness.

Nevertheless, since in those who have the use of free-will

(in wiMm alone can there be venial sins), there can be no
infusion of grace without an actual movement of the free-

will towards God and against sin. consequently whenever

grace is infused anew, venial sins ave forgiven.

Reply Obf, x. Even the forgiveness of venial sins is an
efiect of grace, in virtue of the act which grace produces

anew, but not through any habit infused anew mto the

soul.

Reply Obj. 2. Vrnial sin is n«vir fi)r^ivtn without soinr

•ct, explicit or implicit, ul the virtue ol penance, as stat« d

above (A. i): it can. however, be forgiven without the sat la-

of Penance, which is formally perfected by the priestly
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abaolntion. as stated above (Q. LXXXVII.. A. 2). Hflooe

it docs not follow that mfnsion of grace is required for ^tm

forgiveoesi of venial sin. for altboogfa this infusion takes plaee

in every sacrament, it does not occur in every act of virtue.

R^ply Obj. 3. Just as there are two kinds of bodily stain,

one consisting in the privation of something reqnked for

beauty, e.g. the right colour or the due proportk» of mem-
bers, and another by the introduction of aone hindrance to

beauty, e.g. mud or dust ; so too. a stain is put on the soul,

in one way. by the privation of the beauty of grace through

mortal sin. in another, by the inordinate inclination of the

•Hectioat to tome temporal thing, and this is the result of

venial sin. Consequently, an infusion of grace is neoeHvy
for the removal of mortal sin, but in order to remove venial

sin. it is necessary to have a movement proceeding from

grace, removing the inordinate attachment to the temporal

thing.

Third Article.

whether venial sin8 are removed by the sprinkukg

of holy water and the like ?

We procud tkut to the Third ArtieU ;—
ObficHon I. It seems that venial sins are not removed by

the sprinkling of holy water, a bishop's blessing, and the

like. For venial sins are not forgiven without Penance, as

stated above (A. i). But Penance suffices by itself for the

randssion of venial sins. Therefore the above have nothing

to do with the remission of venial sins.

Obj. 2. Further, each of the above bears the same rela-

tion to one venial sm as to all. If therefore, by means of

one of them, some venial sin is remitted, it follows that in

like manner all are remitted, so that by beating his breast

once, or by being sprinkled once with holy water, a man
would be delivered from all his venial sins, whkh seems

unreasonable.

Ob^. 3. Further, venial sins occasion a debt of some
punishment, albeit temporal; for it is written (i Cor. iii. xa.

15) of him that buUds up wood, hay, simbbU that Me sMaU
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hg MUMd, yei 90 msby pr: Now the above things whereby

venial tins are said to be taken away, contain either no

poniihinent at all. or very little. Therefore they do not

tnfllee ior the full remnnon of venial sins.

On the conir»fy, Augustine says in De PctmUniis (cf . Ep.

ccbcv.) that /or om dig^ tin* w§ itriks our brnuU, mnd my

:

Forgiv€ MS om trm^4Ui$s, and so it seems that striking one's

breast, and the Lord's Prayer cause the remission of venial

sins: and the same seems to i^yply to the other things.

/ Mum^r timi. As stated above (A. 2). no infusion of fresh

grace is required for the forgiveness of a venial sin. but it

is enough to have an act proceeding from grace, in detesta-

tk» of that venial sin, either explkit or at least implicit, as

when one is moved fervently to God. Hence, for three

reasons, certain things cause the remission of venial sins:

fini, because they imply the infusion of grace, since the

infusion of grace removes venial sins, as stated above (A. 2)

;

and so. by the Eucharist. Extreme Unction, and by all the

sacraments of the New Law without exception, wherein

grace is conferred, venial sins are remitted. Secondly,

because they imply a movement of detestation for sin. and

in this way the general confesak»,* the beating of one's

breast, and the Lord's Prayer conduce to the remission of

venial sins, for we ask in the Lord's Prayer: Forgive us our

tmpauu. Thirdly, because they include a movement of

reverence for God and Divine things; and in thb way a

bishop's blessing, the sprinkling of holy water, any sacra-

mental anointing, a prayer said in a dedicated church, and
ebe of the kind, conduce to the remissk>n of venial

Sto^ Obj. I. All these things cause the remittMO of

venial sini, in so far as they incline the suul to the move-
ment of penance, vis. the implicit or expbcit detestatk» of

one's sins.

Ropiy Obj. 2. All these things, so far ta they are concerned»

conduce to the remiirion of all venial sins: but the remis-

^km may be hinderad at ragaxds certain venial tins, to whkh
* 1.«.. the redtal of tiie Cm^Utar or of ao act of ooatritk».
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the auDd m ttill actaally attached, even as msinovity

tlmeB impedei the effect of Baptism.

Rtpfy Ohf, 3. By the above things, venial sins are in-

deed taken away as regards the guilt, both because

those things are a kind of satisfaction , and through the

virtue of charity whose movement is aroused by such things.

Yet tt does not alwa]^ happen that, by means of each one,

the whole guilt of ptinishinent is taken away, because, in

that case, whoever was en' «>e from mortal sin, woukl

go straight to heaven if sp. ....... u with holy water: but the

debt of pnnkihment is remitted by means of the above,

according to the movement of fer\'our towards God, which

fervour is aroused by such things, sometimes more, some-

times less.

Fourth Article.

wbbthbr vemial sin can be taken away without
mortal sin ?

We ffrocsed thus to the Fourth Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that venial sin can be taken away

without mortal sin. For, on John viii. 7: He thai is mihoni

sin among you, let him firsi cast a stone ai her, a gloss says

that all thou men were in a stale of mortal ft» ; for vamial

offences were forgiven them through the legal ceremonies.

Therefore venial sin can be taken away without mortal

•to.

Obj. 2. Further, no infusx» of grace is required for the

ramiasion of venial sin : but it is reqtiired for the forgiveoesa

of mortal sin. Therefore venial dn can be taken away
without mortal sin.

Obf. 3. Further, a venial sin differs from a mortal sin

more than from another venial sin. But one venial sin can

be pardoned without another, as stated above (A. 3, ad 2:

Q. LXXXVII., A. 3). Therefore a venial sin can be taken

away without a mortal sin.

On the contrary. It is written (Matth. v. 26) . Amm I say

to thee, thou shaU not go outfrom thence, viz. from the prison,

into which a man is cast for OMrtal sin, till thou repay the
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*Uttt /MftMing, by which venial sin is denoted. Therefore a

venial sin is not forgiven without mortal sin.

/ mmsmer OuU. As stated above (Q. LXXXVil.. A. 3),

there is no remission of any sin whatever except by the

power of grace, because, as the Apostle declares (Rom. iv. 8).

it is owing to God's grace that He does not impute sin to a

man, which a gloss on that passage expounds as referring

to venial sin. Now he that is in a state of mortal sin is

without the grace of God. Therefore no venial sin is for-

given him.

R^ly Obj. I . Venial offences, in the passage quoted, denote

the irregularities or uncleannesses which men contracted in

aceofdaace with the Law.

lUpiy Obj. 2. Although no new infusion of habitual grace

is requisite for the remission of venial sin, yet it is necessary

to exercise some act of grace, which cannot be in one who
is a subject of mortal sin.

Reply Obj. 3. Venial sin does not preclude every act of

grace whereby all venial sins can be removed; whereas

mortal sin excludes altogether the habit of grace, without

which no sin, either mortal or voiial, is remitted. Hence
the comparison fails.



QUESTION LXXXVIII.

OF THE RETURN OF SINS WHICH HAVE BEEN TAKEN
AWAY BY PENANCE.

(/m Fom Artietts.)

We must now consider the return of sins which have been

taken away by Penance: under which head there are four

points of inquiry: (i) Whether sins which have been taken

away by Penance return simply through a subsequent sin ?

(2) Whether more specially as regards certain sins they

return, in a way, on account of ingratitude ? (3) Whether

the debt of punishment remains the same for sins thus re-

tuined ? (4) Wliether this ingratitude, on account of which

sins return, is a special sin ?

First AmcLE.

WBETHES SINS ONCE FORGIVEN RETURN THROUGH A

SUBSEQUENT SIN ?

We prousd thus to the First Article ;—
ObfecOim i. It seems that sins once forgiven return through

a subsequent sin. For Augustine says {De Bapt. contrm

DomU., I): Our Lord tesuhes most explicitly in the Gospel that

tins which have been /orgivem return, when fraternal charity

ceases, in the example o/ the servant from whom his master

exacted the Pigment 0/ the debt already frfrgiven, because he

had refused to forgive the debt 0/ his fMaw-servant. Now
fratenial charity is dcitroyed through each mortal sin.

Therefore sins already taken away through Penance, return

through each subsequent mental sin.

Obj. 2, Further, on Luke xL 24, / wiU return into my
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komu, whence I came out, Bede says: This verse should mak4

us itmmbit, we should not endeesoour to explain it away lest

tJwough careUuHoss we give place to the sin which we thought

to have been tahtm away, and become its slave once more. Now
this would not be so unless it returned. Therefore a sin

rrttims after once being taken away by Penance.

U'j ; i aither. the Lord said (Ezech. xviii. 24): J/ the

just man turn himself away from his justice, and do iniquity

. . . all his justices which he hath done, shall not be renum-

bered. Now among the other justices which he had done, is

also his previous penance, since it was said above

(Q. LXXXV., A. 3) that penance is a part of justice.

Therefore when one who has done penance, sins, his previous

penance, whereby he received forgiveness of his sins, is not

imputed to him. Therefore his sins return.

Obj. 4. Further, past sins are covered by grace, as the

Ai>o>ile declares (Rom. iv. 7) where he quotes Ps. xxxi. i

:

Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins

are covered. But a ' rtal sin takes away grace.

'I*herelore the sins * uusly, become uncovered:

and so, seemingly, they return.

On the contrary. The Apostle says (Rom. xL 29) : The gifts

and the calling of God are without repentance. Now the

penitent's sins are taken away by a gift of God. Therefore

the sins which have been taken away do not return through

a subsequent sin, as though God repented His gift of for-

giveness.

Moreover, Augustine says {Lib. Resp. Prosperi, i.): When
he that turns away from Christ, comes to the end of this life a

stranger to grace, whither does he go, except to perdition?

Yet he does not fall bach into that which had been forgiven,

nor will ha be condemned for original sin.

I answar that. As stated above (Q. LXXXVl.. A. 4).

mortal sin contains two things, aversion from God and

adhflience to a created good. Now, in mortal sin, what-

ever attaches to the aversion, is, considered in itself com-
mon to all mortal sins, since roan turns a%^y from God by
every mortal sin, so that, in coosequenoe, the stain resulting

III.
I 5
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from the privation of grace, and the debt of everiastiiig

panishiDent are common to all mortal sins. This is what is

meant by what is written (James ii. lo): Whonotnm . . .

ihtJil offend in one point, is become gmliy of all. On the other

hand, as regards their adherence they are different from,

and sometimes contrary to one another. Henoe it is

evident, that on the part of the adherence, a udMequent

mortal sin does not cause the return of mortal sins previ-

oosly done away, else it would follow that by a sin of waste-

fulness a man would be broo^ back to the habit or dis-

position of avarice previously dispelled, so that one contrary

would be the cause of another, which is impossible. But if

in mortal sins we consider that which attaches to the aver-

sion absolutely, then a subsequent mortal sin (causes the

return of that which was comprised in the mortal sins before

they were pardoned, in so^ as the subsequent mortal sin)*

deprives man of grace, and makes him deserving of ever-

lasting punishment, just as he was before. Nevertheless,

since the aversion of mortal sin is (in a way, caused by the

adherence, those things which attach to the avernon are)*

diversified somewhat in relation to various adherenoes, as it

were to various causes, so that there will be a different

aversion, a different stain, a different debt of punishment,

according to the different acts of mortal sin ffxmi which

they arise; hence the question b moved whether the stain

and the debt of eternal punishment, as caused by acts of

sins previously pankmed, return through a subsequent

mortal sin.

Accordingly some have mamtamed that they return simply

even in this way. But this is impossible, becMise what God
has done cannot be undone by the work of man. Now the

pardon of the previous sins was a work of Divine mercy, so

that it cannot be undone by man's subsequent sin. accord-

ing to Rom. iii. 3: ShdU their umbeUef mske the /miih of God
wilMotti effect ?

Wherefore others who maintained the possibility of sins

returning, said that God pardons the sins of a penitent who

* The words in bimckets are omitted in the LeooiBe aditioo.
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will altowardt tin again, not aooordii^ to His fofdmow-

ledge, but only according to His pfesent justice: since He
fonsaes that He will punish such a man eternally for his

sins, and yet, by His grace. He makes him righteous for the

present. But this cannot stand: because if a cause be placed

absolutely, its efiect is placed abaohitely; so that if the

remiasioo of sins were effected by grace and the sacraments

of giace, not absolutely but under some condition dependent

on some future event, it would follow that grace and the

tacnmeots of grace are not the inflftcifnt canies of the

renussaoo ui sins, which is erroneous, as being derogatory

to God's grace.

Consequently it is in no way possible for the stain of past

sinaand the debt of pimishment incurred thereby, to retiun.

aa caused by those acts. Yet it may happen that a subse-

quent sinful act virtually contains the debt of punishment

due to the previous sin, in so far as when a man sins a

second time, for this very reason he seems to sin more

grievously than before, as stated in Rom. ii 5: According

to Ay karinui mnd impmiUtU heart, thou tremsuresi up to

thpdi WMtk agmmd tk$ iay of wrath, from the mere fact,

namely, that God's goodness, which waits for us to repent

,

is despised. And so much the more is God's goodness

dftpitf4, if the first sin is committed a second time after

having been forgiven, as it is a greater favour for the sin

to be forgiven than for the sinner to be endured.

Aocofdingly the sin which follows repentance brings back,

in a sense, the debt of punishment due to the sins previously

forgiven, not as caused by those sins already forgiven, but

as caused by this last sin being committed, on account of

its being aggravated in view of those previous sins. This

means that those sins return, not simply, but in a restricted

senaa, vis. in so ^ as they are virtually contained in the

sabaaquent sin.

Rtpfy Ohj. I. This saying of Augustine teams to refer to

the return u( sins as to the debt of eternal punishment con-

sidered m itMUf, namely, that he who sins after doing pcoanoe

incurs a debt of eternal punishment, inst as before, but not
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ItofsllMr for the mow nMon. Whwefore Aagustine. «fCtr

•aying {Lib. Rnp. Protpm, I) that he dots not faU Uek

etmimimM io lk*mm$ ittUk, which k€ dttenftd iotuffer /or (J^

fmmtf^ became he incan the pgnttfinwiit of etecnal death

which hedeierved for hit pravione liaa.

Rtpfy Obj. 2. By these words Bede means that the guilt

aheady fbqpven ensUves man. not by the return of his

fbnner debt of pimishroent. but by the repetition of bis

act.

Reply Obj. 3. The effect of a subsequent sin is that the

fonner jutticn are not remembeied, in so far as they were

deserving of eternal life, but not in so far as they were a

hindrance to sin. Consequently if a man sins mortally after

making restitution, he dews not become guilty as though he

had not paid back what he owed ; and much less is penance

previously done foigotten as to the pardon of the guilt.

sinoe this is the work of God rather than of man.

Rtpiy Obj. 4. Grace removes the stain and the debt of

eternal punishment simply; but it covers the past sinfol acts,

lest, on their account. God deprive man of grace, and judge

him deserving of eternal punishment; and what grace has

once done, endiues for ever.

Second Article.

whstesr sins that have been forgiven, return
through ingratitude which is shown especially

in four kinds of sin ?

W$ procetd thus to the Second Article ;—
Objection 1. It seems that sins do not return through

ingratitude, which is shown especially in four kinds of sin,

viz. hatred of one's nei^bonr, apostasy from faith, con-

tempt of confession and regret for past repentance, and

which have been expressed in the following verse:

Broikerfy kmlrtd, mpoekuyfrom /milk, scorn o/eot^euUm,

Penonee t wgielkd, Ikem emme pfmiom sins to rttmrm.
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For the more giievous the sm committed against God after

one has received the grace oi paidon, the greater the in-

gratitude. But there are sins more grievous than these,

such as blasphemy agamst God. and the sin against the

Holy Ghost Therefore it seems that sins already pardoned

do not return through ingratitude as manifested in these

sins, any more than as shown in other sins.

Obj. 2. Further. Rabanus sxys: God ddiv$rml the wicked

iervmni to the torturers, until he should pay the whole debt,

becmmse a mum will be deemed punishable not only /or the sins

he committ t^fter BapHem, but also for original sin which was

taken awmy when he was baptist. Now venial sins are

reckoned among oar debts, since we pray in their regard:

Forgive us om trespasses (debita). Therefore they too return

through ingratitude; and, in like manner seemingly, sins

already pardoned return through venial sins, and not only

throu(^ those sins mentioned above.

Obj, 3. Further, ingratitude is all the greater, according

at one sins after receiving a greater favour. Now innocence

whereby one avoids sin is a Di\Hne favour, for Augustine

says {Conf. ii): WheUeeer sins I have avoided committing, I

owe it to Thy grace. Now innocence is a greater gift, than

even the Ibf^veneas of all sins. Therefore the first sin com-

mitted after innocence is no less an ingratitude to God. than

a sin committed after repentance, so that seemingly ingrati-

tude in respect of the aforesaid sins is not the chief cause of

sins returning.

On the contrary, Gregory say% {Moral, xviii.): // is evident

from the words of the Gospel thai if we do not forgive from om
hearts the CjfltHeet comtmiftd agaimst us, we become once mmre

aetewntablefoe what ww refoked in asforgiven through Penance

:

so that ingratitude implied in the hatred of one's brother

is a special cause of the return of stni already foffiven:

and the same leema to apply to the others

/ amtwee thai, As stated above (A. i). sins pardoned through

Peaanoe are said to return, in so far as thdr debt of punish-

ment, by reason of ingratitude, is virtually contained in the

subsequent sin. Now one may be guilty of ingratitude in
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two wajTi: fint by doing lomething againtt the tevonr

received, and. in this wmy. man it ungrateful to God in

ewy mortal iin wheiBby he ofiandi God Who forgave hii

•hii. 10 that by every anbaeqiMnt mortal tin. the tins previ-

oosly pardoned return, on account of the ingratitude.

Seooodly, ooe it gnUty of ingratitude, by doing tomething

not only against the favour itself, but also against the fbnn

of the favour received. If this form be considered on the

part of the benefactor, it is the rwniiaion of something doe
to him. wherefore he who does not forgive hit brother when
he atkt pardon, and periittt in his hatred, acta againtt tfait

form. If. however, this form be taken in regard to the

penitent who receives thit favour, we find on hit part a

twofold movement of the free-will. The first is the move-

ment of the free-will towards God. and is an act of faith

quickened by charity; and against this man acts by aposta-

tizing from the faith. The second is a movement of the

free-wiU againtt sin. and is the act of penance. This act

coosittt first, atwe havettated above (Q. LXXXV.. AA. 2. 5)

in man't detettatioo of hit patt tint; and againtt thit a

man acts when he regrets having done penance. Secondly,

the act of penance oontistt in the penitent purposing to

subject himself to the keys of the Church by confetsaoB.

according to Ps. xxxL 5: / said : I will canfsu agmimi myml/
my inputiee to tMs Lord : and Thou htul ftrgivem ike wicked'

neu ofmynm: and againtt thit a man acta when he tcocnt

to confess as he had purposed to do.

Accordingly it is said that the ingratitude of tinnen it a

tpecial cause of the return of sins previously forgiven.

Ropiy Obj. I. This is not said of these tint at though they

were more grievout than others, but became they are more
directly opposed to the favour of the foigivenett of tin.

Reply Obj. 2. Even venial sins and original sin return in

the way explained above, just as mortal tint do. in so far

at the favour conferred by God in forgiving thoae tint it

diapiHifl A man doet not, however, tncnr ingratitude by
ooiwitfing a venial tin, becante by tinning venially man
doet not act againtt God. but apart from Him,
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fore venial sins nowise cause the return ol sins already

forgivai.

R»ply Obj. 3. A favour can be weighed in two ways.

First by the quantity of the favour itself, and in this way
innocmfff is a greater favour from God than penance, which

is called the second plank after shipwreck (cf. Q. LXXXI V.

A. 6). Secondly, a ^voor may be weighed with regard to

the recipient, who is leas worthy, wherefore a greater favour

is bestowed on him, so that he is the more ungrateful if he

scorns it. In this way the favour of the pardon of sins is

greater yibtsx bestowed on one who is altogether unworthy,

so that the ingratitude which follows is all the greater.

Third Article.

whether the debt of punishment that arises through
ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin is as

great as that of the sins previously pardoned ?

We procstd tkuM to the Third ArticU :—
Objsekom 1. It seems that the debt of punishment arising

through ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin is as

great as that of the sins previously pardoned. Because the

greatness of the favour of the pardon of sins is according to

the greatness of the sin pardoned, and so too, in consequence,

it the greatness of the ingratitude whereby this favour is

scorned. But the greatness of the consequent debt of

punishment is in accord with the greatness of the ingrati-

tude. Therefore the debt of punishment arising through

ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin is as great as the

debt of pnniihmfwt due for all the previous sins.

Obj. a. Further, it a a greater sin to offend God than to

ofiend man. But a slave who is freed by his master returns

to the same state of slavery from which he was freed, or

even to a wone state. Much more therefore he that sins

against God after being freed from sin, returns to the debt

of as great a punishment as he had incurred before.

Obj. 3. Further, it is written (Matth. xviii. 34) that his

font being Mgry, ddivered him (whose sins returned to him
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on acoount of his ingimtitiKfe) to tkt tortmen, uniil he pmi
all the ifht. But this would not be so unless the debt of

pii! ' t incurred through ingratitude were a» great as

thiii .... ... icd through all previous sins. Thereforp :*n .nual

debt of punishinent returns through ingratitude.

On th$ c&ntwry. It is written (Detit. xxv. 2): Ac€Ofdi*tg to

th$ mnuuft of the sin shall the measure al$o of the tiripee be,

whence it is evident that a great debt of puniriiBient doM
not arise from a slight sin. But sometimes a sobse*;

mortal sin is much less grievous than any one of xhwuc

previously pardoned. Therefore the debt of punishment

incurred through subsequent sins is not equal to that of

aim previously forgiven.

/ mnneer thai. Some have maintained that the debt of

paniahment incurred through ingratitude in respect of a

snbaequeot sin is equal to that of the sins previously par-

doned, in addition to the debt proper to this subsequent

tin. But there is no need for this, because, as stated above

(A. i), the debt of punishment incurred by previous sins

does not return on accoimt of a subsequent sin, as resulting

from the acts of the previous sins, but as resulting from the

act of the subsequent sin. Wherefore the amount of the

debt that returns must be according to the gravity of the

subsequent sin.

It is possible, however, for the gravity of the subsequent

sin to equal the gravity of all previous sins. But it need

not always be so, whether we speak of the gravity which a

sin has from its species (since the subsequent sin may be

one of simple fornication, while the previous sins were

adulteries, murders, or sacrileges); or of the gravity which

it incurs through the ingratitude connected with it. For it

is not neoessaiy that the measure of ingratitude should be

exactly equal to the measure of the favour received, which

latter is measured according to the greatness of the sins

previously pardoned. Because it may happen that in

respect of the same favour, one man is very ungrateful,

either on account of the intensity of his scorn for the favour

received, or on account of the gravity of the ofienoe com-
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^LnittMtted against the benefKtor, whik another man is slightly

iteful, either hecause his scorn is less intense, or because

his ofience against thr benefactor is less grave. But tht>

measore of ingratitude is |woportionatdy equal to the

measure of the favour received: for supposing an equal

contempt of the favour, or an equal offence against the

benefactor, the ingratitude will be so much the greater, as

the favour received is greater.

Hence it is evident that the debt of punishment incumnl

by a subsequent sin need not always be equal to that of

previous sias : but it must be in proportion thereto, so that

the more numerous or the greater the sins previously par-

doned, the greater must be the debt of punishment incurred

by any sdbaequent mortal sin whatever.

Rtpfy Ohj. I. The favour of the pardon of sins takes its

abscrfute quantity from the quantity of the sins previously

pardoned : but the sin of ingratitude does not take its abso-

lute quantity from the measure of the favour bestowed, but

from the measure of the contempt or of the offence, as

stated above: and so the objection does not prove.

Reply Obj. 2. A slave who has been given his freedom is

not brought back to his previous state of slavery for any
kind of ingratitude, but only when this is grave.

R^piy Ohj. 3. He whose ioigiveu sins return to him on
account of subsequent ingratitude, incurs the debt Ux all,

in so far as the measure of his previous sins is contained

proportkmally in his subsequent ingratitude, but not abso-

lutely, as stated above.

Fourth Akticlb.

WntTHBI TBI tMGKATlTUDB WHBKBBY A SUBSBQUBNT SIN

CAUnS TEE, RETURN OP PREVIOUS SIMS. IS A SPECIAL

BUI?

Wi procMd iJmi to tht Fomik AfHcU ;—
Ohjiethmi, It seems that the ii^ratitude. whereby a sub-

seqmDt sin causes tbe fetsni oi sns previously forgiven, is

a special sin. For tbe giving of thanks bekmgs to counter-
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piiiion which it a neoetMiy condition o! justice, at the

PhikMopher shows (Eihic. v.). But justice is a special

virtue. Therefore this ingratitude is a special sin.

Obj. 2. Further, Tully says {De Inv. Rhdor. il) that

thanlcsgiving is a special virtue. But ingratttude is opposed

to thanksgiving. Therefore ingratitude is a special sin.

Obj. 3. Further, a special efiect proceeds from a special

came. Now ingratitude has a special e£fect. viz. the return

.

after a fashion, of sins already forgiven. Therefore ingrati-

tude is a special sin.

On tiu contrary. That whkh is a sequel to every sin is not

a qwdal sin. Now by any mortal sin whatever, a man
beooBaes ungrateful to God, as evkienced from what has

been said (A. i). Therefore ingratitude is not a special sin.

/ taumer that. The ingratitude of the sinner is sometimes
a q;>ecial sin; and sometimes it is not. but a circumstance

arising from all mortal sins in common committed against

God. For a sin takes its species according to the sinner's

intention, wherefore the Philosopher says {Ethic, v.) that

he who conmits adniUry in <nder to steal is a thief rather

than an adulterer.

If, therefore, a sinner conumts a sm in contempt of God
and of the favour received from Him, that sin is drawn to

the species of ingratitude, and in this way a sinner's ingrati-

tude is a special sin. If. however, a man, while intending

to commit a sin, e.g. murder or adultery, is not withheld

from it on account of its implying contempt of God, his

ingratitude will not be a special sin, but will be drawn to

the species of the other sin, as a circumstance thereof.

And, as Augustine observes {De Nat. et Grat. xxix.). not

every sin is committed through contempt, although every

an implies contempt of God in His commandments. There-

fore it is evident that the siimer's ingratitude is sometimes

a special sin, sometimes not.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objections: ior the

first (three) objections prove that ingratitude is in itself a

speckl sin; while the last objectkm proves that ingratitude,

as inclnded in every sin, is not a special sin.



QUESTION LXXXIX.

r)F THE RECOVERY OF VIRTUE BY MEANS OF PENANCE.

(In SiM Artiekt.)

We must now consider the recovery of virtues by means of

Penance, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(i) Whether virtues are restored through Penance ?

(2) Wliether they are restored in equal measure ?

(3) Whether equal dignity is restored to the penitent ?

(4) Whether works of virtue are deadened by subsequent

sin ? (5) Whether works deadened by sin re\'ive through

Penance ? (6) Whether dead works, i.e. works that are

dune without charity, are quickened by Penance ?

First Article,

whether the virtues are restored through penance ?

Ws procs0d tJms to iht Firsi Article ;—
Objsekom I. It seems that the virtues are not restored

through penance. Because lost virtue cannot be restored

by penance, unkm pfmance be the cause of virtue. But,

since penance is itself a virtue, it cannot be the cause of all

the virtues, and all the more, since some virtues naturally

precede penance, vix. faith, hope, and charity, as stated

above (Q. LXXXV., A. 6). Therefore the virtues are not

restored through penance.

Obj. 2. Further. Penance cooftists in certain acts of the

penitent. But the gratuitous virtues are not cauied through

any act of ours: for Augustine says {D* Lib. Arb. ii.: In

Pt. cxviii.) that God /onm th$ wirkttt in u$ without us.

75
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Therefore H seems that the virtues are not icstorod throti^

Penance.

06/. 3. Further, he that has virtue perforin» works of

virtue with ease and pleasure: wherefore the Philoiopher

says {Etkic. i.) that « man it not jutt ^h$ion noi ft^oia f»

pui littdt. Now many penitents find difliculty in perform-

ing deeds of virtue. Therefore the virtues are not rwtored

tfanmgh Penance.

On lk§ eomtrmy. We read (Lulce xv. 22) that tnc tamer

commanded his penitent son to be clothed in the fini robi,

which, according to Ambrose {Expo», in Luc., vii.). is the

numUe of m$dom. from which aU the virtues flow together,

according to Wis. viii. 7: She teackMh Ump^rmnes, mi
pmdenct, and jusHce, and fortiinda, which are snck thing» a»

men can have nothing more projUaUe in life. Therefore all

the virtues are restored throoc^ Penance.

/ answer that. Sins are pardoned through Penance, as

sUted above (Q. LXXXV!.. A. i). But there can be no

reraisoon of sins except through the infusion of grace.

Wherefore it foUows that grace is infused into man through

Ptaance. Now all the gratuitous virtues flow from grace.

even as all the powers result from the essence of the soul,

as sUted in the Second Pftrt (I.-II.. Q. CX.. A. 4. ad i).

Therefore all the virtues are restored through Penance.

Reply Ohj. z. Penance restores the virtues in the same

way as it causes grace, as stated above (Q. LXXXVI.. A. i).

Now it is a cause of grace, in so far as it is a sacrament,

because, in so far as it is a virtue, it is rather an effect of

grace. Consequently it does not follow that penance, as a

vfatoe. needs to be the came of all the other virtues, but

that the habit of penance together with the habits of the

oth«*r virtues is caused through the sacrament of Penance.

Reply Obj. 2. In the sacnunent of Penance human acts

stand as matter, while the formal power of this sacrament

is derived from the power of the keys. Coaseqnently the

power of the keys causes grace and virtue effectively indeed,

but instrumentally; and the firrt act of the penitent, vis.

contrition, stands as ultimate disposition to the reception of
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grace, while the subeequent acts of Penance proceed from

the grace and virtues which are already there.

Rtpfy Obj. 3. As suted above (Q. LXXXVI.. A. 5).

Kwrnit inifs after the first act of Penance, which is contrition,

certain remnants of sin remain, viz. dispositions caused by
previous acts, the result being that the penitent finds diffi-

culty in doing deeds of virtue. Nevertheless, so far as the

inclination itself of charity and of the other virtues is con-

cerned, the penitent performs works of virtue \ isure

and ease; even as a virtuous man may accidei.i»..jr .ind it

hard to do an act of virtue, on account of sleepiness or some
indisposition of the Ixxly.

Second Article.

whbthbb, aftes psnance, man rises aoal.s lo eyual
VIRTUE ?

W€ proued Mms to Uu Second Article ;—
ObjeeHoH I. It seems that, after Penance, man rises again

to equal virtue. For the Apostle says (Rom. viii. 28): To
them that love God all thing» work together unto good, where-

upon a gloss of Augustine says that this is so true that, if

mny mtch mtm goe$ Mtfr«y mnd wmnden from the path, God
make» mten thi» tmtime to hi» good. But this would not be

true if be rose agmin to tetter virtue. Therefbn it inrmii

that a penitent never riatt again to letter virtue.

Obj. 2. Further. Ambrote says^ that Penance is a very

good thing, /or it redan» aoery defect to a state of perfection.

But this would not be true unless virtues were recovered in

equal measure. Therefore equal virtue is always recovered

through Pienance.

Obj. 3. Further, on Gen. I 5: There was evening and
morning, one day, a gtott tays: The emning light i» thatfrom

Now the morning l%iit It greater than the evening light.

Therefore a man riMt to greater grace or charity than that

* CI. HypogmiMticom VL, an aDonymoos work Ubely ascribed to
8. Attfostine.
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which be had beiore; whidi is coofifnied by the Apottie's

words (Rom. v. 20): Where $$n tbottrnded, grtue did wnore

On ike coniNvy, Charity whether proficient or perfect is

greater than incipient charity. But sometimes a man falls

from ptDficient charity, and rises again to incipient charity.

Theretore man ahvmjrt rises again to less virtue.

/ turner Uud, As stated above (Q. LXXXVI.. A. 6. ait 3:

Q. LXXXIX.. A. I. ad 2), the movemo ' '^wiU,

in the justification of the ungodly, is tht iisposi-

tiai to grace; so that in the same instant there is iniusion

of grace together with the aforesaid movement of the free-

will, as sUted in the Second Part (I -II.. Q. CXllI.. AA. 5.

7). which movement in* ludes an act of penance, as stated

above (Q. LXXXVI.. A. 2). But it is evident that forms

%diich admit of being more or less, become intense or remiss,

according to the difierent dispositions of the subject, as

•Uted in the Second Part (Q. LI I.. AA. x. a; Q. LXVI.,

A. I). Hence it ir that, in Pteanoe. acoocding to the degree

of intensity or renussness in the movement of the free-will,

the penitent receives greater or lesser grace. Now the in-

tensity of the penitent's movement may be proportionate

•ometimes to a greater grace than that from which man fell

by sinning, sometimes to an equal grace, sometimes to a

leiier. Wherefore the penitent sometimes arises to a

greater grace than that which he had before, sometimes

to an equal, sometimes to a lesser grace: and the same
applies to the virtues, which flow from grace.

Repiy Obj. z. The very fact of falling away from the love

of God by sin, does not work unto the good of all those who
love God, which is evident in the case of those who fall and

never rise again, or who rise and fall yet again; but only to

the good of suck mm tecohUmg to Hit pmpou are called to be

emnis, viz. the predestined, who, however often they may
fall, yet rise again finally. Consequently good comes of

their falling, not that they always rise again to greater

grace, bot that they rise to more abiding grace, not indeed

on the part of grace itself, because the greater the grace, the
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more mbidtng it i&, but on the part of man, who the more

careful and humble he is. the more tteadiastly does he abide

in frace. Hence the same gloesadds that iheir/aU conditess

to Umw good, beams* they rise more kumbU and more en-

ligkUmed.

Reply Obj. 2. Penance, considered m itself, has the power

to bring all defects back to perfection, and even to advance

man to a hi^^ier state; but this is sometimes hindered on the

part of man. whose movement towards God and in detesta-

tion of sin is too remiss, just as m Baptism adults receive a

greater or a lesMf grace, according to the various ways in

which they prepare themselves.

lUply Obj. 3. This comparisoD of the two graces to the

evening and morning light is made on account of a likeness

of order, since the darlmess of night follows after the even-

ing light, and the light of day after the light of morning, but

not on account of a likeness of greater or lesser quantity.

—

Again, this saying of the Apostle refers to the grace of

Christ, which abounds more than any number of man's sins.

Nor is it true of all, that the more their sins abound, the

more abundant grace they receive, if we measure habitual

grace by the quantity. Grace is, however, more abundant.

as regards the very notion of grace, because to him who sins

more a more gratmitom fttvonr is vouchsafed by his pardon;

although sometimes those whose sins abound, aboimd also

in sorrow, so that they receive a more abundant habit of

grace and virtue, as was the case with Magdalen,

To the argummU 4uhMtneed in the amtrmry $ettu it must be

replied that in one and the same man proficient grace »
greater than incipient grace, but this is not necessarily the

case in different men, for one begins with a greater grace

than another has in the state of proficiency: thus Gregory

sayi {Diid. ii.): Lei eM, both now and herenfUr, acknomUdge
hew per/eciiy the boy BinmUd tumad to the life o/gmee/rom
the very begHming.



g. 89. Abt. J THE SUIUU THEOLCX^ICA **
80

Third Article,

whetiuk, by penance, man is restored to bis former
DIGNITY '

We pfousd tJmu krlkt TkiM Ariuic .—
Obfsdion I. It seems that roan is not restored by Penance

lo his former dignity: because a gkws 00 Amos v. 2. Tke

wirgin qf Ivtid i» aui domm, observes: II i$ noi $md UuU the

bicemu Uu tke^p UuU hut once Mirt^mi, aUMough the ikepktrd

bring U bmck on kit tkauUer, Am noi IM4 tamt glory t ij ii

ktd iu90r tiriiy§d. Therefore roan does nnf ihrough

Ptaance, recover his former dignity.

Obj. 2. Further, Jerome says: Whoever /aU to preserve ihe

digmty of the tmered order, muti be conieml wiih taving their

totUt ;/or Hit a dijficnU thing to retrnn to their/onmr degru.

Again, Pope Innocent I. says {Ep. vi. ad Agapit.) that the

cemont /rimed at the council 0/ Nicea exclude pemtenlt from
even the lomett ordert 0/ clerict. Therefore roan does not,

through Penance, recover his former dignity.

Obj. 3. Further, before sinning a man can advance to a

higher sacred order. But this is not permitted to a penitent

after his sin, for it is written (Eiech. xliv. 10, 13) : The Levitet

theU went amey . . . from hie , , . thail never (Vulg., not)

come near to Me, to do the ojliu of priett : and as laid down
in the Decretab {Ditt. 1., ch, 52), and taken from the council

of Lerida: // thou who terve at the Holy AUar fall suddenly

into tome deplorable weahnett of the/leth, and by God't mercy

do proper petumce» let them return to their dutiet, yet to as

ftot to receive further promotion. Therefore Ptttanoe does

not restore man to his former dignity.

On the contrary. As we read in the same Distinction,

Gregory writing to Secundinus says: We consider that when

a mem has made proper sattsfaeHon, he M«y reimm to hit

honourable posiiiom : and mofeover we read in the acts of the

council of Agde: Contumaciout clerics, to far at their posi-

tion allows thould be corrected by their bishops; so that when
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Pmumu kss rtfoimud them, tksy msy recover their degree tmd

dignity.

! musmer that. By sin. man loses a twofold dignity, one in

respect of God. the other in respect of the Church. In respect

of (kxl he again loses a twofold dignity. One is his principal

whereby he was ooonted among the children of God.

u.u i..u he reooven by Penance, which is signified (Luke xv.)

in the prodigal son, for when he repented, his father com-

manded that the first garment should be restored to him.

together with a ring and shoes. The other is his secondary

dignity, viz. innocence, of which, as we read in the same
• hapter, the elder son boasted saying {veru 29) : Behold, for

so wumy yetrt do I terve thee, amd I hove never transgreeeed

thy tuwiiMwrfiiiiiiifi ; and this dignity the penitent cannot

recover. Neverthdess he recovers something greater some-

times; because as Gregory says (Horn, de centum Ovihns)

thou who mchnomledge themsdvee to have strayed emay from
God, mohe up for their poM losses, by subsequent gains : so

that there is more joy in heaven on their account, even as in

battie, the eommauding t^ker thinhe more of the soldier who,

after runuiug emey, rehirms mnd brueefy attache the foe, than

of one who has never turned his bach, but has done nothing

By sin man loses his ecclesiastical dignity, because therd>y

he becomes unworthy of those things which appertain to

the exsrase of the ecclesiastical dignity. This he is debarred

from recovering: first, because he fails to repent; wherefore
Isidore wrote to the bishop Masso. and as we read in the

Dittimciion quoted above (06;. 3) : The amom order thou to

be rettored to their former degru, who by repenimtee hememmie

uOiefdctiom for their smm. or haoe made worthy eoe^esnon

'/ them. On the other hand, thou who do not mend their

corrupt attd wiehed ways are neither allowed to OMoeoim their

Secondly, because he does penance negligently, where-

fore it is written in the same Dietiuctiom : We eats ha ome
' ww9o9 9^9v99 uW^^9 w^^^^tw ^^^r w9^Lew9 ^J w^^^^^w^^U9 a^F^RHrv^^V^^^PV^^Wy ^^F ^5f

4ia9U§tl prayer, who uooid fatliug or study, would exerciu their

III. 4 6
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fmmm ' 4mH$t wiih gmA negUgtnct if ikty win fuimti to

Thirdly, if be has comnutted a tin to which an iirogu-

larity IS attached; wherefore it it Mid in the tame DisHnc-

Hon, qaoting the council of Pope Martin: // a mmn marry «

wUam or Uu rdid of mudktr, kg mmti noi b§ admiittd io ik4

tmUn of iht dm^y : mnd if he luu ttteeotdod in ermpimg in,

h$ mmti b$ tmntd otU, In like mmnnor, if mnyong after

BapHom b$ gnUfy of komieid§, wkdker by died, or by comr

wumd, or by amntd, or in tdf-dtfonee. But this is in come-

qnence not of sin, bat of iiregularity

Foorthly, on aoooont of scandal, wherefore it is said m
the same Distimetion : Thou who lune bom ^Micly convicUd

or eangki in the act ef perjury, robbery, fbmienkon, and of

sucklike crimes, according to tke preseripHon of tke soared

canons must be deprived of tke exercise of tkeir respeeHoe

orders, became His a scandal to God's people tkai §nck persons

should be placed over tkem. But tkou wko commit suck sins

occultly and confess tkem secretly to a priest, may be retained

in tke exericu of tkeir respeeUve orders, milk tke assurance of

God's merciful forgiveness, provided tkey be careful to expiate
tkeir sins by fasts and alms, vigil* and koly deeds. The same
b expressed (Extra, De Qual. Ordinand.): If tke aforesaid

crimes are not proved by a judicial process, or in some otker

way made notorious, tkose wAo are guilty of tkem must not

be hindered, after tkey kave done penance, from exercising tke

orders tkey kave received, or from receiving further orders,

except in cases of homicide.

Reply Obj. I. The same is to be said of the recovery of

virginity as of the recovery of innocence which belongs to

man's aeooodaiy dignity in the sight of God.

Repfy Obj. 2. In these words Jerome does not say uiat it

is impossible, but that it is difficult, for man to recover his

former dignity after having sinned, because this is allowed

to none but those who repent perfectly, as stated above.

To those canonical statutes, which seem to forbid this,

Augustine replies in his letter to Boniface {Ep. dxxxv.):

// tke law of tke Church forbids anyone, after doing penance
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/or M erims, to b^coms m etmc, or to rdum to fns cUricsl

d$d$ss, or to fdmn tktm, the intenHon wot not to deprive kim

of the hope of pordon, but to prsssrvo the rigour of discipline :

eke we skouU have to deny the key$ given to the Church, of

trhich it wus taid : ' Whuttoeoer you shall loose on earth shall

be loosed in heaven.' And luither 00 he adds: For holy

David did penance for his deadly crimes, and yet he retained

his dignity ; and Blessed Peter by shedding most bitter tears

did indeed repent him of having denied his Lord, and yet he

remained am apostle. Nevertheless we must not deem the care

of later teachers excessive, who without endangering a man's

aabfokon, exacted more from his humility, having, in my
opinion, found by experience, that some essumtd a pretended

repentance through hanherittg after honours and power.

V Obj. 3. This statute is to be understood as apply-

ui^ iu those who do public penance, lor these cannot be

promoted to a higher order. For Peter, after his denial.

was made shepherd of Christ's sheep, as appears from

John XXL, whore Chiysostom comments as follows: After

his denial and repeniance Peter gives proof of greater confi-

dence in Christ : for whereas, at the supper, he durst not ash

Him, but deputed John to ash in his stead, afterwards he was

placed at the head of his brethren, and not only did not depute

another to ash for him, what concerned him, but henceforth

ashs the Master instead of John.

FOUKTH AsnCLB.

WHETHER VIRTUOUS DEEDS DONE IK CHARITY CAN BE
DEADENED ?

Wt proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—
Objection x. It leems that virtuous deeds dooe in charity

cmnnot be deadened, For that which is not cannot be

changed. But to be deadened is to be changed from life to

death. Since therefore virtuous deeds, after being done

are no more, it seems that they cannot afterwards be

Obj. a. Further, by virtuous deeds dooe in charity, man
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merits etenial life. But to take avv-ay the reward from one

who hat merited it is an tnjvstice. which cannot be ascribed

to God. Therefoce it is not possible for virtuous deeds done

in charity to be deadened by a subsequent sin.

Obj. 3. Further, the strong is not corrupted by the weak.

Now works of charity are stronger than any sins, because,

as it is written (Prov. x. 12). ektnfy eoomdh mB $im. There-

fore it seems that deeds done in charity cannot be deadened

by a subsequent mortal sin.

On Ikt conirmy. It is written (Exech. xviii. 24): I/ Ike just

fpMM iHni kimtti/ mm§y from his puHes . . . all his justices

which he htth done sh4ill not be rememberml.

I mtsmer IhM, A living thing, by dsring. ceases to have

vital operatioiis: for which reason, by a kind of metaphor,

a thing is said to be deadened when it is hindered from

producing its proper effect or operation.

Now ^ effect of virtuous works, which are done in

charity, is to bring man to eternal life; and this is hindered

by a subsequent mortal sin, inasmndi as it takes away

grace. Wherefoie deeds done in diarity are said to be

^ftd*T!^ by a subsequent mortal sin.

Reply Obj. I. Just as sinful deeds pass as to the act but

remain as to guilt, so deeds done in charity, after passing,

as to the act, remain as to merit, in so far as they are accept-

able to God. It is in this respect that they are deadened,

inanroch as man is hindered from receiving his reward.

Repty Obj. 2. There is no injustioe in withdrawing the

reward from biro who has deserved it, if he has made him-

self unworthy by his subsequent fault, since at times a man
justly forfeits tiuoo^ his own fault, even that which he

has already received.

Reply Obj. 3. It is not 00 account of the strength oi smful

deeds that deeds, prevknisly done in charity, are deadened,

but on account of the freedom of the will which can be

turned away from good to evil.
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Fifth Article.

wmttru deeds deadened by sin, are revivbd by

PENANCE ?

W$ proceed thu» to tkg Fifik Article :—
Ohjidum I. It fleems that deeds deadened by sin are not

revived by Pttianoe. Because jnst as past sins are remitted

by sabsequent Ptananoe, lo are deeds previously done in

chanty, deadened by subsequent sin. But sins remitted by

Penance do not return, as stated above (Q. LXXXVIII.,
AA. I, 2). Therefore it seems that neither are dead deeds

revived by charity.

Ohj. 3. Further, deeds are said to be deadened by com-

parison with «nimalft who die, as stated above (A. 4). But

a dead animal cannot be revived. Therefore neithflr can

dead works be revived by Penance.

Ohj. 3. Further, deeds done in charity are deserving of

glory according to the quantity of grace or charity. But

aonirt lines man arises through Penance to lesser grace or

charity. Therefore he does not receive glory according to

the merit of his previous works ; so that it seems that deeds

deadened by sin are not revived.

On the contrary. On Joel u. 25, / will r$$tor* to you the

yoart, which the locust . . . hath taten, a gloss says: / wnll

not suffer to perish the fruit which you lost when your soul

Mu dittmbei. Bat thk Imit is the merit ol good works

which was lost through sin. Therefore meritorious deeds

done belore are revived by Penance.

/ wnwwer thai. Some have said that meritorious works

deadened by subsequent sin are not revived by the ensuing

Penance, because they deemed such works to have passed

away, so that they ooold not be revived. But that is no

reason why they should not be revived: beeause they are

coodocive to eternal life (wherein their life ooniists) not

only as actuaUy existing, but also after they cease to exist

actually, and as abiding in the Divine acceptance. Now,
they abide tfans, so fv as they are conoenied. even aftar
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they have ben dmdaned bj tin, because thoee worla.

ooordmg as they were done, will ever be aooeptable to

God and give joy to the saints, aoooidtng to Apoc. iii xz:

Hold ftai thai which Ihou h^ui, ihst no mmn UJu thy crmm.

That they fail in their efficacy to bring the man, who did

them, to eternal life, is dne to the impediment of the super-

vening sin whereby he is become unworthy of eternal life.

But this impediment is removed by Penance, inasmuch as

sins are taken away thereby. Hence it follows that deeds

previously deadened, recover, through Penance, their

efficacy in bringing him, who did them, to etenal life, and.

in other words, they are revived. It is therefore evident

that deadened works are revived by Pnaaoe.

Reply Obj. I. The very wofks themielves of sin are

removed by Penance, so that, by God's mercy, no further

stain or debt of punishment is incurred on their account:

on the other hand, works done in charity are not removed

by God, since they abkle in His acceptance, but they are

hindered on the part of man who does them; wherefore if

this hindrance, on the part of the man vrho does those

woHes, be removed. God on His side fulfils what thr>^ works

deserved.

Reply Obj. 2. Deeds done in chanty arc noi m ibemselvn

deadened, as explained above, but only with n^gard to a

super\'eninK impediment on the part of the man who does

them. O 'herhan'^ Mies in itself, through

being ^'M . :theprin< so that the comparison

Reply Obj. 3. He who, through Penance, arises to lesser

charity, will receive the essential reward according to the

degree of charity in which he is found. Yet he will have

greater joy lot the works he had done in his former charity,

than for those which he did in his subsequent charity:

and this joy bekmgs to the acckkntal reward.
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^V WBETI

Sixth Article.

WBETHEK THE BmCT OF SUBSBOUSNT PENANCE IS TO

QUICKEN EVEN DEAD WORKS ?

W» proemi tJmt lo tk§ Sixth ArticU ;—
ObjicHom i. It teemt that the effect of subsequent Penance

is to quicken even dead works, those, namely, that were not

done in charity. For it seems more difficult to bring to life

that which has been deadened, since this is never dunt

naturally, than to quicken that which never had life, since

certain Wxmg things are engendered naturally from things

without life. Now deadened woria are revived by Penance,

as stated above (A. 5). Much more, therefore, are dead

works revived.

Obj. 2. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect is

removed. But the cause of the lack of life in works generi-

cally good done without chanty, was the lack of charity and

grace; ^idiich lack is removed by Penance. Therefore dead

works are quickened by charity.

Obj. 3. Further, Jerome in commenting on Agg. L 6: You
ktOH wtHd muck, says: // a/ mny Htme you fimd a tinner,

mnang his numy toil iomU, doing thM which is righi, God is

noi so unjusi as to /orgst th* ftm good dseds on account of his

uumy toil dseds. Now this seems to be the case chiefly

when past evil dgeds are removed by Penance. Therefore 11

seems that through Penance, God rewards the former deeds

done in the state of sin, which implies that they arc quick-

ened.

On the contwry. The Apostle says (i Cor. xiii. 3): // /

shouid distributs ail my goods to ftsd the poor, and if I should

dsiifom my body to bs bmrmsd, mtd hmos not charity, U projiioth

mo mothing. But this would not be true. if. at least by sub-

seqosot Penance, they were qukkened. Therefore Penance

does not quicken works whkh befoce were dead.

/ mumtr that, A work is saki to be dead in two ways:

first, efiectively, becante, to wit, it is a cause of death, in

which stnie lii^ works are said to be dead, acooiding to
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Heb. ix. 14: TMs blood of Ckritt . . . tkM clnmu om con-

mimu from 4mi works. Thete detd works are not qukk-
floed bat removed by Poiaiice, aooording to Heb. vi. i:

Noi Uyitig tigmn Iks foundsHon of Pmumce from dstui works.

Secondly* woria are said to be dead privatively, because, to

wit, they lack sptntnal life, wlikfa is fonnded 00 diarity.

wberaby the tool is united to God, the result being that it

is qnickened as the body by the soul: in which seme too.

faith, if it lack charity, is said to be dead, according to

James VL 90: Fmih wUMotU works is tUad. In this way also.

aU works that are genericaOy good, are said to be dead, if

they be done without charity, inasmuch as they fail to

proceed from the principle of life; even as we might call the

sound of a harp, a dead voice. Accordingly, the difiereaoe

of life and death in works is in relation to the principle from
which they proceed. But works cannot proceed a second

time from a principle, because they are transitory, and the

same kienticml deed cannot be resumed. Theroiore it is

impossible for dead worio to be quickened by Ponanoe.

Reply Ohj. I. In the physical order things whether dead
or deadened lack the principle of life. But works are said

to be deadened, not in relation to the principle whence they

proceeded, but in relation to an extrinsic impedinwnt ; while

they an said to be dead in relation to a principle. Coose

qnently there is no comparison.

Rtply Ohj. 2. Works geoerically good done without charity

are said to be dead on account of the lack of grace and
charity, as principles. Now the subsequent Peaanoe does

not supply that want, so as to make them proceed from fach

a principle. Hence the argument does not prove.

Ropiy Obj. 3. God remembers the good deeds a man does

when in a state of sin, not by rewarding them in eternal life,

which is due only to living works, Le. thoae done from

charity, but by a temporal reward: thus Gregory deolaies

{Hom. dt DivUe ei Uuuro) that urtUss ikM rich mtm ktd

dons soms good dsod, mtd hod rsuiood kis rowmd •» this

world, Abrokam would certainly not kens smd to kim : ' Tkou

didst fsoeim good tkimgs im Iky Ufetime,'^Or again, this may
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iMUi that he will be judged less sevsrely: wherefore Aogus-
tine says (Dt PtiUmUim zzvi): W$ emmoi $my tJuUii would
bt btUtr /or Uu tckitmntic timi by dsnying Ckritt he should

sufftr turn* of thou things which he wuffmod by confessing

Him ; but wc mmU bolisoc that he will be judged with less

severity, ih^m if by dertying Christ, he hsd suffered none of
those things. Thus the words of the ApostU, ' If I should

deliwer my body to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth

me nothing,' refer to the obtmmng of the hiugdam of heaven,

and do not exclude the poeuhitity of being sentenced with less



QUESTION XC.

OF THK P\ms OF PENANCE. IN GENERAL.

{In Fom ArticUs.)

We must now consider the parts of Penance: (i) in general

;

(3) each one in particular.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(x) Whether Penance has any parts ? (2) Of the number
of its parts. (3) What kind of parts are they ? (4) Of iU
divisioD into subjective parts.

First Article,

whether penance should be assigned any parts ?

We proceed thus to the First ArtkU :—
OhjecHon i. It seems that parts should not be aaigDed to

Penance. For it is the Divine power that works our salva-

tion most secretly in the sacraments. Now the Divine

power is one and simple. Theralora Penanoe» being a sacra-

ment, should have no parts ansigncid to it.

Ohj. 2. Further, Penance it both a virtue and a sacra-

ment. Now no parts are assigned to it as a virtue, since

virtue is a habit, which is a simple quality of the mind.

In like manner, it seems that parts shookl not be awignrd

to Penance as a sacrament, because no parts are aasigDed

to Baptism and the other sacraments. Therefore no parts

at all should be assigned to Penance.

Obj. 3. Further, the matter of Penance is sin, as stated

above (Q. LXXXIV.. A. 2). But no parts are assigned to

sin. Neither, therefore, should parts be asaignf>d to Pen-
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On iJu amirary, The puts of a thing are those out of

which the whole is composed. Now the perfection of Pen-

ance is composed of several things, viz. contrition, confes-

sion, and satisfaction. Therefore Penance has parts.

/ «fluvir ihai. The parts of a thing are those into which

the whole is divided materially, for the parts of a thing are

to the whole, what matter is to the form; wherefore the

parts are reckoned as a kind of material cause, and the

whole, as a kind of formal cause {Pkys. ii.). Accordingly

wherever, on the part of matter, we find a kind of plurality,

there we shall find a reason for assigning parts.

Now it has been stated above (Q. LXXXIV., AA. 2, 3),

that, in the sacrament of Penance, human actions stand as

matter: and so, since several actions are requisite for the

perfection of Penance, viz. contrition, confession, and satis-

faction, as we shall show further on (A. 2), it follows that

the sacrament of Penance has parts.

Reply Obj. 1. Every sacrament is something simple by
reason of the Divine power, which operates therein : but the

Divine power is so great that it can operate both through

one and through many, and by reason of these many, parts

may be assigned to a particular sacrament.

R^ply Obj. 2. Parts are not assigned to penance as a

virtue: because the human acts of which there are several

in penance, are related to the habit of virtue, not as its

parts, but as its effects. It follows, therefore, that parts

are assigned to Penance as a sacrament, to which the human
acts are related as matter: whereas in the other sacraments

the matter does not consist of human acts, but of some one

external thing, either stmple, as water or oil, or compound,
as chrism, and so parts are not assigned to the other sacra-

ments.

R^piy Obj. 3. Sins are the remote matter of Penance, inas-

nroch, to wit, as they are the matter or object of the human
acts, which are the proper matter of Penance as a sacra-

ment.



Q. 9^ Ami 2 THE " SUMMA THEOLOGICA

SscoirD AmcLE.

WRETBEK CONTRITION, CONFESSION, AND SATISFACTION ARE
FITTINGLY ASSIGNED AS PARTS OF PENANCE ?

W$ proes$d ihm io tk$ Stetmd ArUcU ;—
Obj^cUom z. It seems that contritkni, coofaision, tnd satis-

factioii are not fittingly assigned as parts of Pienanoe. For

ooatritkm is in the heart, and so beloogs to interior penance;

while confession ooosists of words, and satisfaction in deeds;

so that the two latter belong to interior penance. Now
interior penance is not a sacrament, but only exterior

penance which is perceptible by the senses. Theniore these

three parts are not fittingly sisigned to the sacrament of

Penance.

Ohj. 2. Further, grace is conferred in the sacraments of

the New Law, as stated above (Q. LXII., AA. z, 3). Hut

no grace is conferred in satisfaction. Therefore satisfaction

is not part of a sacrament.

Obj. 3. Further, the fruit of a thing is not the same as its

part. But satisfaction is a fruit of penance, according to

Luke iii. 8: Bring forth . . . frmU worthy of pmuuus.

Therefore it is not a part of Penance.

Obj. 4. Further, Penance is ordained against sin. But

sin can be completed merely in the thought by consent, as

sUted in the Second Part (I.-IL. Q. LXXIL, A. 7): there-

fore Penance can also. Therefore confession in word and

satisfaction in deed should not be reckoned as parts of

Penance.

On ths contrary. It seems that j^et more parts should be

aiigntil to Penance. For not on^ is the body assigned as

a part of man, as being the matter, but also the soul, which

is his form. But the aforesaid three, being the acts of the

penitent, stand as matter, while the priestly absolutioo

stands as foan. Therefore the priestly abeolation should

be «««igw^ as a fourth part of Penance.

/ ewnpjf <A<I, A part is twofold, essential and quantita-

tive. The essential parts are naturally the form and the
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matter, and logically the genus and the difference. In this

way, each sacrament is divided into matter and form as its

MMntial parts. Hence it has been said above (Q. LX.,

AA. 5. 6) that sacraments consist of things and words.

Bat since quantity is on the part of matter, quantitative

parts are parts oi matter: and. in this way. as stated above

(A. i). parts are assigned specially to the sacrament of

Penance, as regards the acts of the penitent, which are the

matter ci this sacrament.

Now it has been said above (Q. LXXXV., A. 3, ad 3) that

an offence is atoned otherwise in Penance than in vindictive

justice. Because, in vindictive justice the atonement is

made according to the judge's decision, and not according

to the discretion of the oflEender or of the person offended

;

wrhereas, in Penance, the offence is atoned according to the

will of the sinner, and the judgment of God against Whom
the sin was committed, because in the latter case we seek

not only the restixation of the equality of justice, as in

vindictive justice, but also and still more the reconciliation

of friendship, which is accomplished by the ofiender making
atonement according to the will of the person offended.

Accotdingly the first requisite on the part of the penitent

is the will to atone, and this is done by contrition; the

second is that he submit to the judgment of the priest

taad ing in God's place, and this b done in confession: and

tht third is that he atone according to the derision of God's

Miltr, and this is done in satisfaction: and so contrition,

confeiifcm . and satisfaction are assigned as parts of Penance.

R0pfy Obj. X. Contritioo, as to its essence, is in the heart,

and belongs to interior penance; yet, virtually, it bekings

to exterior penance, inasnoch as it implies the purpoae of

confessing and making satisfaction.

R^piy Obf. 2. Satisfaction conien grace, in so far as it is

in man's purpose, and it increasn grace, according as it is

accomplished, just as Baptism does in adults, at statad

above (Q. LXVIII.. A. 3; Q. LXIX.. A. 8).

R»pfy Obj. 3. Satisfaction is a part of Penance as a
ment. and a fruit of Pf***»^ as a virtna.
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R$piy Obj. 4. More things are required for good, which

Pfoe§»itjrom s cmtu Ikai it emUrt, than for evil, which rnmUt
from Mich titigfs dsftd, as Diooyihis states (Dtp. Norn. iv.).

And thus, although sin is completed in the coosent of the

heart, yet the perfection of Pttsance requires oontritioo of

the heart, together with confession in word and satiifactioo

indeed
The Rsply to the Fifth Ohjediom is dear from what has

Third Article,

whether these three are integral parts op rbnance ?

W§ proc$§i thm to the Third ArticU ;—
Objection i. It seems that these three are not integral

parts of Penance. For. as stated above (Q. LXXXIV..
A. 3), Penance is ordained against sin. But sins of thought,

word, and deed are the subjective and not integral parts of

sin, because sin is predicated of each one of them. There-

fore in Penance aho, contrition in thought, confeMJoo in

word, and satisfaction in deed are not integral parts.

Obj. 2. Further, no integral part includes within itself

another that is coodivided with it. But contrition includes

both ccniewifin and satisfaction in the purpose of amend-

ment. Therefore they are not integral parts.

Obf. 3. Further, a whole is composed of its integral parts,

taken at the same time and equaby, just as a line is made
up of its parts. But such is not the case here. Therelofe

these are not integral parts of Penance.

On the coniroryt Integral parts are those by which the

perfection of the whole is integrated. But the perfection

of Penance is integrated by these three. Therefore they

are integral parts of Penance.

/ •newer thoi, Some have said that these three are sub-

jective parts of Penance. But this is impossibte, because

the entire power of the whole is present in each subjective

part at the same time and equally, just as the entire power

of an animal, as such, is assured to each animal species, aU

of which species divide the animal genus at the same time
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and equally : which does not apply to the point in question.

Wherdore others have said that these are potential parts:

yet neither can this be true, since the whole is present, as

to the entire essence, in each potential part, just as the

entire Miencf of the soul is present in each of its powers:

which does not apply to the case in point. Therefore it

follows that these three are integral parts of Penance, the

nature of which is that the whole is not present in each of

the parts, either as to its entire power, or as to its entire

esMOce, but that it is present to all of them together at the

same time.

Rtpiy Obj, I. Sin, forasmuch as it is an evil, can be com-

pleted in one single point, as stated above (A. 2, mI 4):

and so the sin which is completed in thought alone, is a

special kjad of sin. Another species is the sin that b com-

pleted in thought and word: and yet a third species is the

sin that is completed in thought, word, and deed; and the

quaai>integral parts of this last sin, are that which is in

thonglit, that ^tHiich is in word, and that which is in deed.

Wherefore these three are the integral parts of Penance,

which is completed in them.

Reply Obj. 2. One integral part can include the whole.

though not as to its essence: because the foundation, in a

way, contains virtually the whole building. In this way
cuutiiUm includes virtually the whole of Penance.

JUpty Obj. 3. All integral parts have a certain relation of

order to one another: but some are only related as to posi-

tioii, whether in sequence as the parts of an army, or by
contact, as the parts of a heap, or by being fitted together,

as the parts ol a house, or by continuation, as the parts of

a line; while some are related, in addition, as to power, as

the parts of an animal, the first of which is the heart, the

others in a certain Ofder being dependent on one another:

and thirdly some are related in the older of time; as the

parts of time and wuaytmmL Aococdingly the parts of

Penance an nlntod to ona another in the order of power
and time, since they are actions, but not in the order of

position, since they do not occupy a place.
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Fourra Article.

WUETHKR PENANCE IS FITTINGLY DIVIDEO INTO PENANCE
BEFORE BAPTISM. PENANCE FOR MORTAL SIN^" avd

PENANCE FOB VENIAL SINS ?

Wt procmi iktu to the FomiM ArtieU .—
OhficUon x. It seems that peninoe is nntittinKly 'iivided

into penance before Beptisoi, pen—oe for muiiAl» end
pi>f»nfK^> ior venisl sins. For Peneiioe is the seocnd plenk

after shipwreck, as sUted above (Q. LXXXIV.. A. 6). while

Baptitin is the firrt. Therefore that which precedes Bap-

tism »lu)uUJ not be called a species of penance.

Obj. 2. Further, that whic^ can destroy the greater, can

destroy the lesser. Now mortal sin is greatet than venial:

and pewmoe which regards mortal sins rsgasds alw venial

sins. Therefore they should not be ooneidered as difianapt

species of penance.

Obj. 3. Further, just as alter Baptism man commits

venial and mortal sins, so does he before BapHwn. If

therefore penance for venial sins is distinct from penanre

for mortal sins after Baptism, in like manner they should

be distinguiehed before Baptism. Therefore penance » not

fittingly divided into these species.

On tk* comtrmy, Augustine says in Dt PttnUetUm* xhmt

there three are species of Fenanoe.

/ answer tkmi. This is a division of penance as a virtue.

Now it must be observed that every virtue acts m. aooovd-

ance with the tine being, as also in keeping with other dne

circumstances, wherefore the virtue of penanre has its act

at this time, aoonding to the requireuMBts of the New
Law.

Now it beloogs to penance to detest one's past sins, and

to purpose, at the same time, to change one's life for the

better, which is the end, so to speak, of penance. And
since moral matten take their species from the end. as

iUted in the Second Part (I.-II.. Q. I.. A. 3; Q. XVIII..

• O. //OM. 30 inter 1.
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AA. 4. 6). it is iMsonable to dintingnish various species of

penance, according to the various changes intended by the

penitent.

Accordingly there is a threefold change mtt-ndtxl by the

penitent. The first is by regeneration unto a new life, and
this belongs to that penance which precedes Baptism. The
second is by reforming one's past life after it has been

ahvtdy datnytd, and this belongs to penance for mortal

sins committed after Baptism. The third is by changing
to a more perfect operation of life, and this belongs to

penance for venial sins, which are remitted through a
fervent act of charity, as sUted above (Q. LXXXVII..
AA. 2. 3).

R^^ Obj. I. The penance which precedes Baptism b
not a sacrament, but an act of virtue disposing one to that

sacrament.

Rtpfy Obj. 2. The penance which washes away mortal

sins, washes away venial sins also, but the converse does

not hold. Wherefore these two species of penance are

related to one another as perfect and imperfect.

R^ply Obj. 3. Before Baptism there are no venial sins

without mortal sins. And since a venial sin cannot be
remitted without mortal sin, as stated above (Q. LXXXVII.,
A. 4), before Baptism, penance for mortal sins is not dis-

tinct from penance for venial sins.

III.
,



EDITOR'S NOTE

ArrsK writing thsM few qoMtiom of tb* traatiM oo PeoAnoe. St
ThonM waa called to the heaveoly reward which he had merited

by writing eo well of hie Divine Maeter. The remainder al the
" Swnma Theologica." known ae the SapplenMOt, waa flompiled

pnbably by Fra Rainaldo da Plpeno. rooipanion and friend ai tiM

Aofriic Doctor, and waa gathered from St Thonaa'a coomontary
GO the Fourth Book of the Sentencea of Peter Lombard. TUa oom-
meotary waa written in the yeara 1335-1253. while St Thomaa waa
nader thirty yeara ci age. Everywhere H veveala the inflaanm ol

him whom St Thomaa ahraya called the Maeter. But that infhwnre
waa not to be always aapreme. That the mind of the Angelic

Doctor moved forward to poaitiona which directly contradicted tiie

Maater may be seen by any atndent of the " Somma Theologica.''

The compiliw of the Sopplemeat waa evidently well aoqnainted with
the ooounentary on the Sentencea. which had been in drcolation

for aoaae twenty yeara or more, bot it ia probable that he waa badly
acqnainted with the " Snmma Theologica." Thia will be realiaed

and mnat be borne in mind when we read the Sopplament. notably
(in thia volome) Q. XVIII.. A. 1, aa compared with the "Somma
Theologica." P. III.. Q. LXII.. A. i.



SUPPLEMENT
THE THIRD PART OF THE "SUMMA THEOLOGICA" OP

ST. THOMAS AQCINAS GATHERED FROM HIS COMMENTARY
ON BOOK IV. "OF THE SENTF.NCES "

QUESTION I.

OF THE PARTS OF PENANCE. IN PARTICULAR. AND
FIRST OF CONTRITION.

(/« TAtm ArticUt.)

We must now consider each single part of Penance, and
(i) Contrition; (2) Confession; (3) Satisfaction. The con-

sideratioo about Contrition vrill be fourfold: (i) What is it ?

(2) What should it be about ? (3) How great should it be ?

(4) Of its duration. (5) Of its effect.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(I) NVhether Contrition is suitably defined ? (2) Whether
it is an act of virtue ? (3) Whether attrition can become
contrition ?

First Article.

WHETHER contrition IS AM AS8UMBO SORROW FOR SINS.

TOGETHER WITH THB PURPOSE OF COMFBSSIS'i. THEM
AMD OP MAKING SAnSFACTION FOR THEM ?

We ffocud thus to the First Article:—

ObjecHoH I. It seemt that contritkm is not am Mnmmti
mnom for tint, togetktr wHk ik$ pmpou of confetaimg them
emd of making tatitfadum for ikem, as tome dttat it. For,

as AogusCine slates {De Civ. Dei xiv.). torrom is for tMote

things Ikat happen against our will. But this does not apply

to SID. Therefore contritioQ is not sonow for stai.

99
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Obj. 2. Further, oontrition it given m by God. But what

k fiv«n if not nwimrd. Therefore oontrition ii not an

Obf. 3. Further, satisfaction and confmioo are neoeitary

for the remission of the punishment which was not remitted

by contrition. But sometimes the whole pwnlshment is

remitted in contrition. Therefore it is not always necessary

for the contrite person to have the purpose c^ conlessmg

and of making satisfaction.

On <A# coNlntfy stands the definition.

/ tmsmer thai. As stated m Ecdos. x. 15. prids it the

htgmming ofM tin, because thereby man clings to his own

{odgment, and strays from the Divine commandments.

Consequently that which destroys sin must needs make man
give up his own judgment. Now he that persists in his own
judgment, is caUed metaphorically rigid and hard: where-

fore anyone is said to be broken when he is torn from his

own judgment But, in material things, «dience these

cjipfTWiianB are tianafened to spiritual thing? ^^»"- is a

diffeienoe between breaking and crushing or c< :i. as

stated fai Mtteor. iv., in that we speak of breaking when a

thing is sundered into large parts, but of crushing or oontri*

tkm when that which was in itself solki is reduced to mimite

particles. And shxx. for the remissian of sin. it is neces-

sary that man should put askle entirely his attachment to

sin, ^Hiich implies a certain state of continuity and solidity

in his mind, therefore it is that the act through idiich sin

is cast aside is called contritiup metaphorically.

In this contrition several things are to be observed, via.

the very substance of the act. the way of acting, its origin

and its effect: in respect of which we find that contrition

has been defined m various ways. For. as regards the sub-

taiioe of the act. we have the definition given above:

and sinoe the act of oootrition is both an act of virtue, and

a part of the sacrament of Ptoance. its nature as an act of

virtue is explained in this definition by mentioning its genus,

via. Morrcm, its object by the words /or n'lu. and the act of

choice which is necessary for an act of virtue, by the word
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Mtmmti : while, as a part of the sacrament, it is made
manifest by pointing out its relation to the other parts, in

the words, together wUh the fmrpose of confening Mnd of

mmking saHsfecHon.

There is another definition which defines contrition, only

as an act of \nrtiie ; but at the same time including the dif-

ference which confines it to a special virtue, viz. penance,

for it is thus expressed : Contrition is voluntary sorrow /or

sin whereby man punishes in himself that which he grievet to

have done, because the addition of the word pumehes con-

fines the definition to a special virtue.—Anotlier definition

is given by Isidore {De Sum Bono, xii.) as follows: Contri-

tion is a tearful sorrow and humility of mind, arising from
remembrance of sin and fear of the Judgment. Here we have

an allusion to the derivation of the word, when it is said

that it is humility of the mind, because just as pride makes
the mind rigid, so is a man humbled, when contrition leads

him to give up his mind. Also the external manner is

indicated by the word tearful, and the origin of contrition,

by the words, arisingfrom retmrnbrance of sin, etc.—Another
definition is taken from the words of Augustine, and indi-

ffect of contrition. It runs ^us: Contrition is the

:» ch takes away sin.—Yet another is gathered from
th<- c>f Gregory (Moral, xxxiii.) as follows: Contri-

tion is ' V of the soul, crushing sin between hope and fear.

H' at ion is indicated by saying that contrition

is '.• V ^7 ''<* soul; the effect, by the words, crushing

sin : and the origin, by the words, between hope and fear.

Indetrd. it includes not only the principal cause, which is

fear, bat also its joint cause, which is hope, without which,

fear might lead to despair.

Reply Ohj. i. Although tins, when committed, were

vohmtary. yet when we are contrite for them, they arc no
longer voluntary, so that they occur against our yrill; not

indeed in respect of the will that we had when we consented

to them, but in respect of that which we have now. so as

to wish tliey had n*'^'**- ^«en.

Raply Obj. 2. Co .is from God akme as to the form
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that quickens it. but as to the subttanoo of the act. it it

from the free-will and from God. Who operates in all works

both of nature and of will.

Reply Obj. 3. Ahhoo^ the entire punishment may be

remitted by coothtioo. yet oonfesskm and satisfaction are

still necessary, both because man cannot be sure that his

contrition was sufficient to take away all. and becanse coo-

fession and satisfaction are a matter of precept: wherefore
be beoonet a tfanagressor, who confess» not and makes not

satiBBCtion.

Second Article

whbtbes contunon is an act of virtue ?

W$ procsU tims to ikt Second ArticU :—
Otfedum i. It seems that contrition is not an act of

virtue. For passions are not acts of virtue, since ikey bring

m milker pnUu nor bhme {EUnc. ii.). But sorrow is a

passion. As therefore contrition is sorrow, it seems that it

it not an act of virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, as contrition is so called from its being

a crushing, so is attrition. Now all agree in saying that

attrition is not an act of virtue. Neither, therefore, is

oootritioii an act of virtue.

On Ike conirtuy. Nothing but an act of virtue is meri-

torious. But contrition is a meritorious act. Therefore it

is an act of virtue.

/ mnsmer that. Contrition as to the literal signification uf

the word, does not denote an act of virtue, but a corporeal

passion But the question in point does not refer to con-

trition in this sense, but to that which the word is employed

to signify by way of metaphor. For just as the inflatinn of

one's own will unto wrong-doing impUet, in itself, a generic

evil, so the utter undoing and crashing of that same will

implies something geoerically good, for this is to detest one's

own will whereby sin wat committed. Wherefore contri-

tion, which signifies this, implies rectitude of the will; and

so it is the act of that virtue to which it belongs to detest

and destroy past sins, the act. to wit. of penance, as is
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evidoit from what wu «aid above (SenUni. iv,, D. 14..

Q. I.. A. i: P. iu., Q. LXXXV., AJi. 2. 3).

Reply Obj. I. Contritkm includes a twofold sorrow for sin.

One is in tlie sensitive part, and is a passioo. This does not

belong essentially to contrition as an act of virtue, but it

rmtber its efiect. For just as the virtue of penance inflicts

outward punishment on the body, in order to compensate

for the offence done to God through the instrumentality of

the bodily members, so does it inflict on the concupiscible

part of the soul a punishment, viz. the aforesaid sorrow,

because the concupiscible also co-operated in the sinful

deeds. Nevertheless this sorrow may belong to contrition

taken as part of the sacrament, since the nature of a sacra-

ment is such that it consists not only of internal but also of

external acts and sensible things.—^The other sorrow is in

the \kill. and is nothing else save displeasure for some evil,

for the emotions of the will are named after the passions,

as sUted above {SenUni. iu.. D. 26. Q. I.. A. 5 : I.-I I.

Q. XXII., A. 3. ad 3). Accordingly, contrition is essentially

a kind of sorrow, and is an act of the virtue of penance.

R^ply Obj. 2. Attrition denotes approach to perfect con-

trition, wherefore in corporeal matters, things are said to be

attritc. when they are worn away to a certain extent, but

not altogether crushed to pieces; while they are said to be

iWiUiti, when all the parts are crushed {triia) minutely.

Wberefore. in spiritual matters, attrition signifies a certain

but not a perfect ditplaMon for sins committed, whereas

contrition denotes perfect diqiletsare.

Third Articlb.

whither attrition can become contrition ?

Wt procMd Umt to lk§ Third ArticU :—
OhjtcUon I. It seam that attrition can become contrition.

For contrition diibri from attrition, as living from dead.

Now dead faith becomes Uving. Therefore Attrition can

beoone contrition

Obj. 2. Further, matter recrivea perfection wiu n pnva-
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tioQ it removed. Noir •onow m to grace, as matter to form.

became grace quickens sorrow. Therafoie the sorrow that

was previously hkkm, while guih remained, receives per-

factioo throogh being qnickeoed by grace: and so the same
oonchttion follows as above.

On ik$ eoHtrmry, Things which are canaed by priiKJplei

altogether diverse cannot be changed, one into the other.

Now the principle of attritk» is servile fear, while ilial fear

IS the canse ol contiitioo. Therdore attritioo cannot

become oootntion.

/ owwur IMmI» There are two opinioiis 00 this qnestkm:

far some say that attritioo may become contrition, even as

lifeless iaith becomes living faith. But, m iinlnflji. this is

impossible; since, ahhoo^^ the habit of lifeless faith becomes
living, yet never does an act of lifeless faith become an act

of living faith, becanae the lifeless act passes away and
remains no more, as soon as chanty comes. Now attritioo

and contrition do not denote a habit, but an act only: and
thoae habits of infused virtue which regard the will cannot

be lifelese, since they result from charity, as stated above

(5«K0fK.tiL,D.27.Q.II..A.4 :1.-II.Q.LXV..A.4). Where-
fore until grace be infused, there is no habit by which after»

^^-ards the act of contrition may be elicited; so that attrition

can nowise become contrition : and this is the other opinion.

Rfpfy Obj. I. There is no comparison between faith and
contrition, as stated above.

Re^y Obj. 2. When the privation is removed from matter,

the matter is quickened if it remains when the perfoctioo

comes. But the sorrow which was lifeless, does not remain

when charity comes, wherefore it cannot be quickened.

It may also be replied that matter docs not taki its origin

from the form essentially, as an act takes its origin from the

habit which quickens it. Wherefore notliing hinders matter

being quickened anew by some form, whereby it was not

quickened prevkmsly: whereas this cannot be sakl of an act,

even as it is impossible for the identically same thing to

arise from a canse wherefrom it did not arise before, since

a thii^ is brought into being but once.



QUESTION II.

OF THE OBJECT OF CONTRITION.

{In SiM Articks.)

Wb mmti DOW oonridw the object of contrition. Under this

head there are nt points of inqtiiry: (i) Whether a man
<^ou)d be oootrite on account of his punishment ?

(2) Whether, on account of original sin ? (3) Whether, for

eveiy actual sin he has committed ? (4) Whether, for

actual sins he will commit ? (5) Whether, for the sins of

others ? (6) Whether, for each tingie mortal sin ?

First Article.

whether has should be contrite on account of the
punisbmbmt, amd not only on account of his sin ?

Wt procMd Iktu to the Fini AfticU :—
Obfieiim z. it leems that nan ibouki be contrite on

account ot the punishment, and not only on account of his

Mil. I'*or Augostine says in De PotniUnHa :^ No man tUsires

li/e mmUsHng umleu k§ f9peid of this mortal life. But the

mortality of this life is a punishment. Therefore the peni-

tent should be contrite on account of his punishments

also.

Obj, 2. Further, the Mastersays {SenUnt. iv.. D. x6. cap. i.).

quoting Augustine {D§ vma ti falta PamtmUia\), that the

penitent should be sorry for having deprived himself of

virtue. But privrntk» ol virtue is a punishment. There-

fore contrition is sorrow for punishments also.

• CI. Horn, so imtm L

t Work of an unkaowa aathor.

»09
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On tkt eotiiriuy. No one holds to that lor which he it tony.
But a penitent, by the very significatioo of the word, it ooe
who holds to his ponfahtnmt.^ Therefore he is not sorry oo
aocoont of his pankhment. so that contrition which is peni-

tential sorrow is not on account of punishment.

/ mumm Umi, As sUted above (Q. I.. A. i). contrition

implies the crushing of something hard and whole. Now
this wholeness and hardness is found m the evil of fault, sanoe

the wiD, which is the cause thereof in the evil-doer, sticks

to its own ground.t snd refuses to yield to the precept of

the law. wherefore displeasure at a suchlike evil is called

metaphorically cotUntUm. But this metaphor cannot be
applied to evil of punishment, because prniishmmt simply

denotes a lessening, so that it is posible to have sorrow for

pmiihment but not contrition.

Rtply Ohj. I. According to Augustine, penance should be

on account of this mortal life, not by reason of its mortality

(unless penance be taken broadly for every kind of sorrow);

hot by reason of sins, to which we are prone on account of

the weakness of this life.

R^y Obj. 2. Sorrow for the loss of virtue through sin is

not essentially the same as contrition, but is its principle.

For just as we are moved to desire a thing on account of the

good we expect to derive from it. so are we moved to be

sorry lor something, on account of the evil accruing to ns

therefrom.

Second Akticle.

whktbbs contkitign should be on account of original

SIN ?

We procud Urns to Uu Second AfHcU —
ObjecHon i. It seems that contrition should be on account

ol original sin. For we ought to be contrite on account of

actual sin ; not by reason of the act. considered as a kind of

being, but by reason ol its deformity, since the act, regarded

* PmrnUtms, i.e. Pmnsm Itntn».

t There is a play on the «ordi henr-4nlegt^ (whole) and m
tmu inminit (to its own groand).
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In its lobitance, is a good, and is from God. Now original

ria 1ms a deformity» even as actual sin has. Therefore we
should be contrite on its account also.

Obj. 2. Further, by original sin man has been torned

away from God, since in pmiishment thereof he was to be

deprived of seeing God. But every man should be dis-

pleased at having been turned away from God. Therefore

man shcmld be displeased at original sin; and so he ought

to have contrition for it.

On Iks contrary. The medicine should be proportionate to

the djseasf Now we contracted original sin without willing

to do so. Therefore it is not necessary that we should be

cleansed from it by an act of the will, such as contrition is

/ ewwwr Md, Contrition is sorrow, as stated above (Q. I.,

AA. I. 2), respecting and, so to speak, crushing the hard-

ness of the will. Consequently it can r^[ard those sins only

which result in us through the hardness of our will. And
as original sin was not brought upon us by our own will,

bat contracted from the origin of our infected nature, it

follows that, properly speaking, we cannot have contrition

on its account, but only displeasure or sorrow.

Rtpiy Obj. I. Contrition is for sin. not by reason of the

mere substance of the act. because it does not derive the

character of evil therefrom; nor again, by reason of its

deformity alooe, because deformity, of itself, does not in-

dnde the notkn of guilt, and sometimes denotes a punish-

ment. But contrition ought to be on account of sin. as

implying deformity resulting from an act of the will; and

this does not apply to original sin, so that contrition does

not regard it.

The same Reply avails for the Second Objection, because

contritk» is due to aversicMi of the will.
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Tbulo Article.

wbetbui wb should havb oontrition por every
ACTUAL 8111 ?

Wt pfoued thus to ikt Third ArUcU ;—
ObjMon I. It seen» that we have no need to have con-

trHion for every actual sin we have committed. For con-

traries are healed by their contraries. Now some sins arc

committed through sorrow, e.g. sloth and envy. Therefore

their remedy should not be sorrow, such as contrition is,

but joy.

Obj. 2. Further, contrition is an act of the will, which

cannot refer to that which is not known. But there are

tins of which we have no knowledge, such as those we
have foigotten. Therefore we cannot have contrition for

them.

Obj. 3. Further, by !li .- n irc

blotted out w^ich we I ..^a 'v I" •
1 n r-

anoe takes away voluntariness, as the I'hl' •;!!,: 1 Lurs

{Eihic. iii.). Therefore contrition need not cover things

which have occurred through ignorance.

Obj. 4. Further, we need not be contrite for a sin which

is not removed by contrition. Now some sins arc not

removed by contrition, e.g. venial sins, that remain after

the grace of contrition. Therefore there is no need to have

contrition for all one's past sms.

On the controfy. Penance is a remedy for all actu '^ wiv

But penance cannot regard some sins, without cuntnuon

regarding them also, for it is the first part of Pmance.
Therefore contrition should be for all one's past sins.

Further, no sin is forgiven a man unless he be justified.

But justification requires contrition, as stated above (Q. I.,

A. I : I.-U.. Q .CXIII.). Therefore it is necevary to have

cootrition for all one's sins.

/ «iwwr ikM, Every actual sin is caused by our will not

yiekling to God's law, either by transgressing it, or by
omitting it, or by acting beside it: and sinoe a hard thing
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is one that is disgamd not to give way easily, henoe it ia

that a certain harrinrM of the will b to be found in every

actual ain. Wherefore, if a sin is to be remedied, it needs

to be taken away by contrition which crashes it.

R&piy Obf, X. As clearly shown above (A. 2, sd i), con-

tritioo is opposed to sin, in so far as it proceeds from the

choice of the will that had failed to obey the command of

God's law. and not as regards the material part of sin : and
it is on this that the choice of the will falls. Now the will's

choice falls not only on the acts of the other powers, which

the will uses for its ovm end. but also on the will's own
proper act : for the will wiUs to will something. Accordingly

the will's choice falls on that pain or sadnras which is to

be found in the sin of envy and the like, whether such pain

be in the senses or in the will itself. Consequently the

sorrow of contrition is opposed to those sins.

Rtply Obj. 2. One may forget a thing in two wa]^. either

so that it escapes the memory altogether, and then one

cannot search for it ; or so that it escapes from the memory
in part, and in part remains, as when I remember having

heard something in general, but know not what it was in

particular, and then I search my memory in order to dis-

cover it. Accordingly a sin also may be forgotten in two
ways, either so as to remain in a general, but not in a par-

ticular remembrance, and then a man is bound to bethink

himself in order to discover the sin, because be is boond to

have contrition for each individoal mortal tin. And if he

is unable to discover it, after applying himself with due
care, it it enongh that he be contrite for it. according as it

stands in his knowledge, and indeed he should grieve not

only for the sin, but also for having forgotten it. because

thia is owing to his neglect If . however, the sin has escaped

from his memory altogether, then he is excused from his

duty through being unable to fulfil it, and it is enough that

he be contrite in general for everything wbereitt be has

offended God. Bat when this inability is removed, as when
the sin is recalled to his memory, then he is bound to have
contrition for that sin in partknilar, even as a poor man.
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wbo cannot pay a debt, is excused, and yet is boond to, as

soon as he can.

Rspfy Obj. 3. If ignorance were to remove altogether the

will to do evil, it would excuse, and there would be no sin

:

but sometimes it does not remove the will altogether, and

then H does not altogether excuse, but only to a certain

extent: wherefore a man is bound to be contrite for a sin

committed through ignorance.

R^y Obj. 4. A venial sin can remain after < ! t: itiun fur

a mortal sin, but not after contrition for the vcnud sin:

wherefore contrition should also cover venial sins even as

penance does, as stated above {SenUni. iv.. D. 16. Q. II..

A. 2. qu. 2: P. III.. Q. LXXXVII.. A. i).

Fourth Article,

whstrbk a man is bound to have contrition for bis

FirrURE SINS?

W$ proued thus to the Fourth Article :—
ObjecHon x. It seems that a man is bound to have con-

trition for his future sins also. For contrition is an act of

the free-will: and the free-will extends to the future rather

than to the past, since choice, which is an act of the free-

will, is about future contingents, as stated in Ethic, iii.

Therefore contrition is about future sins rather than about

past sins.

Obj. 2. Further, sin is aggravated by the result that

ensaes from it: wherefore Jerome sa3rs* that the punish-

ment of Arius is not yet ended, for it is j^et powiMe for

some to be ruined through his heresy, by reason of whose

ruin his punishment would be increased: and the same

applies to a man who is judged guilty of murder, if he has

committed a murderous assault, even before his victim dies.

Now the sinner oo^^t to be contrite during that intervening

time. Therefore the degree of his contrition ought to be

proportionate not only to his past act, but also to its eventual

result: and consequently contrition rq^ards the future.

• S. BmU immtM thia impUcitly {D* Vtrm Virgin).
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On iMs contrary. Contrition is a part of penance. But
penance always regards the past: and therefore contrition

does abo. and oonseqnently is not for a future sin.

/ mmswtr tktd. In every feries of things moving and
moved ordained to one another, we find that the inferior

mover baa its proper movement, and besides this, it follows,

in some raq>ect, the movement of the soperior mover: this

is seen in the movement of the planets, which, in addition

to their proper movements, follow the movement of the

first heaven. Now, in all the moral virtues, the first mover
is prudence, which is called the charioteer of the virtues.

Cooteqiiestly each moral virtue, in addition to its proper

movement, has something of the movement of prudence:

and therefore, since penance is a moral virtue, as it is a p>art

of justice, in addition to its own act, it acquires the move-
ment ol prudence. Now its proper movement is towards

its proper object, which is a sin committed. Wherefore its

proper and principal act, viz. contrition, essentially regards

past sins alone ; but, inasmuch as it acquires something of

the act of prudence, it regards future sins indirectly, although

it is not essentially moved towards those future sins. For

this reaioii, he that is contrite, is sorry for his past sins, and
is cautions of future sins. Yet we do not speak of contrition

for future sins, but of caution, which is a part of prudence

conjoined to penance.

R*ply Obj. I. The free-wiU is nid to regard future con-

ttngcDts, in so far as it is coooeraed with acts, but not with

the objeets of acts: because, of his own free-will, a man can

think about past and neceasary things, and yet the very act

of thinking, in so far as it is subject to the free-will, is a
future oootingcot Hence the act of contrition also is a

future cootiDgent. in so far as it is subject to the free-will

;

and yet its object can be something past.

Ripiy Obj. 2. The comegpeat lesoH whkh aggravates a

sin was already present in the act as in its cause; wherefore

when the sin wit committed, its degree of gravity was
already complete, and no further guilt accrued to it when
the result took place. Neverthele» tome icddental punish-
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OMBt aocniei to it. in respect of which the rleiiMMfl will

hkV9 the aon motives oi regret for the moes evis that

have resulted Iran thsir sins. It is in this sense that

Jerome (Basil) speaks. Hence there b no need ior contri-

tion to be for oUier than past

Fifth Article.

wbstbeb a man ought to have conthtion fob

anotheb's sim ?

W$ proemi timt to th§ Fifth ArticU :^
Otfiuiom I. It seems that a man oa|^ to have contri-

tion lor another's sin. For one diouhl not ask forgivenew

for a sin unless one is contrite for it. Now forgiveness is

asked for another's sin in Ps. zviii 13 : From thou of alktn

iPors ihy t$rH»i- TK^r^ore a mAn ou^lit to be contrite for

another's sins.

Ohj. 2. Furthtf, man is bound, out of chanty, to k>ve his

neighbour as himself. Now. through love of himself, he

both grieves for his ills, and desires good things. Theieiofe,

since we are bound to desire the goods ol grace for our nei|^-

hour, as for ourselves, it seems that we ought to grieve for

his sins, even as lor our own. But contrition is nothing else

than sorrow for sins. Therefore man should be cootiite for

the sins of others.

On th$ ttmkitry. Contrition is an act of the virtne of

penance. But no one repents save for what he has done
htm—II- TbarBfors no one is contrite for others' sins.

/ mmtmm thtd^ The same thing is crushed jcomlmim) which

hitherto was hard and whole. Hence contrition for sin must

needs be in the saow sobfect in which the hardness of sin

was hitherto: so that there is no contrition for the sins of

others.

Reply Obf. I. The prophet prays to be spared from the

sins of others, in so far as, through fellowship with sinners,

a man contracts a stain by coaMBfthig to their sins: thas

it is written (Ps. xviL 27): With ih$ pmvptu iham wiU ho

P€fV$rttm*
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SUpfy Obj. 2. We ought to grieve for the sins of others,

but not to ha\'e contritioo for them, because not all sorrow

for past sins is contrition, as is evident from what has been

said already.

Sixth Akticlb.

whethes it is nbcbssaky to havb contrition for bach

mortal sin ?

Wt pfocmi Ikus to the Sixth ArticU ;—
Ob}ietitm i. It seems that it is not necessary to have con-

trition for each mortal sin For the movement of contri-

tion m justification is instantaneotis: whereas a man cannot

think of every mortal sin in an instant. Therefore it is not

necessary to have contrition for each mortal sin.

Obj. 2. Further, contrition should be for sins, inasmuch as

they turn us away from God. because we need not be con-

trite for turning to creatures without turning away from

God. Now all mortal sins agree in turning us away from

God. TInrefore one contrition for all is sufficient.

Obj. 3. Further, mortal sins have more in common with

one another, than actual and original sin. Now me Bap-

tism blots out all sins both actual and original. Therefore

one fsmial contrition blots out all mortal sins.

On the cotU^4ify, For diverse diseases there are diverse

remedies» since what heale the eye wiU net heal the foot, as

Jcrooie says {Super Marc. ix. 28). But contrition is the

special remedy for one mortal sin. Thcrelore one general

contrition for all mortal sini does not tal&oe.

Further, oootfittiMi it expfWied by oooieiiiaii. Bnt it is

necessary to ooofe» each mortal sin. Therefore it is neces-

sary to have contrition for each mortal sin.

/ antwer thai. Contrition may be considered in two vrays,

as to its origin, and as to its term. By origin of contrition

I mean the process ol tboogfat. when a man thinks of his

sin and is sorry for it. albeit not with the sorrow of contri-

tion, yet with that of attrition. The term of oootrition is

when that sorrow is already quickened by grace. Accord-
m. 4 •
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ingly. as regards the origin of oontritioD, a man needa to be

contrite for each sin that he calls to mind; but as regards

its term, it suflkes for him to have one general cootrttioo

for all. because then the movement of hb contrition acts in

virtue of all his preceding dispositioos.

This suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

R^piy Ohj. 2. Although all mortal sins agree in turning

man away from God, yet they di£fer in the cause and mode
of aversion, and in the degree of separation from God; and

this regards the different ways in which they turn us to

creatures.

R^pfy Oh). 3. Baptism acts in virtue of Christ's merit.

Who had infinite power for the blotting out of all sins; and

so for all sins one Baptism suffices. But in contrition, in

addition to the merit of Christ, an act of ours is requisite,

which must, therefore, correspond to each sin. since it has

not infinite power for contrition.

It may also be replied that Baptism is a spiritual genera-

tion; whereas Penance, as regards contrition and its other

parts, is a kind of spiritual healing by way of some altera^

tion. Now it is evident in the generation of a body, accom-

panied by corruption of another body, that all the accidents

contrary to the thing generated, and which were the acci-

dents of the thing corrupted, are removed by the one genera-

tion: whereas in alteration, only that accident is removed

^idiich was contrary to the accident which is the term of the

alteration. In like manner, one Baptism blots out all sins

together and introduces a new life; whereas Penance does

not blot out each sin, unless it be directed to each. For

this reason it is necessary to be contrite for, and to confess

each sin.



QUESTION III.

OF THE DEGREE OF CONTRITION.

(/« TAtm ArHcUs.)

We must now omwider tlie degree of contrition : under which

bead there are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether contri-

tion is the greatest possible sorrow in the world ?

(2) ^\l)ether the sorrow of contrition can be too great ?

(3) Whether sorrow for one sin ought to be greater than for

another?

First Article.

whether contrition is the greatest possible sorrow
in the world?

We proessd tims to the First Article :—
ObjeeiioH i. It seems that contrition is not the greatest

poatOrfe sorrow in the world. For sorrow is the sensation

of hurt. But some hurts are more keenly felt than the hurt

of sin, e^. the hnrt of a wound. Therefore contrition is not

the gnatflst lorrow.

Obj. 2. Further, we judge of a cause acoording to its effect.

Now the effect of aocrow is tears. Since therefore some-

times a contrite penon does not shed outward tears for his

sins, whereas he weeps for the death of a friend, or for a

blow, or the like, it seems that contrition is not the greatest

sorrow.

Obj. 3. Further, the more a thing is mingled with its

contrary, the lets its intensity. But the sorrow of contri-

tion has a considerable admixture of joy, becanae the con-

trite man rejoioet in bis delivery, in the hope of pardon, and
in many like things. Therefore his sorrow is very slight.

««3
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Obj. 4. Further, the sontm of contrition Is a kind of d»-
plMMire. But there are many thingi more dspleasmg to

the OQOtrite than their past sins; for they would not peeler

to suffer the pains of beO rather than to sin; nor to have
sofieied, nor yet to suffer all manner of temporal punish-

ment; else few would he found contrite. Therefore the

sorrow of contrition is not the greatest.

On tki conktay. According to Augustine (D« Civ. Dei, xiv.).

mU Morrtm is btmd on ^000. Now the love of charity, on
which the sorrow of contrition is based, is the greatest love.

Therefore the sorrow of contrition is the greatest sorrow.

Further, sorrow is for evil. Therefore the greater the

evil, the greater the sorrow. But the fault is a greater exH

than its punishment. Therefore contrition which is sorrow

for fault, surpasses all other sorrow.

/ atumer thti, As stated above (Q. i., A. 2, ad 1

a twofold SOCTOW in contrition: one is in the will.

very essence of contrition, being nothing else than dts-

pleasore at past sin. and this sorrow, in contrit

'

aD other sorrows. For the more plea.sing a i...:^ ...

more displeasing is its contrary. Now the last end is above
all things pleasing: wherefore sin, which turns ns away from

the last end. should be. above all things, displeasing.—The
other sorrow is in the sensitive part, and is caused by the

former sorrow, either from natural necessity, in so far as

the lower powers follow the movements of the higher, or

from choice, in so far as a penitent excites in himself

this sorrow for hb sins. In neither of these ways is

such sorrow, of necessity, the greatest, because the lower

powers are more deeply moved by their own obfects than

through redundance from the higher powers. Wherefore

the nearer the operatktt of the hi^ier powers approaches to

the objects of the lower powers, the more do the latter

follow the movement of the former. Consequently there is

greater pain in the sensitive part, on account of a sensible

hurt, than that whkh redounds into the sensitive part from

the reason; and Ifloewise. that which redounds from the

when it deliberetes on corporeal things, is greater
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^L^bAD that which redounds from the reason m considmng
U^Htual things. Therefore the sorrow which results in the

sensitive part from the reason's displeasure at sin. is not

greater thsn the other sorrows of which that same part is

the subject: and likewise, neither is the sorrow which is

fiirf^T^H voluntarily greater than other sorrows,—both

becanae the k>wer appetite does not obey the higher appetite

infallibly, as thon^ in the lower appetite there should arise

a passion of such intensity and of such a kind as the higher

ap{-' ight ordain,—and because the passions are em-

ploy . . ^j ibe reason, in acts of virtue, according to a certain

measure, whk:h the sorrow that is without virtue sometimes

does not observe, but exceeds.

R»piy Obj. I. Just as sensible sorrow is on account of the

sensation of hurt, so interior sorrow is on account of the

thought of something hurtful. Therefore, although the

hurt of sin is not perceived by the external sense, yet it is

perceived to be the most grievous hurt by the interior sense

or reason.

Reply Obj. 2. Afiections of the body are the immediate

result of the sensitive passions and. through them, of the

emotions of the higher appetite. Hence it is that bodily

tears flow more quickly from sensible sorrow, or even from
a th**^" *b^t hurts the senses, than from the spiritual sorrow

of I n.

Kfpiy Obj. 3. The joy which a penitent has for his sorrow

docs not le isen his displeasore (for it is not contrary to it),

twt increases it. acconiing as every operatkm is increased

by the delight which it causes, as stated in Ethic, x. Thus
he who delights in learning a scknoe, leans the better, and.

in like manner, he who rejoices in his displeasure, is the

more intensely displeased. But it may well happen that

this Joy tempers the sorrow that results from the retion in

the miitive part.

Rtpfy Obj. 4. The degree of displeamre at a thing shonld
be proportionate to the degree of iU malice. Nowthemalice
of mortal sin is meunnd from Hhn against Whom H it

committed, inasmuch as it is ofiensive to Him; and from
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him who sh», masnroch ms it is hurtful to him. And. since

man should love God more than himself, therefore he should

hate sin. as an offence against God. more than as being

hurtinl to himielf. Now it is hurtful to him chiefly because

it separates him from God; and in this respect the sepaim-

tkm from God which is a punishment, should be more dis-

pleasing than the sin itself, as causing this hurt (since what

is hated on account of something ebe, is less hated), but

less than the sin. as an offence against God. Again, among
all the punishments of malice a certain order is observed

according to the degree of the hurt. Consequently, since

this is the greatest hurt, inasmuch as it consists in priv'atioQ

of the greatest good, the greatest of all punishments will be

separation from God.

Again, with regard to this displeasure, it is necessary to

observe that there is also an accidental degree of malice, in

retptd of the present and the pest ; since what is past, is no

more, whence it has less of the character of malice or good-

ness. Hence it b that a man shrinks from suffering an evil

at the present, or at some future time, more than he shudders

at the past evil: wherefore also, no passion of the soul corre-

sponds directly to the past, as sorrow corresponds to present

evil, and fear to future evil. Consequently, of two past

evib, the mind shrinks the more from that one which still

produces a greater effect at the present time, or which, it

fears, will produce a greater effect in the future, although

in the past it was the lesser evil. And, since the effect of

the past sm is tometinies not so keenly leh as the effect of

the past punishment, both because sin is more perfectly

remedied than punishment, and becanae bodily defect

is more manifest than spiritual defect, therefore even a

man, who is weO disposed, sometimes feeb a greater abhor-

rence <d his past punishment than of his past sin, although

he would be ready to suffer the same punishment over again

rather than commit the same sin.

We must also observe, in comparing sin with punishment,

that some punishments are inseparable from offence of God,

e.g. separation from God; and some also are everlasting.
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e.g. the pimtthment of hell. Therefore the pimishment to

which is connected offence of God is to be shunned in the

same way as sin ; wiiereas that which is everlasting is simply

to be fchnnnrd man than sin. If. however, we separate

from these puniahments the notion of offence, and consider

cmly the notion of punishment, they have the character of

malice, less than sin has as an offence against God : and for

this leaaoo shonkl canse less ditpleasaie.

We must, however, take note that, although the contrite

should be thus dmpotted, yet he should not be qoestioiied

about his leeBngs. because man cannot easily measure them.

Sometimes that which displeases least seems to displease

most, through being more closely connected with some
sensible hurt, which is more known to us

Second Article.

wbxthbs the sorrow of contrition can be too great ?

We proctM thus to the Second Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that the sorrow of contrition cannot

be too great. For no sorrow can be more immoderate than

that which destroys its own subject. But the sorrow of

contrition, if it be so great as to cause death or corruption

of the body, is praiseworthy. For Anselm says in his Medi-

teiHons : Would thst such were the exuberance of my inmost

soul, MS to dry up the msrrom of my body ; and Augustme*
confesses that he deserves to bUnd his eyes with teitrs. There-

fore the sorrow of contrition cannot be too great.

Obj. 2. Further, the sorrow of contrition results from the

love of charity. But the love of charity cannot be too

great. Neither, therefore, can the sorrow of contrition be

too great.

Obj. 3. On l*# twitnuyt Every moral virtue is destroyed by
excess and deftekacy. But coaUitk» is so act of a mocml

virtue, vis. penance, since it is a part of justice. Therefore

sorrow for sins can be too great.

/ answer that. Contrition, as regards the sorrow in the

* De C^ntriUtm Cordis, work ot aa oakaown aathor.
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ictioo, ie. the din)hiMur>, wlieraby the sin is displeestng

through being an offence against God. cannot be too gnat;
even as neither can the love of charity be too great, for when
this is incnased the afofcsaid displeasure is increased also.

But, as regards the sensible sorrow, contritioo may be too

great, even as outward affliction of the body may be too

great. In all these things the rule should be the safe-

guarding of the subject, and of that general well-being which

suffices for the fulfilment of one's duties; hence it is written

(Rom. xiL I): Ltiyom amcrifice be rtmsomtbU.^

tUply Obj. I. Anselm de^red the marrow of his body to

be dried up by the exuberance of his devotion, not as reg^krds

the natural humour, but as to his bodily desires and con-

cupiscences. And, although Augustine acknowledged that

he deserved to lose the use of his bodily eyes on account

of his sins, because every sinner deserves not only eternal.

but also temporal death, yet he did not wish his eyes to be

blinded.

Reply Obj. 2. This objection considers the sorrow whi ^

is in the reason: while the Third considers the sorrow of H"

sensitive part.

Third Article.

whether sorrow for one sin should be greater than
for another ?

We proceed tkut to the Third ArHcU ;—
Objedion i. It seems that sorrow for one sin need not be

greater than for another. For Jerome {Ep. cviii.) com-
meods Paula for that she deplored ker iiighUsl aint as much
MS greti one*. Therefore one need not be more sorry fur

one sin than for another.

Obj, 2. Further, the movement of contntion is mstan-

taneous. Now one instantaneoiis movaoBant «anaot be at

the same time more intense and more remiss. Therefore

contrition for one sin need not be greater than for another.

Obj. 3. Further, contrition is for sin chiefly as turning us

away from God. But all mortal sins agree in turning us

* Valg.,

—

Pr$$emt yem bodtes . . . m rtatomM» temifke.
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away from God, ainoe they all dapiive ua of grace wliereby

the loul is united to God. Tliefelore we should have equal

cootritioo for all mortal sina.

On 0*4 amirary. It is written (Deut. zxv. 2): According to

tk4 nu^urg o/ IM0 sin, skail the nuBswrt also 0/ the strips* be

Now, in contrition, the stripes are measured according to

the sina. becau^.^- to contrition is united the purpose of

making latk^i Therefore contrition should be for one

sin more than for another.

Further, man should be contrite for that which he ought

to have avoided. But he ought to avoid one sin more than

another, if that sin is more grievous, and it be neceasary to

do one or the other. Therefore, in like manner, he ought to

be moce sorry for unt- . \ iz. the more grievous, than for the

other.

/ Mitwm thai. We may siptsk of contrition in two ways:

first, in ao lar as it corresponds to each single sin, and thus,

as regards the sorrow in the higher appetite, a man ought

to be more sorry for a more grievous sin, because there is

more reason for sorrow, viz. the offence against God. in such

a sin than in another, since the more inordinate the act is.

the more it offends God. In like manner, since the greater

sin dMervca a greater pimishmcnt, the sorrow also of the

Bwitiw part, in so far as it is voluntarily undergone lox

sin, as the punishment thereof, ought to be greater where

the tin ii greater. But in ao far as the cmotiom of the

lower appetite result from the imprtMion ci the higher

appetite, the degree of sorrow depoids on the disposition

of the lower faculty to the reception of impreiaions from

the higher faculty, and not on the greatncH of the sin.

Secondly, contrition may be taken in ao ter aa it is directed

to an one's sins together, as in the act of justification. Such
contritk» ariaca either from the consideration of each single

sin. and thna ahhongh it is but one act, yet the distinction

of the aina remains virtually therein; or, at least, it includes

the purpoie of thinking of each sin; and in this way too it

is habitually more for one than for another.

Rsply Obj. I. Paula is comnModed, not for deploring .all
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her tins eqoaUy, but became ihe grieved for her slight tint

at nnicli at though they were grave tins, in oomfMrisaB with

other peraont who grieve for their tint: bat for graver tint

the would have grieved much more.

R^pfy Obj. 2. In that instantaneous movement of con*

tritioo, although it is not possible to find an actually dis-

tinct intensity in respect of each individual sin. yet it is

found in the way explained above : and also in another way,

in so far as, in this general contrition, eadi indnridnal

sin is related to that particular motive of sorow which

occurs to the contrite person, viz. the ofienoe against

God. For he who loves a whole, loves its parts potentially

ahhough not actually, and accordingly he loves some parts

more and some less, in proportion to their relation to the

whole; thus he who loves a community, virtually loves each

one more or less according to their respective relations to

the common good. In like manner he who is aorry for

having offended God, implicitly grieves for his different sint

in difierent ways, according as by them he ofiended God
more or lest.

Rtpfy Obj. 3. Although each mortal sin turns at away
from God and deprives us of His grace, ytX some remove us

further away than others, inasmuch as through their inordi-

natrnftf they become more out of harmony with the order

of the Divine goodness, than others do.



QUESTION IV.

OF THE TIME FOR CONTRITION.

{In Tkne AfHeUs.)

We must now considar the time for contrition : under

which head there are three points of inquiry : (i) Whether the

whole of this life is the time for contrition ? (2) Whether

it is expedient to grieve continually for our sins ?

(3) Whether aoob grieve for their sins even alter this life ?

First Article.

whether the whole of this life is the time for

contrition ?

We procetd thus to the First Article :—
ObjtcHon I. It seems that the time for contrition is not

the wfafrfe of this life. For as we should be sorry for a sin

committed, so should we be ashamed of it. But shame for

sin does not last all one's life, for Ambrose says {De Pamii. ii.).

that ht whine sin is /oi^vm hms noihing to be ashamed of.

Therefore it seems that neither should contrition last all

one's life, since it is sorrow for sin.

Obj. 2. Farther, it is written (i John iv. 18) that petftd

charily casietk otd /mt, beumu /ear hath pain. But sorrow

abo has pain. Therefore the sorrow of contrition cannot

remain in the state of perfect diarity.

Obj. 3. Further, there cannot be any sorrow for the past

(since it is, properiy speaking, aboat a present evfl).

eicept in so far as something of the past sin remains m the

present time. Now, in this life, sometimes one attains to a

"3
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state in which nothing remaint of a past rin, neither disposi-

tion, nor guilt, nor any debt of pwniihment Theralon

there if no need to grieve any moie for that sin.

Obj. 4. Further, it is written (Rom. viii. 28) that to th§m

Umi 109$ God oU ikingi work iogttim umio good, even sins as

a gloss declares (Augustine. Dt Conep. M Groi.). There-

fore there is no need for them to grieve for sin after it has

been forgiven.

Obf. 5. Further, contniion is a part of Penance, condivided

with satisbction. But there is no need for continual satis-

faction. Therefore contrition for sin need not be continual.

On tko controry, Augustine in D$ PetmUonko^ says that

wkon wrfom cmuss, pmone§ fmU» tmd whm pomsmcs fmU, no

pordon retmoins. Therefore, since it bdioves one not to lose

the forgiveness which has been granted, it seems that ooe

ought always to grieve for one's sins.

Further, it is written (Ecclus. v. 5) : Be not wiikont /ear

obont sin /orgivtn. Therefore man should always grieve,

that fak sins may be forgiven him.

/ rnnnotr that, As stated above (Q. III.. A. i), there is a

twoiold sorrow in contrition: one is in the reason, and is

detestation of the sin committed; the other is in the sensi-

tive part, and results from the former: and as regards both,

the time for contrition is the whole of the present state of

life. For as long as one is a wayfarer, one detests the

obstacles which retard or hinder ooe from reaching the end

of the way. Wherefore, since past sin retards the oonrie of

our life towards God (because the time which was given to

us for that course cannot be recovered), it follows that the

state of contrition remains during the whole of this lifetime,

as regards the detestation of sin. The same is to be said

of the sensible sorrow, which is assumed by the vnH as a
punishment: for since man, by sinning, deserved everlasting

punishment, and sinned against the eternal God. the ever-

lasting punishment being commuted into a temporal one»

sorrow ought to remain during the whole of man's eternity,

i.e. during the whole of the state of this life. For this reason

* IM Mns tt/alm Fmmtmlio, work of an unknown aotbor.
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Hugh of S. Victor says (I)» Poi. Ligandi d Solmndi, 3. 5. 13)

that wk4n God nbsolim m «mm from ttmnsi gmlt mud punish-

ment, H$ ffinds him with m chmn of etsrmU dttntoHon of nn.

Reply Ohj, I. Shame regards sin only as a disgraceful act;

wherefore after sin has been taken away as to its guilt, there

is no further motive for shame; but there does remain a

motive of sorrow, which is for the guilt, not only as being

something disgraceful, but also as having a hurt connected

with it.

Reply Obj. 2. Servile fear which charity casts out, is op-

posed to charity by reason of its servility, because it regards

the puuhhment. But the sorrow of con 1

1

'ts from

charity, as stated above (Q. Ill A. 2): \ c com-

parison fails.

Reply Obj. 3. Although, by penance, the sinner returns to

his former state of grace and immunity from the debt of

punishment, yet he never returns to his former dignity of

innocence, and so something always remains from his past

sin.

Reply Obj. 4. Just as a man ought not to do evil that good

may come of it, so he ought not to rejoice in evil, for the

reason that good may perchance come from it through the

agency of Divine grace or providence, because his sins did

not cause but hindered those goods; rather was it Divine

providence that was their cause, and in this man should

rejoice, whereas he should grieve for his sins.

Reply Obj. 5. Satisfaction depends on the punishment

appointed, which should be enjoined for sins; hence it can

come to an end, so that there be no fiirther need of satisfac-

tion. But that punishment is proportionate to sin chiefly

on the part of its adherence to a creature whence it derives

its finitimrss, On the other hand, the sorrow of contritioii

coiTespmdi to sin on the part of the aversion, whence it

derives a certain infinity; wherefore contrition ought to con-

tinne always; nor is it unreasonable il that wiiich precedes

remains, when that which follows is taken away.
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Second Akticlb.

whether it is exradient to grixvb por sim

continually ?

W» ^rocssi Mm lo iJu Second ArUcU :—
Ohjedion i. It seems that it is not expedient to grieve for

tin continually. For it is somrtimes expedient ^~ - ioice.

as is evident from Philip, iv. 4, vttaxt the ^^oss c>, . irds,

Rijoice in the Lord tdwayt, says that t^ is fi4C**uay to rejoice.

Now it is not possible to rejoice and grieve at the same time.

Therefore it is not expedient to grieve for sin contimially.

Obj. 2. Further, that which, in itself, is an evil and a

thing to be avoided should not be taken upon oneself, except

in so far as it is necessary as a remedy against something,

as in the case of burning or cutting a wound. Now sorrow

is in itself an evil ; wherefore it is \%Titten (Ecdus. xxx. 24)

:

Drive amay sadness /or from thee, and the reason is given

{fferu 25) : For sadness hath kiUed many, and there is no profit

•M U. Moreover the Philosopher says the same {Ethic.

vil, X.). Therefore one should not grieve lor sin any longer

than suffices for the sin to be blotted out Now sin is

already blotted out after the first sorrow of contrition.

Therefore it is not expedient to grieve any longer.

Obj. 3. Further, Bernard says {Serm. xi, in Canl.) : Sorrow

is a good thing, if it is not continual ; for hottey should be

minified with wormwood. Therefore it seems that it is

inexpedient to grieve continually.

On the contrary, Augustine* says: The penitent should

always grieve, and rejoice in his gri^.

Further, it is expedient always to contmue, as far as it is

poiiible, those acts in which beatitude oooststs. Now such

is sorrow for sin, as is shown by the words of ICatth. v. 5,

Blessed are they that mourn. Therefore it is expedient for

sorrow to be as continual as possible.

/ answer thai. We find this condition in the acts of the

virtues, that in them excess and defect are not possible, ••

* De were tt/mtsm PmmiUniia, work of an unknown aatfaor.
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^^^^^^Hpn Etkic. Wherefore, sinoe contritioo, to far at

^^^^Rnmd of displeature seated m the ratiooal appetite, m
an act of the virtue of penance, there can never be e3coe»

in it, either as to its intensity, or as to its duration, except

in so far as the act of one virtue hinders the act of another

which is more urgent for the time being. Gmsequently the

more oontinuaUy a man can perform acts of this displeasure,

the better it is. provided he exercises the acts of other

virtues when and how he ought to. On the other hand,

pawions can have excess and defect, both in intensity and

in duration. Wherefore, as the paasicm of sorrow, which

the will takes upon itself, ought to be moderately intense,

so ought it to be of moderate duration, lest, if it should last

too long, man fail into despair, cowardice, and suchlike vices.

Reply Obj. i. The sorrow of contrition is a hindrance to

worldly joy. but not to the joy which is about God. and
which has sorrow itself for object.

Reply Obj. 2. The words of Eodesiasticus refer to worldly

joy : and the Philosopher is referring to sorrow as a passion,

of which we should make moderate use. acoMPding as the

end. for which it is assumed, demands.

Reply Obj. 3. Bernard is spfking of sorrow as a passion

Third Article.

whether our souls are contrite for sins even after

THIS UFE ?

Wt pncMd Urns lo ik$ Third ArhcU ;—
ObjteHoH I. It seems that our soub are contrite for sins

even after this life. For the love of charity causes dis-

pleasure at im. Now, after this life, charity remains in

some, both as to its act and as to its habit, since chanty

ntvtr /aUtth mmmy. Therefore the displeasure at the sin

coomiittcd. which is the essence d oontrition, remains.

(My. 2. Further, we shoukl grieve more for sin than for

punishment. But the souls in purgatory grieve for their

sensible punishment and for the delay of glory. Much more,

therefore, do they grieve for the sins they committed.
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Obj. 3. Further, the pain of poigatory tatttAet for tta.

But latafactioo dertvet its eAcMcy from the poww of eoo-

tritioii. Therefofv cootrttion feouunt after thit life.

On tke amtrmy, contrition is a part of the sacrament of

Fmanoe. Bat the sacnunents do not endore after this bfe.

NaitlHr, tberaion, does cootntioii.

F^irther. cootritioo can be to great as to blot out both

gaik wad pmiithmftit. If therefoie the sods in psgatory
could have contrition, it would be poistble for tlMir debt

of punishment to be remitted through the power of their

contrition, so that they would be delivered from their

sensible pain, which is false.

/ annsir Maf. Three things are to be observed in contn>

tion: firrt, its genus, viz. sorrow; secondly, its form, for it

is an act of virtue quickened by charity; thirdly, its efficacy,

far it is a meritorious and sacramental act. and. to a certain

extent, satisfactory. Accordingly, after this life, those soak
which dwell in the heavenly country, cannot have contri-

tion, because they are void of sorrow by reason of the fnfanss

of their joy: those which are in hell, have no contrition, for

although they have sorrow, they lack the grace which

qgicksns sorrow; while those which are in pulsatory have

a sorrow for their sins, that is quickened by grace ; yet it is

not mentorious, for they are not in the state of meriting.

In this life, however, all these three can be foand.

Reply Obj. i. Charity does not cause this sorrow, save in

those who are capable of it; but the fulness of joy in the

Blessed exchid*» all capability of sorrow from thsin: where-

fore, though they have charity, they have no ooBtrMon*

R0pfy Obj. 3. The soub in purgatory grieve for thefa- sins;

but their sorrow is not cantritk)n. because it lacks the

efficacy of contrition.

Reply Obj. 3. The pain which the souls safier in poigatory.

cannot, properly speaking, be called satisfaction, becanse

satisfaction demands a meritorioos work; yet. in a broad

ssnse, the pajfment of the ptmiriimmt due may be called

satiifectkin.



QUESTION V

OF THE EFFECT OF CONTRITION.

(/• TkM$ AftieUs.)

We must nofw consider the effect of contrition: under which

bead there are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether the

remhaioo of sin is the effect of contrition ? (2) Whether
contrition can take away the debt of punishment entirely ?

(3) Whether slight contrition sufBces to blot out great sins ?

First Article

whether the forgiveness of sin is the effect of
contrition ?

W$ procttd ikut to the First ArticU :—
Objection 1. It seems that the forgiveness of sin is not the

effect of contrition. For God alone forgives sins. But we
are somewhat the cause of contrition, since it is an act of

our own. Therefore contrition is not the cause of forgive-

Obj. 2. Further, contrition is an act of virtue. Now
viftue folkmt the forgiveness of sin: because virtue and sin

are not together in the soul. Therefore contrition is not

the cause of the forgiveness of sin.

Obj. 3. Farther, nothing bat sin is an obstacle to receiving

the Eucharist But the contrite shoald not go to Com-
nnmion before going to oooleiiion. Therefore they have

not 3ret received the forgiveDeti of their sins.

On tk$ cofiAr«ry. The gloes 00 P». I. 19, A fenfice to God
is Ml §/kit§i 9piHt, tays: A keofty eontriHon it the sscri/Ut

by which $in$ «r» looted.

Ill tfj 9
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Fmrtbar, vvtve and vioe are «ifendwed and corrupted

by the tame canaei, as stated in Etkie. ii Now lin it

OQOimitted through the heart's inordinate love. Therefore

it is destroyed by sorrow caused by the heart's ordinate

love; and consequently cootritioo blots oat sin.

/ MMtmtr IkM, Cootritioo can be considered in two ways,

either as part of a sacrament, or as an act of virtue, and in

either case it is the cause of the forgiveness of sin, but not

in the same way. Because, as part of a sacrament, it

operates primarily as an instrument for the forgiveness of

sin, as b evident with regard to the other sacramtots (of.

Stni. iv.. D. I, Q. I., A. 4: P. 111., Q. LXIL. A. x); whUe.

as an act of virtue, it is the quasi-material cause of sin's

forgiveness. For a disposition is, as it were, a necessary

condition for justification, and a diyositkm is reduced to a
material cause, if it be taken to denote that which disposes

matter to receive something. It is otherwise in the case

of an agent's disposition to act, because this is reduced

to the genus of effideot cause.

Rtpfy Obj. I. God alone is the principal efficient cause of

the forgiveness of sin : but the disj>ositive cause can be from

us also, and likewise the sacramental cause, since the sacra-

mental forms are words uttered by us, having an instru-

mental power of conferring grace whereby sins are forgiven.

Reply Obj. 2. The forgiveness of sin precedes virtue and
the infusion of grace, in one way, and, in another, foUows:

and in so far as it follows, the act elicited by the virtue can

be a cause of the forgiveness of sin.

Reply Obj. 3. The dispensation of the Eucharist bekmgs
to the ministers of the Church : wherefore a man should not

go to Communion until his sin has been forgiven through

the ministers of the Church, although his sin may be for-

given him before God.
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Second Akticls.

whbtbek contrition can take away the debt of

punishment entirely ?

Wt proutd Umt to ikg Second Article :—
ObjictUm z. It seemt that contrition cannot take away

the debt of punishment entirely. For satisfaction and con*

feMkMi are ofdained for nuuo's deliverance from the debt of

punishinent. Now no man is so perfectly contrite as not

to be bound to confession and satisfaction. Therefore con-

trition is never so gieat as to blot out the entire debt of

punishm—L
Obj. 2. Further, in Penance the punishment should in

some way compensate for the sin. Now some sins are

aocompUshed by members of the body. Therefore, since

it is for the due compensation for sin that by what things a

mtm nmuik, by the same also he is tormented (Wis. xi. 17).

it seems that the punishment for suchlike sins can never

be remitted by contrition.

Obj. 3. Further, the sorrow of contrition is finite. Now
an infinite punishment is due for some. viz. mortal, sins.

Therefore contrition can never be so great as to remit the

whole punishment.

On the contrary. The affections of the heart are more
acceptable to God than external acts. Now man is absohcd
from both punishment and guilt by means of external

actions; and therefore he is also by means of the heart's

afiections, such as contrition is.

Further, we have an example of this in the thief, to

whom it was said (Luke xziii. 43): This day shalt thou be

miih Me in paradise, on account of his one act of repent-

ance.

As to whether the whole debt of punishment is always

taken away by contrition, this quettioo has already been

moved above {Sent, tv., D. 14, Q. II., AA. z, a ; P. III.. Q
LXXXVI., A. 4). where the same question was raised with

regardjto Penance.
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/ tmsmtr thtU, The intensity of cootfitiop may be rafuded
in two wftjft. First, on the part of charity, which camei
the displeasare, and in this way it may happen that the act

of charity is so intense that the contrition resulting there-

from merits not only the removal of guilt, but also the

remission of all punishment. Secondly, on the part of the

teotible sorrow, which the will excites in contrition: and

since this sorrow is also a kind of punishment, it may be so

intense as to suffice for the remission of both guilt and

punnhnient.

Reply Obj. I. A man cannot be sure that hi^ contrition

snf&oes for the remission of both punishment and guilt:

wherefore he is bound to confess and to make satisteetion.

fg^eoaXty since his contrition would not be true contrition,

unless he had the purpose of confessing united thereto : which

purpose must also be carried into efiect. on account of the

piec^t given oonceremg oonfcBSicwi .

Reply Obj. 2, Just as inward joy redounds into the out-

ward parts of the body, so does interior sorrow show itself

in the exterior members: wherefore it is written (Prov.

xvii. 22): A sorrowful spirit drieth up the bofu

Reply Obj. 3. Although the sorrow of contntion is finite

in its intensity, even as the punishment due for mortal sin

is finite; yet it derives infinite power from charity, whereby

it is quickened, and so it avails for the remission of both

guilt and punishment.

Third Abticle.

wbvtsbr sught contiution sumcxs to blot out
great sims ?

W0 proceed thus to the Third Attide .—
Objeektm i. It seems that sli^t contrition does not

suffice to blot out great sins. For contrition is the remedy

for sin. Now a bodily remedy, that heals a lesser bodily

infirmity, does not suffice to heal a greater. Therefore the

least contrition does not suffice to blot out very great sins.

Obj. 2. Further, it was stated above (Q. III.. A. 3) that
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for gnst«r dns one ought to have greater contrition. Now
contritioii does not blot out sin, unless it fulfils the requisite

conditidia. Therefore the least contrition does not blot

out all snis.

Oh Iks cundtmy. Every sanctifying grace blots out every

mortal sm, because it is incompatible therewith. Now every

contrition is quickened by sanctifying grace. Therefore,

however slight it be, it blots out aU sins.

/ mmm iMai, As we have often said (Q. I., A, 2, ad i;

Q. III., A. I
; Q. IV., A. l). contrition includes a twofold

sorrow. One is in the reason, and is displeasure at the sin

committed. This can be so slight as not to toffioe for real

contritioo, e.g. if a sin were less displeasing to a man. than

separation from his last end ought to be; just as love can

be so slack as not to suffice for real charity. The other

sorrow is in the nnses, and the slightness of this is no hin-

drance to real contrition, because it does not, of itself,

belaog eaieatiaUy to contrition, but is connected with it

aoddentally: nor again is it under our control. Accordingly

we must say that sorrow, however slight it be, provided it

•office for true contrition, blots out all sin.

lUpfy Ohj. I. Spiritual remedies derive infinite efficacy

from the infinite power which operates in them: wherefore

the remedy which suffices for healing a slight sin, suffices

also to bod a great sin. This is seen in Baptism which

looaet great and small: and the same applies to contrition,

provided it fulfil the necessary conditions.

Reply Obj. 2. It follows of necessity that a man grieves

more for a greater tin than for a lesser, according as it it

more repugnant to the love vrhich causes his sorrow. But

il one hM the tame degree of sorrow for a grealer am at

another hat for a letter, thit would tuilKe for tlie wmiwlnn
of the tin.



QUESTION VI.

OF CONFESSION. AS REGARDS ITS NECESSITY.

(/» SiM ArUeUi.)

Wb most now ooniider confession, about which there are

iz points for our consideration: (i) The necessity of con-

fession: (2) Its nature: (3) Its minister: (4) Its quality:

(5) Its effect : (6) The seal of confessMML

Under the first head there are six points ol inquiry:

(z) Whether confcwion is necessary for salvation ?

(2) Whether confession is according to the natural law ?

(3) Whether all are bound to confession ? (4) Whether it

is lawful to confess a sin of which one is not guilty ?

(5) WlK'ther one is bound to confess at once ? (6) Whether

one can be dispensed from fonffing to another man ?

First Article,

whether confession is necessary for salvation ?

W* proc4€d Urn* to Uu FirU AHicU ;—
Obficiitm 1. It seems that confesaion is not necessary for

salvation. For the sacrament of Penance is ordained for

the sake of the mniwinn ol sin. But sin is wik iiMllji

«smitted by the infoaon o< grace. Therefoie ooolnskm is

not necessary in order to do penance for one's sins

Obj. 2. Further, we read of some being forgiven their sins

without confession, e.g. PMer, Magdslm and Paul. But

the grace that remits sins is not less eflBcacious now than it

was then. Therefoie neither is it necessary for salvation

now that man should confess.

Obj. 3. Further, a sin which is contracted from another,

134
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should receive its remedy from another. Therefore actual

liD. which a man has committed throagh his own act, mutt
take its remedy from the man himsell. Now Penance is

ordained against such sins. Therefore confession is not

neoeenry for salvation.

Obj. 4. Further, confession is necessary for a judicial sen-

tence, in order that punishment may be inflicted in propor-

tion to the ofience. Now a man is able to inflict on himself

a greater punishment than even that which might be in-

flicted oo him by another. Therefore it seems that con-

fession is not necessary for salvation.

On the e&nirmry, Boethius says {De Consol. i.): I/ you mmi
the phyticimn to be 0/ assistance to you, you must make your

disemu kmmn to him. But it is necessary for salvation that

man should take medicine for his sins. Therefore it is

necessary for salvation that man should make his disease

known by means of confession.

Further, in a civil court the judge is distinct from the

accused. Therefore the sinner who is the accused ought

not to be his own judge, but should be judged by another

and consequently ought to confess to him.

/ antmer that, Christ's Passion, without whose power,

neither original nor actual sin is remitted, produces its

effect in us through the reception of the sacraments which

derive their efficacy from it. Wherefore for the remission

of both actual and original sin, a sacrament ci the Church
is necessary, received either actually, or at least in desire,

when a man fails to receive the sacrament actually, through

an unavoidable obstacle, and not through contempt. Con-

sequently thoee sacraments which are ordained as remedies

for sin which is faicompatible with salvation, are neosnary
for salvation : and so just as Baptiwn. whereby original sin

ii blottad oat, it necewary for «Jvatioo, so also is the sacra-

ment of FBBaaoe. Aad |«it at a man through asking to be
baptised, submits to the miniitars of the Church, to whom
the dispensation of that sacrament belongs, even so. by con-

fessing his sin. a man submits to a miiiistar of the Church,

that, thfxmgfa the sacrament of Puianct dJ^wiw id by him.
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he may receive the perdon of hk fine: nor can the nrinirtar

«pply a fitting remedy, unle» he be acgiiahitfd with the

tin, which knowledge be aoquiree through the penitent't

oooleesioo. Wbereiore ooofessioo it neoeesary for the lal'

vation of a man who has fallen into a mortal actual tin.

M§ply Obj. I. The infaaion of gnoe mflio» for the ceoiift-

aioB of im; but after the sin has bean foigiven, the sioMr
still owes a debt of temporal punishment. Moreover, the

sacraments of grace are ordained in order that man may
receive the infosioo of grace, and before he receives them,

either actually or in his intention, he does not reoetve grace.

This is evident in the case of Baptism, and applies to Pen-

ance likewise. Again, the penitent expiates his temporal

punishment by ondeigoing the shame of confession, by the

power of the kejrs to which he submits, and by the enjoined

satisfaction which the priest moderates according to the

kind of sins made known to him in ooolesskML Neverthe-

less the fact that confession is necessary for salvation is not

due to its conducing to the satisfaction for sins» because this

punishment to which one remains bound after the r>missk»i

of sin, is temporal, wherefore the way of salvation remains

open, without such punishment being expiated in this hfe:

but it is due to its conducing to the remission of sin, as

explained above.

Rsply Obj. 2. Although we do not read that they confesMd,

it may be that they did; for many things were done wfaidi

were not recorded in writing. Moreover Christ has the

power of excelleDcc in the sacraments; so that He could

bestow the reality of the sacrament witliout using the

things which belong to the sacrament.

Rtpfy Obj, 3. The sin that is contracted from another, vis.

original sin. can be remedied by an entirely extrinsic cati&v.

as in the case of infants: whereas actual sin, which a man
commits of himself, cannot be expiated, without some co-

operation on the part of the sinner. NcvertheleaB mu is

not suf&cient to expiate his sin by himself, though he was

sttflkimt to sin by hinwdf, because sin is finite on the part

of the thing to which it turns, in which respect the sinner
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ms to adf; «lule, oo the part oi the ttwiiDB, ua
derives infinity, kk which respect the remieiina of sin

must needs begin from eoniwme ebe, because ikiU wkieh w
Usi in ofidir o/ gmwttiom is fiMU i% Ik» Ofim of iMtmiisu
(EtJhc. iii.). Consequently actual sin also must seeds take

its remedy from another.

Reply Obj. 4. Satisfaction would not suffice for the ex-

piation of sin's punishment, by reason of the severity of the

punishment which is enfoined in satJafactisn, but it does

suffice as being a part of the sacrament having the sacra-

mental power; wherefore it ought to be imposed by the

dispmsers of the sacraments, and consequently confession is

Second Article,

wbetuek confession is according to the natural law ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article

:

—
Ob^ediom 1. It seems that confession is according to the

natural law. For Adam and Cain were bound to none but

the precepts of the natural law, and yet they are reproached

for not confessing their tin. Therefore confession of sin is

according to the natural law.

Obj. 2. Further, those precepts which are common to the

Old and New Law are according to the natural law. But

confession was prescribed in the Old Law, as may be gathered

from Isa. xxiii. j6 : Teil, 1/tkou hatt emylking to jmsUfy tkyielf.

Therefore it is according to the natural law.

Obj. 3. Further. Job was subiect only to the natural law

But be confessed his sins, as appears from his words (xxxi. 33)

//, as a «MM, / hmoe kid my tin. Therefore conlesaion is

according to the natural law.

On tke coiUrmy, IsidoKe sayt {Etym. v.) that the natural

law b the same in alL Bvt ooniession is not in all in the

same way. Therefore it is not according to the natural law

Further, rnnfeMlOB is made to one who has the Icaya.

But the keys of the Qraich are not an ittitution of the

natural law; neither, therufon* is ooolHiioiL

/ mttmer tkeU, The lafrinMnti are uroieiiioiii of faith.
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«Iwralofie tbqr ought to be proportiooate to faith. Now
laith torpMiw the knowledge of natural reasoo, whote
dictate it thereiora surpaMed by the tacraments. And
tinoe tk$ nsimal Um u not htgtitm 0/ o^imum, htU a proimei

of a cmimm immtU fomtr, as Tully itatet {IH Im. RAM. ii).

oontequently the sacrameDts are not part of the natuiml

kw, but of the Divine law which it above nature. Thit
latter, however, it tometimea called natural, in so far at

whataw a tluag derivat from itt Creator it natural to it.

alOoagfa, propady apaaking. thote thingt are taid to be

natural wfakb are caused by the prindplea of nature. But

inch thingt are above nature at God retervet to Himaeli : and
these are wrought either through the agency of nature, or in

the working of miracles, or in the revelation of mysteriet. or in

the institution of the sacraments. Hence confession which
it of sacramental necesaity, it according to Divine, but not

according to natural law.

R^fy Obj. I. Adam it reproached for not fonfftting hit

tin before God: became the coofetiioB «diich it made to

God by the acknowkdgment of ooa't tin, it aocoiding to the

natural law; whereat here we are tpeaking of oonietaion
made to a man.—We may alto reply that in such a cate

ronitittou of one't tin is according to the natural law.

namely iHien one it called upon by the judge to conieit in

a court of law, for then the tinner thould not lie by mfmnt^m^

or denying hit tin, at Adam and Cain are blamed lor doing.

But confestion made voluntarily to a man in order to reoaivie

from God the forgiveness of ooe't tint, it not according to

the natural law.

Rtply Obj. 2. The pteceptt of the natural law avafl in the

tame way in the law of Motet and in the New Law. But
ahhoogh there wat a kind of conteaion in the law of Motes,

ytX it was not after the tame manner as in the New Law,
nor as in the law of nature; for in the law of nature it wat
tofficient to acknowledge one't sin inwardly before God;
while in the law of Moaet it wat neoettary for a man to

declare hit tin by tome external tign, at by making a tin-

otfering» whereby the fact of his having sinned became known
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to another mtn; but it was not necessary for him to make
known what partictilar sin he had committed, or what were

its circumstances, as in the New Law.

Repiy Ohj. 3. Job is q)eaking of the man who hides his

sin by denying it or excnsing himself when he is accused

thereof, as we may gather from a gloss on the passage

(Gregory, Moral, xxii.).

Tbikd Article,

whether all are bound to confession ?

Ws ^rocsed thus to the Third Article :—
ObjaeUon i. It seems that not all are bound to confession,

for Jerome iay^ on Isa. iii. 9 {They have proclaimed abroad),

their sin, etc. : Penance is the second planh after shipwreck.

But scnne have not suffered shipwreck after Baptism.

Therefore Penance is not befitting them, and consequently

neither is confession which is a part of Penance.

Obj. 2. Further, it is to the judge that confession should

be made in any court. But some have no judge over them.

Therefore they are not bound to confession.

Obj. 3. Further, some have none but venial sins. Now a

man it not bound to confess such sins. Therefore not every-

one is bound to confession.

On the cotUrary, Confession is condivided with satisfaction

and contrition. Now all are bound to contrition and satis-

fa^*' -^ Therefoft all are bound to confession also.

: , this appears from the Decretals {De Peenit. et

Rmmu. xiL), where it is stated that all of either sex awe

bound to confeu tkmw smm m toon as they shall come to the

age of discretion.

I answer thai, We are bound to confession on two counts:

first, by the Divine law, from the very fact that confessk»

is a remedy, and in thb way not all are bound to confeaskxi,

but those only who fall nito mortal sin after Baptim;
secondly, by a precept of positive law, and in this way all

are boimd by the precept of the Church l&ki down in the

general council (Later, iv.: Can. az) under Innocent III.,
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both in ofder that everyone may acknoirledge himself to be

a ainaer, becawe mU ktam gumsd tmd msti tMs grms n^ God
(Rom. iiL 33); and that the Eocharitt may be approached

wkh gieater reverence; and lastly, that parish priests may
know their flock, lest a well may hide therein.

Rt^ Obf. I. Althon^ It b possible lor a man. u* int^

mortal life, to avoid shipwreck, i.e. mortal sin. after Baptism,

yet he cannot avoid venial sins, which dispose him to ship-

wreck, and against whkh aho Penance is ordained; where-

fore there is still room lor Penance, and coueqaeDtly for

cooleKion. even in those who do not commit mortal sins.

R0pfy Obj. 2. All must acknofwiedge Christ as their judge,

to Whom they must confess in the penon of His vicar; and

although the latter may be the inferior if the penitent be a

prelate, yet he is the superior, in so far as the penitent is a

sinner, while the confessor is the minister of Christ

Rspiy Obj. 3. A man is bound to confess his venial sins,

not in virtue of the sacrament, but by the institution of the

Church, and that, when he has no other sins to confess.

—

We may also, with others, answer that the Decretal quoted

above does not bind others than those who have mortal sins

to confess. This is evident from the fact that it orden all

sins to be confessed, which cannot apply to venial sins,

becanse no one can confess all his venial sins. Accordingly,

a man who has no mortal sins to cooless. is not bound to

oooiess his venial sins, bat it suffices for the fulifanent of

the commandment of the Church that he present himself

before the priest, and declare himself to be uncoosckms of

any mortal sin: and this will count lot his confession.

FOUKTH ARTICLB.

WHBTBBB IT IS LAWFUL FOR A MAM TO CONFESS A SIM WHICH
HE HAS NOT COMMITTBO ?

W$ proctsd tkmt Ut tk§ Fourth Artide ;—
ObjecHoH I. It seems that it is lawful for a man to cooless

a sin which he has not committed. For. as Gregory says

{MtgiaL xii.), il U Uu mark of a good comciomce to aclmom-
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isigt m fmmit where there is mme. Therefore it is the mark of

a good cnniriiiaci to aooon oneMiW ol tiwM ana which cue
has not committed.

Obj. 2. Further, by humility a man dwmi himeeM «one
than another, who is known to be a simier. and in this be
is to be praiMd. Bat it is lawhil for a man to confess

himself to be what he tfaiaks he is. Therefore it is lawful

to ooofesB having committed a more grievous sin than one

has.

Obj. 3. Further, sometiines one doubts about a sin,

whether it be mortal or venial, in which case, seemingly,

one ought to confess it as mortal Therefore a person must
sometimes confess a sin which he has not conunitted.

Obj. 4. Further, satisfaction originates from 1 nnffkm.
But a man can do satisfaction for a sin which he has not

committed. Therefore he can also confess a sin which he

has not done.

On the amiemy, Whosoever says he has done what he did

not. teUs an untruth. But no one ought to tell an untruth

in confcsifan, stnoe every untruth is a sin. Therefore no
one should confess a sin which he has not committed.

Furtiier, in the public court of justice, no one should be

accused of a crime which cannot be proved by means of

proper witnesmi. Now the witness, in the tribunal of

Fuianoe, is the oonsdenoe. Therefore a man ought not

to sccuse himself ol a sin which is not on his conscience.

/ mttmm tkid. The penitent should, by his confesiion,

make his state known to his confessor. Now he who (sHs

the priest something other than what he has on his con-

sdeooa, whather it be good or evil, does not make his state

known to the priest, but hides it; wherefore his rowfsmion

is unavailing: and in order for it to be effective his words
must agree with his thoughts, so that his words accuse him
only of what is on his conscience.

Rspfy Obj. X. To acknowledge a fault wham there is none,

may be undarslood in two ways: firrt, aa referring to the

snbitanca of the act. and then it is untrue ; for it is a mark,

not of a good, but ol an mtmmim Boasgiwcs, to acknow-
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Mge having done what one has not done.—Secondly, as

refarring to the drcaiMtanoei of the act, and thus the say-

ing of Grcgofy is tnie, because a jost man fears lest, in any
act which is good in itself, there should be any defect on his

part; thus it is written (Job ix. 2S): / fmrti 0U wy works.

Wherefore it is also the mark of a good conscience that a
man should accuse himself in words of this fear which he

holds in his thoughts.

From this may be gathered the Reply to the Second

Objection, since a just man. who is truly himible, deems
himself wotie not as though he had committed an act

generically worse, but because he fears lest in those things

which he seems to do well, he may by pride sin more
grievously.

Sspfy Obj. 3. When a man doubts whether a oertam sm
be mortal, he is bound to confea tt, so long as he ranalnB

in doubt, because he sins mortally by committing or omitting

aaiything, while doubting of its being a mortal sin, and thus

leaviag the matter to chance; and, moreover, he courts

danger, if he neglect to confess that which he doubts may
be a mortal sin. He should not, however, affirm that it was
a mortal sin, but speak doubtfully, leaving the verdict to

the priest, iH^ioee business it is to discern between what is

leprosy and what is not.

Rtply Obj. 4. A man does not commit a ialaehood by
making satisfaction for a sin which he did not commit, as

when anyone ronfewes a sin which he thinks he has not

committed. And if he mentions a sin that he has not com-
mitted, believing that he has, he does not lie; wherefore he

does not sin, provided his confeasion thereof tally with his

Fifth Article,

whbthbk one is bound to confess at once ?

W$ prouei thiu to tk$ Fifth ArUck :~
Objection i. It seems that one is bound to confess at once.

For Hugh of S. Victor says {Dt Sacram. i.) : Tfu contempt

of conjumom if intxcusmbU» wnUn tktr9 be tm urgent reason
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/or dd^y. But everyone is bound to avoid contempt.

Theralore everjyone is bound to confess ts soon as possible.

Obj. 2. Further, everyone is bound to do more to avoid

spiritual disease than to avoid bodily disease. Now if a

man who is sick in body were to delay sending for the

l^qftadan, it would be detrimental to his health. Therefore

it teems that it must needs be detrimental to a man's health

if he omits to confess immediately to a priest if there be one

at hand.

Obj. 3. Further, that which is due always, is due at once.

But man owes confession to God always. Therefore he is

bound to confess at once.

On Uu cotUrty, A fixed time both for confession and for

receiving the Eucharist is determined by the Decretals {De

Pcntil. St Rmmitt.). Now a man does not sin by failing to

receive the Eucharist before the fixed time. Therefore he

^ioes not sin if he does not confess before that time.

Further, it is a mortal sin to omit doing what a command-
ment bids us to do. If therefore a man is bound to confess

at once, and omits to do so. with a priest at hand, he would

commit a mortal sin; and in like maimer at any other time,

and so on. so that he would fall into many mortal sins for

the delay in confessing one. which seems unreasonable.

/ imsmer UuU, As the purpose of cioafaiiint,' is united to

rontntion. a man is bound to have this purpose when he is

Ixiund to have contrition, viz. ^en he calls his sins to

muid. and chiefly when he is in danger of death, or when
he is so circumstanced that nnlese his sin be forgiven, he

must fall into another sin: lor instance, il a priest be bound
to say Mms, and a confessor is at hand, he is bound to

confess, or, if there be no ccmfeisor, he is bound at least to

contrition and to have the purpose of confessing.

But to actual confessioo a man is bound in two mvft.

First, accidentally, via. when he ii boond to do something

which he cannot do without committing a mortal tin, milest

be go to oonfattfcm fint: lor then he it bound to confess:

for inttanoe, if he has to receive the Encharist, to which no
one €«i •pprooch, after committing a mortal sin, without



Q. 6. AST. 5 THE " SUIOCA THEOLOGICA "
144

fint. if a priett be at hand, and theiv be no Wfoit
necewity, Henoe it ii that the Qutrch obligee aB to caalBM
oooe a ytu; beeanee ahe commanda all to receive Holy
Cnmm—lnn oooe a year. viz. at Eaater. wheraiove al
go to confaiiioD before that tme.

Seoondly. a man ie bo«id abeolutely to go to

and here the tame reason appttee to delay of confeeaien as

to deky of Baptism, because both are necessary aacrunenta.

Now a man b not bound to receive Baptism as soon aa be
makes op his mind to be baptiaed ; and so he woold not sin

mortally, if he were not baptized at once: nor is there any
fixed time beyond which if be defer Baptism, he woold ineur

a mortal sin. Nevsrtheless the delay of Baptism may
aiwmnt to a mortal sin, or it may not. and this depends on
the cause of the delay, since, as the Philoeopber says

{Phy$. viii.), the will does not defer doing what it wffls to

do, except for a reasonable oasne. M^hewfcne if the oanse

of the delay of Baptism has a mortal sin eomeded with it,

e.g. if a man pot off being baptiaed throogh contempt, or

some like motive, the delay will be a mortal sin, hot other-

wise not : and the same seems to apply to confession, which

is not more neoesaary than Baptism. Moreover, since man
is bound to fnUy in this Kfe those things that are neeessary

for salvation, thetefoie , if he be in danger oi dentil, he is

bonnd, even abaolniely, then and there to make hii oon-

fcasion or to rsceive Baptism. For this reason too, James
proclaimed at the same time the commandment about

making confesaioB and that about receiving Extreme
Unction (Jiuaes v. 14, 16). Therefore the opinion seems

ptobable of thoee who say that a man b not bonnd to oon-

fcas at once, though it is dangerons to delay.

Others, however, say that a contrite man is bonnd to

oonfam at once, aa soon aa he haa a reaaooablo and proper

opportunity. Nor doea it matter that the Decretal fixes

the time limit to an annnal confesaion, because the CiMfoh

does not favour delay, but forbids the neglect> twroHed in

a further delay. Wherefore by this Decretal the man who
delaya is excused, not from sin in the tribunal of
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bat from punishmciit in the tribunal of the Church ; so that

such a penon would not be deprived of proper burial if

be were to die before that time. But this seems too severe,

because affirmative precepts bind, not at once, but at

a fixed time; and this, not because it is most convenient to

fulfil them then (for in that case if a man were nut to give

alms of his superfluous goods, iM^enever he met with a man
in need, he would commit a mortal sin, which is false), but

because the time involves urgency. Consequently, if he

does not confess at the very first opportunity, it does not

follow that he commits a mortal sin, even though he does

not await a better opportunity; unless it becomes urgent

for him to confess through being in danger of death. Nor
is it on account of the Church's indulgence that he is not

bound to conftss at once, but on account of the nature of

an aflfimiativt precept, so that before the commandment
was made, tlu-re was still less obligation.

Others again say that secular persons are not bound to

confess before Lent, which is the time of penance for them

;

bat that religious are bound to confess at once, because, for

them, all time is a time for penance. But this is not to the

point; for religious have no obligations besides those of other

men with thi^ exception of such as they are bound to by
vo\s

h Hugh is speaking of those who die without

2. it is not neoesaary for bodily health that

the physician be sent for at once, except when there is

neoeauty for being healed: and the same applies to spiritual

diMaie.

R^y Obj. 3. The retaining of another's property against

the owner's will is contrary to a negative precept, which

binds always and for always, and therefore one is always

boand to make inuncdiate restitution. It is not the same
vvith the fulfilment of an affirmative precept, which binds

always, but not for always, wherefore one is not bound to

fulfil it at once

m. 4 10
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Sixth Akticlb.

v - \if be dispensed pitom conpbs6ioii ?

U c y..i.i. '^f Sixth AfHcU ;—
ObjtdioH that one can be dispensed from con-

fessing his sins to a roan. For precepts of positive law are

subject to dispensation by the prelates of the Church. Now
such is conf^ion, as appears from what was said above

(A. 3). Therefore one may be dispensed from conies*

sion.

Obj. 2. Further, a man can grant a diqwnsatioo m that

which was instituted by a man. But we read of confession

being instituted, not by God, but by a man (James v. 16):

Confess your sins, one to another. Now the Pope has thi-

power of dispensation in things instituted by the apc> t!.

as appears in the matter of bigamists. Therefore he can

also dbpense a man from confessing.

On the contrary, Penance, whereof confession is a part, is

a necessary sacrament, even as Baptism is Since therefore

no one can be dispensed from Baptism, neither can one be

dispensfd from coofeasion.

/ answer that, The ministers of the Church are appointed

in the Church which is founded by God. Wherefore they

need to be appointed by the Church before exercising their

ministry, just as the work of creation is presupposed to the

work of nature. And since the Church is founded on faith

and the sacraments, the ministers of the Church have no

power to publish new articles of faith, or to do away with

those which are already published, or to institute new sacra-

ments, or to abolish those that are institutedl for this

belongs to the power of excellence, which belongs to Christ

alone. Who is the foundation of the Church. Consequently,

the Pope can neither dispense a man so that he may be

saved without Baptism, nor that he be saved without con-

fession, in so far as it is obligatory m virtue of the sacra-

ment. He can, however, diipcime from confession, in so

^ as it is obligatory in virtue of the commandment of the
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( hurch: so that a man may delay oonfewion loo^^ than

the limit prescribed by the Church.

fUpfy Obj. z. The precepts of the Divine law do not bind

lew than those of the natural law: wherefore, just as no

dispensation is possible from the natural law, so neither can

thane be from positive Divine law.

Rsply Obj. 2. The prooept about confession was not

instituted by a man first of ail. though it was promulgated

by James: it was instituted by God, and although we do not

nad it explicitly, yet it was somewhat foreshadowed in the

fact that those fdu> were being prepared by John's Baptism

for the gnce of Christ, confessed their sins to him. and that

the Lord sent the lepers to the priests, and though they were

not priests of the New Testament, yet the priesthood of the

New Testament was foreshadowed in tiiem.



QUESTION VII.

OF THE NATURE OF CONFESSION.

{In Tkn§ ArticlM.)

We must now consider the nature of confession, under which

head there are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether Ao^iis-

tine fittingly defines confession ? (2) Whether confeMioo is

an act of virtue ? (3) Whether confession is an act of the

virtue of penance ?

FiKST Akticlb.

WHE IHER AUGUSTIKB FITTINCLY DEFnCBS CONFB8SIOW ?

We proceed thus to Uu First Article :—
ObjecHon i. It seems that Augustine defines confanioo

unfittingl*;, when he says {Super Ps. xxi.) that confeMJon

It^s bar the hidden ditesu by the hope of psrdon. For

the disease against which confessioo is ordained, is sin.

Now sin is sometimes manifest. Therefore it should not

be said that ciwfession is the remedy for a hidden

disease.

Obj. 2. Further, the beginning of penance is fear. But

confaisinin is a part of Penance. Theiefoie fear rather than

hope should be set down as the cause of confessioo.

Obj. 3. Further, that which is placed under a seal, is not

laid bare, but closed up. But this sin which is confeised is

placed under the seal of confession. Therefore sin is not

laid bare in confession, but dosed up.

Obj. 4. Further, other definitioos are to be found differing

from the above. For Grogoiy says {Horn, zl. in Evmig.)

that copfensioii is the tmeovmni of $im, emd the opening 0/

the wound. Others say that confession is a legel dedsndion

14«
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0/ our nn$ m ikt prt$enc4 0/ m prisst. Others define it thus

:

Confession is ike sinner's sMcrtmunUU sdZ-MCcusM^ion through

shmme for wheU hs has done» which through the heys of the

Church mmhss saHsfacUon /or his sins, and binds him to

perform the pmumce imposed on him. Therefore it seems

that the definition in question is insufficient, since it does

not inchide all that these include.

/ answer that, Several things offer themselves to our notice

in the act of confession: first, the very substance or genus

of the act. which is a kind of manifestation; secondly, the

matter manifested, viz. sin; thirdly, the person to whom
the manifestation is made, viz. the priest; fourthly, its

cause, viz. hope of pardon; fifthly, its effect, viz. release

from part of the punishment, and the obligation to pay the

other part. Accordingly the first definition, given by
Augustine, indicates the substance of the act, by saying

that it lays bare,—the matter of confession, by saying that

it is a hidden diseau,—its cause, which is the hope ofpardon ;

while the other definitions include one or other of the five

things aforesaid, as may be seen by anyone who considers

the matter.

Repiy Obj. I. Although the priest, as a man, may some-

times have knowledge of the penitent's sin. yet he does not

know it as a vicar of Christ (even as a judge sometimes

knows a thing, as a man. of which he is ignorant, as a judge),

and in this respect it is made known to him by confession.

Or we may reply that although the external act may be in

the open, yet the internal act, which is the cause of the

external act. is hidden; so that it needs to be revealed by
confession.

ttepiy Obj. 2. Conlesskm piMitppotss charity, which gives

us life, as sUted m the text (iv. Seni., D. 27). Now it

is in contrition that chanty is given ; while servile fear, which
is vokl of hope, is previous to charity: yet he that has

chanty » moved more by hope than by fear. Hence hope
rather than fear is set down as the canse of ocwfesslon.

Reply Obj. 3. in every confessk» sin is Ukl bare to the

priest, and dosed to others by the senI of oonlssiton.
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Rt^ Obj. 4. It is not neceK&ry that every definition

should indnde eveiything connected with the thing defined

:

and for this reaaoo we find some definitions or desuiptions
that indicate one cause, and some that indicate another.

Second Article.

whe ihe» conpbsnon 18 an act of vottub ?

IF# pnc$9i thus to the Second Artick :—
ObjittioH I. It seen» that confession is not an act of

virtue. For every act of virtue heloogs to the natural law,

since we art mUurally capable of virtue, as the Philoaopher

says {Ethic, n.). But confession does not helong to the

natural law. Therefore it is not an act of virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, an act of virtue is more hefittnig one who
is innocent than one who has sinned. But the rnnfawinn

of a sin, which is the confession of which we are s^mMI%
now, cannot be befitting an innocent man. Therefore it is

not an act of virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, the grace which is in the sacraments

differs somewhat from the grace which is in the virtues and
gifts. But confession is part of a sacrament. Therefore it

is not an act of virtue.

On the conifmy, The precepts of the law are about acts

of virtue. But confession comes under a precept. There-

fore it is an act of virtue.

Further, we do not merit except by acts of virtue. But

caniwsion is meritorious, for it opens the gate of heaven , as

the Attter says (iv. Sent., D. 17). Therefore it seems that

it is an act of virtue.

/ emaam that, As stated above (I.-II.. Q. XVIII., AA. 6. 7:

II.-II., Q. LXXX.; Q. LXXXV., A. 3; Q. CIX. A. 3). for

an act to belong to a virtue it suflioes that it be of such a

nature as to imply some condition belonging to virtue.

Now, although confession does not include everything that

b reyiired for virtue, yet its very name implies the mani-

fMtilkjM of that which a man has on his conscience: for

thus his lips and heart agree. For if a man professes with
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his lips what be does not hold in his heart, it is not a con-

fession but a 6ction. Now to express in words what one has

in one's thoo^ts is a condition of virtue ; and. consequently,

confession is a good tiling generically. and is an act of

virtue: yet it can be done badly, if it be devoid of other

d< mstances.

...^.. Obf. T. Natural reason, in a general way, inclines

a man to make confession in the proper way, to confess as

he ought, what he ought, and when he ought, and in this

way confession belongs to the natural law. But it belongs

to the Divine law to determine the circumstances, when, how,

what, and to whom, with regard to the confession of which

we are speaking now. Accordingly it is evident that the

natural law inclines a man to confession, by means of the

Divine law, which determines the circumstances, as is the

case with all matters belonging to the positive law.

Reply Obj. 2. Although an innocent man may have the

habit of the virtue whose object is a sin already committed,

he has not the act, so long as he remains innocent. Where-

fore the confession of sins, of which confession we are

speaking now, is not befitting an innocent man, though

it is an act of virtue.

Reply Obj. 3. Though the grace of the sacraments differs

from the grace of the virtues, they are not contrary but

disparate ; hence there is nothmg to prevent that which is

an act of virtue, in so far as it proceeds from the free-will

quickened by grace, from being a sacrament, or part of a

sacrament, in so far as it is ordained as a remedy for sin.

Third Articls.

whether convs88ioh is an act of the virtue of
PBHANCB?

We proeud Urns to the Third ArHcU ;—
Objection i. It seems that confession is not an act of the

virtue of penance. For an act belongs to the virtue whidi

is its cause. Now the cause of confession is the hope of

pardon, as appean from the definition given above (A. i).
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Therefore it leems that it is mo act of hope and not of

penance.

Obj. 1. Further, shame is a part of temperance. But

confession arises from shame, as appears in the definition

given above (A. i. Obj 4). Therefore it is an act of tem-

perance and not of penance.

Oh). 3. Further, the act of penance leans 00 Divine mercy.

But confestioo leans rather on Divine wisdom, by reason of

the truth which is required in it. Therefore it is not an act

of penance.

Ohj. 4. Further, we are moved to penance by the article

of the Creed which is about the Judgment, on account of

fear, which » the origin d penance. But we are nx>ved to

confession by the article which is about life everlasting,

becaose it arises from hope of pardon. Therefore it is not

an act of penance.

Ohj. 5. Further, it belongs to the virtue of truth that a

man shows himself to be what he is. But this is what a

man does when he goes to confession. Therefore confession

is an act of that virtue which is called truth, and not ol

penance.

On the controfy. Penance b ordained for the destruction

of sin. Now confession is ordained to thb also. Therefore

it is an act of penance.

/ answer thai. It must be observed with regard to virtues,

that when a special reason of goodness or difficolty is added

over and above the object of a virtue, there is need of a

special virtue: thus the expenditure of large sums is the

object of magnificence, although the ordinary kind of

average expenditure and gifts belongs to liberality, as

appears from Ethic, il, iv. The same applies to the con-

fession of truth, which, althou^ it belongs to the virtne of

truth absolutely, yet. on aooomit of the additional reason of

goodness, begins to belong to another kind of virtue. Hence

the PhOosopher says {Ethic, iv.) that a confession made in

a court of justice belongs to the virtue of justice rather than

to truth. In like manner the confession of God's favours,

in praise of God. belongs not to truth, but to religion: and
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*^ too the coofeakkm of sins, in order to receive pardon for

rhem. is not the elicited act of the virtue of truth, as some

>ay. but of the virtiie of penance. It may. however, be the

iwtmtivM act of many virtues, in so far as the act of

I niifriikin can be directed to the end of many virtues.

Reply Obj. I Hope is the came of confession, not as

eliciting hot as commanding.

Reply Obj. 2. In that definition shame is not mentioned

as the canie of confession, since it is more of a nature to

hinder the act of coolessk». but rather as the joint cause

of delivery from pimishment (because shame is in itself a

pnnnhment), since also the keys of the Church are the joint

cause with confession, to the same effect.

Reply Obj. 3. By a certain adaptation the parts of Pen-

ance can be ascribed to three Personal Attributes, so that

contrition may correspond to mercy or goodness, by reason

of its being tornyw for evil,—confeaskm to wisdom, by reason

ol Its being a manifestation of the truth,—and satisfaction to

power, on account of the labour it entails. And since con-

trition is the first part of Penance, and renders the other

parts efficacious, for this reason the same i<> to be said of

Penance as a whole, as of contrition.

Reply Obj. 4. Since confession results from hope rather

than from fear, as sUted above (A. 1, ad 2), it b based on

the article about eternal life which hope looks to. rather

than on the artkJe about the Judgment, which fear con-

Niders; ahboo^ penance, in its aspect of contrition, is the

oppoiita.

The Reply to the Fifth Objection is to be gathered from

what has been said.



QUESTION VIII.

OF THE IflNISTER OF CONFESSION.

{In Smmi Aftielu.)

We must now oootider the minister of conlcssion,

which bead there «re seven points of inquiry: (z) Wi
it is necessary to confess to a priest ? (2) ^Vhether it is

ever lawful to confess to another than a priest ? (3) ^^'^ •

'

outside a case of necessity one who is not a priest caii :..

the confession of venial sins ? (4) Whether it is necessary

for a man to confess to his own priest ? (5) Whether it is

lawful for anyone to confess to another than his own priest,

in virtue of a privilege or of the command of a snperior ?

(6) Whether a penitent, in danger of death, can be absolved

by any priest ? (7) Whether the temporal punishment

should be enjoined in proportion to the sin ?

F»ST Article.

WRBTHEK rr IS NSCBSSARY TO CONFESS TO A PSIBST ?

We procetd thus to the First ArticU ;—
Objection i. It seems that it is not neceasaiy to coofeiB

to a priest. For we are not bound to confession, eioept in

virtue of its Divine institution. Now its Divine institution

is made known to us (James v. 16) : Con/eu yom tins, one

to mtoiker, where there is no mention of a print. Tb^<^fare

it is not necessary to ooofess to a priest.

Obj. 2. Further, Penance is a necessary sacrament, as is

abo Baptism. But any man is the minister of Baptism, on

account of its necessity. Therefore any man is the minister

134
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of Pdoance. Now r ' n should be made to the minister

of Pfenance. Therti .. .. ufTices to confess to anyone.

Obj. 3. Further, confession is necessary in order that the

measure of satisfaction should be imposed on the penitent.

Now. aometimes another than a priest might be more dis-

creet than many priests arc in imposing the measure of

satisfaurtion on the penitent. Therefore it is not necessary

to confess to a priest.

Obj. 4, Further, confession was instituted in the Church

in order that the rectors might know their sheep by sight.

But sometimes a rector or prelate is not a priest. Therefore

confeaaion should not always be made to a priest.

On the contrary. The absolution of the penitent, for the

sake of which he makes his confession, is imparted by none
but priests to whom the keys are intrusted. Therefore

confession should be made to a priest.

Further, confession is foreshadowed in the raising of the

dead Lazarus to life. Now Our Lord commanded none but

the disci[rfes to loose Lazarus (John xi. 44). Therefore

confession should be made to a priest.

/ tmtmm thai. The grace which is given in the sacraments,

dfscends from the Head to the members. Wherefore he
akme who exercises a ministry over Christ's true body is

a minister of the sacraments, wherein grace is given ; and this

belongs to a priest alone, who can consecrate the Eucharist.

Therefove, stnoe grace is given in the sacrament of Penance,

none but a priest is the minister of the sacrament : and con-

sequently sacramental confessk>n which should be made to

a minister of the Church, should be made to none but a

priest.

Reply Ob). I. James speaks on the presupposition of the

Divine institutions: and since confession had already been

prescribed by God to be made to a priest, in that He em-
powered them, in the person of the apostles, to forgive sins.

as related in John xx. 23. wc must taJce the words of James
as conveying an admonishment to confess to priests.

Rapiy Obj. 3. Baptism is a sacrament of greater necessity

than Penance, as regards confession and absolution, because
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trnnethnes Baptwn cannot be omitted without loet of

eternal salvation, at in the case of children who have not

come to the use of reason: whereas this cannot be said of

confeision and absolution, which regard none but adults, in

whom contrition, together with the purpose of confessing

and the desire of absolution, suffices to deliver them from

everlasting death. Consequently there is no parity between

Baptism and confession.

Reply Ohj. 3. In satisfaction we must consider not only

the quantity of the punishment but also its power, inasmuch

as it is part of a sacrament. In this way it requires a dis-

penser of the sacraments, though the quantity of the punish-

ment may be fixed by another than a priest.

Rspiy Obj. 4. It may be necessary for two reasons to know
the sheep by sight. First in order to register them as mem-
bers of Christ's flock, and to know the sheep by sight thus

belongs to the pastoral charge and care, which is sometimes

the duty of those who are not priests. Secondly, that they

may be provided with suitable remedies for their health ; and

to know the sheep by sight thus belongs to the man. i.e. the

priest, whose bu^ness it is to provide remedies conducive to

health, such as the sacrament of the Eucharist, and other

like things. It » to this knowledge of the sheep that coo*

fesskm is ordained.

Second Article.

whether rr is evbs lawful to confess to another
than a priest?

We proceed thus to the Second Article

:

—
Objection 1. It seems that it is never lawful to confess to

another than a priest. For confession is a sacramental

accusation, as appears from the definition given above

(Q. VII.. A. i). But the dispensing of a sacrament belongs

to none but the minister of a sacrament. Since then the

proper minister of Penance is a priest, it seems that con-

Imion should be made to no one else.

Obj. 2. Further, in every court of justice confession is
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ordained to the sentence. Now m a disputed case the sen-

tence m void if pronounced by another than the proper

Jnd^; so that rvnjfim^ should be made to none but a

judge. But, in the court of conscience, the judge is none

but a priest, who has the power of binding and loosing.

Therefore coofessioo should be made to no one else.

Obj. 3. Further, m the case of Baptism, since anyone (an

baptize, if a layman has baptized, even without necessity,

the Baptism should not be repeated by a priest. But if

anyone confess to a layman in a case of necessity, he is

bound to repeat his confession to a priest, when the cause

for urgency has passed. Therefore confession should not be

made to a layman in a case of necessity.

On the contrary, is the authority of the text (iv. Sent.,

D. 17).

/ ansmar that Just as Baptism is a necessary sacrament,

so is Penance. And Bapt^, through being a necessary

sacranoent has a twofold minister: one whose duty it is to

t>aptixe. in virtue of his office, viz. the priest, and another,

to whom the conferring of Baptism is committed, in a

case of necessity. In like manner the minister of Pen-

ance, to whom, in virtue of his office, confession should

be made, is a priest ; but in a case of necessity even a lay-

man may take the (dace of a priest, and hear a person's

confession.

Reply Obj. i. In the sacrament of Penance there is not

only something on the part of the minister, viz. the absolu-

tion and imposition of satisfaction, but also something on

the part of the recipient, which is also essential to the sacra-

ment, viz contrition and coniesaioo. Now satisfaction

originates from the minister in so far as he enjoins it, and

from the penitent who fulfils it ; and, for the fulness of the

sacrament, both these things should concur when possible.

But when there is reason for urgency, the penitent should

fulfil his own part, by being contrite and coofctsing to

whom be can; and although this perK» cannot perfect the

sacrament, so as to fulfil the part of the priest by giving

absolution, yet this defect is supplied by the High Priest.
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Ne\'erthdcss canfesftioQ made to a Uyinan, through lack* of

a priett. it qaasi-«acrainenta]. although it is not a perfect

sacrameot, on account of the absence of the part which

belongs to the priest.

RiPfy Obj. 2. Although a layman is not the judge of the

person who confeMet to htm, yet, on account of the urgency,

he does take the place of a judge over biro, absolutely

speaking, in so ^ as the penitent submits to him, through

lack of a priest

Reply Obj. 3. By means of the sacraments man must

needs be reconciled not only to God, but also to the Church.

Now he cannot be reconciled to the Church, unless the

hallowing of the Church reach him. In Baptism the hal-

lowing of the Church reaches a man through the element

Itself applied externally, which is sanctified by Hu wont of

Uft (Eph. V. 26), by whomsoever it is conferred : and so

whea once a man has been baptized, no matter by whom,
he roust not be baptized again. On the other hand in

Penance the hallowing of the Church reaches man by the

minister alone, because in that sacrament there is no bodily

element applied externally. throu|^ the hallowing of which

grace may be conferred. Consequently although the man
who, in a case of necessity, has confessed to a layman, has

received forgiveness from God. for the reason that he ful-

filled» so fer as he couki, the pnrpoee which he conceived in

aooordanoe with God's comnitiid, be is not yet reconciled

to the Church, so as to be admitted to the sacraments,

unless he first be absolved by a priest, even as he who has

received the Baptism of desire, » not admitted to the

Eocharist. Wherefore he must confess again to a priest,

as soon as there is one at hand, and the more so since, as

stated above (<U i), the sacrament of Penance was not per-

fected, and so it needs yet to be perfected, in order that by

receiving the sacrament, the penitent may receive a more

plentiful effect, and that he may fulfil the commandroent

about receiving the sacrament of Penance.

• H«r« and in the Reply to the Seoood Obiectioo the LeooiBe
•dttioo nads tkrouih 4uw§Jof m pritsL
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Third Article,

whether. outside a case of necessity, aftvone who is

hot a priest may hear the confession of venial

sots?

W$ proceed thus to the Third Artide :—
ObjecUoH I. It seems that, outside a case of necessity, no

one but a priest may hear the confession of venial sins.

For the dispensation of a sacrament is committed to a lay-

man by reason of necessity. But the confession of venial

sins is not necessary. Therefore it is not committed to a

layman.

Obf. 2. Further, Extreme Unction b ordained against

venial sin. just as Penance is. But the former may not be

given by a layman, as appears frorv T ""'s v. 14. There-

fore neither can the confession of %< :is be made to a

layman.

On ike contrary, is the authority of licde (on James v. 16,

Conftu . . . one to another) quoted in the text (iv. Sent

D. 17).

/ Mnsmer thai, By venial sin man is separated neither from

God nor from the sacraments of the Church: wherefore he

docs not need to receive any further grace for the forgive-

ness of such a sin, nor does he need to be reconciled to the

Church. Consequently a man does not need to confess his

venial sins to a priest. And since confession made to a lay-

man b a sacramental, although it b not a perfect sacra-

ment, and since it proceeds from charity, it has a natural

aptitude to n-iuit sini». just as the beating of one's breast, or

the sprinkluiK of holy water (cf. P. 111., Q. LXXXVII..

A.J).

Thb taffices for the Reply to the First Objection, because

there b no need to receive a sacrament for the forgiveness
' U sins; and a sacramental, such as holy water or thi*

tfices for the purpose.

y Ohj. 2. Extreme unction b not given directly as a

ruuMly for venial un, nor b any other sacmnent.
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FOUKTH AbHCLB.

WBITBSK IT IS NICE88ABY FOR ONE TO COVFISS TO OKE'S

OWN raiBST?

We procud iJms lo Uu Fourth ArticU ;—
ObjieHoH I. It wen» that it is not neoessaiy to ooofeit to

one's own priest. For Gregory says (cf. Can. Ex mictoriUU

zvi, Q. X.): By om ^poMic mOkofity and in ditcMarge of

om tolieUuds w hint dtatmd tkai pristit, who m monks

imitate the example of the apostiet, may preach, baptiu, give

communion, pray for sinners, imfcu pmutncet, and absolm

from sins. Now monks are not the proper priests of any-

one, since they have not the care of souls. Since, therefore,

confession b made for the sake of ahsohitk», it saflkes for

it to be made to any priest.

Obj. 2. Farther, the minister of this sacrament is a priest,

as also of the Eucharist. But any priest can perform the

Eucharist. Therefore any priest can administer the sacra-

ment of Penance. Therefore there is no need to confess to

one's ovm priest.

Obj. 3. Further, when we are bound to one thing in par-

ticular it b not left to our choke. But the choice of a

diKreet priest is left to us. as appears from the authority of

Augustine quoted in the text (iv. Sent., D. 17): for he says

in De vera el falsa PamilenHa :* He mho wishes lo confess his

sins, in order tofM grace, must seek a pr%e$t who knows how

to loose and lo bind. Therefore it seems nnneceisary to

confess to one's own pnest.

Obj. ^ Further, there are some, such as prelates, who seem
to have no priest of their own, since they have no superior:

yet they are bound to confession. Thcarefore a man is not

always bound to confess to his own priest.

Obj. 5. Further, Tkal which is instUuUd for the sake of

charity, does not militaU against charity, as Bernard observes

{De Praecept. el Dispens. ii.). Now confession, which was

instituted for the take of charity, would miliute against

* Work of an ankoowii aatbor.
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chanty, if < bound to confess to any particular

priest: < ^ ii the sinner know that his own priest is a
'

' -^ loooe, or weak and prone to

confess to him, or reasonably

ed of 1 the seal of confession, or if the

ted against his con-

..— .. i.. i.^d not always confess

to one's ov,

Obj. 6. Furti 1 should not be straitened in matters

neoeaiary for soi^al^u, lest they be hindered in the way of

salvation. But it seems a great inconvenience to be bound

of necessity to confess to one particular man. and many
might be hindered from going to confesaion, through citlu r

fear, or shame, or something ebe of the kind. Therefore,

since confession is necessary for salvation, men should not

be straitened, as apparently they would be, by having to

confess to their own priest.

On the cotUrary stands a decree of Pope Innocent III. in

the Fourth Lateran Coimcil (Can. 21), who appointed mU of

eiiksr ss» to conftu ones ayw to their own priest.

Farther, as a Inshop is to his diocese, so is a priest to his

parish. Now it is unlawful, according to canon law (Can.

NuUus primms ix.. Q. II. ; and Can. 5» qm* episcoporum xvi.,

Q. v.). for a bishop to exercise the episcopal office in another

diocese. Therefore it is not lawful for one priest to hear

the oooisiiioo of another's parishioner.

/ omwmtr tktd. The other sacraments do not consist in an

action of the recipient, but only in his receiving something,

as is evident with regard to Baptism and so fcHth; though

the action of the recipient is required as removing an ob-

stacle, i.e. insincerity, in order that he may receive the

benefit of the sacrament, if he has come to the use of his

free-will. On the other hand, the action of the man who
approaches the sacrament of Pttianoe is essential to the

sacrament, since contrition, confession, and satisfaction,

which am acts of the penitent, are parts of Pttianoe. Now
our actions, since they have their origin in at, cannot be

diipiied by others, except through their command. Hence
III. 4 II
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whoever is appointed a diipenier of this sacrament, most be

such as to be able to command something to be done. Now
a man is not competent to oommand another unless he have

jmisdiction over him. Consequently it is essential to this

saaament, not only for the minister to be in orders, as in

the case of the other sacramsnts, but also for him to have

jurisdiction : whereion he that has no jurisdkCioo cannot

administer this sacrament any more than one who is not a

priest. Theiefore ronfenion should be made not only to a

priest, but to one's own priest; for since a priest does not

absolve a man except by binding him to do something, he

akme can absolve, who, by his command, can bind the

penitent to do something.

Reply Obj. I. Gregory is fpt

f

^ '^g of those mooks who
have jurisdiction, through having charge of a parish ; about

whom some had maintained that from the very fact that

they were monks, they could not absolve or impose penances ,

which is folse.

R^piy Obj. 2. The sacrament oi the Euchansi does not

require the power of command over a man, wfaereaa this

sacrament does, as stated above : and so the argument proves

nothing. Nevertheless it is not lawful to receive the

Eucharist from another than one's own priest, although it

is a real sacrament that one receives from another.

Rtpiy Obj. 3. The choice of a discreet priest is not left to

us in such a way that we can do just as we like: but it is

left to the permission of a higher authority, if perchance

one's own priest happens to be less suitable for applying a

salutary remedy to our sins.

Reply Obj. 4. Since it is the duty of prelates to dispense

the sacimmeots, ^riiich the dean alone should handle, they

are allowed by law {De Pentil. et Remiu., Cap. Ne pro dUa-

iUme) to choose a priest for their confessor; who in this

respect is the prelate's superior; even as one physician is

cured by another, not as a phjfsician but as a patient.

Reply Obj. 5. In those cases wherein the penitent has

icaaoo to fear some harm to himself or to the priest by

of his confessing to him, he should have recourse to
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tb« higher authority, or ask permission of the priest himsnlf

to mnfaiw to another; and if he fails to obtain permiaaiofi.

the case is to be decided as for a man who has no priest at

hand; so that he should rather choose a layman and confess

to hiuL Nor docs be disobey the law of the Church by so

doing, became the precepts of positive law do not extend

beyood the intention of the lawgiver, which it the end of the

precept, and in this case, is charity, according to the Apostle

(i Tim. i 5). Nor is any slur cast on the priest, for he

deiervct to forfeit his privilege, for abusing the power
intnisted to him.

Reply Ohj. 6. The necessity of confessing to one's own
priest does not straiten the way ol salvation, but determines

it safl&dently. A priest, however, would sin if he were not

easy in giving permisaioii to confess to another, because

many are so weak that they would rather die without con-

fenioo than confess to such a priest. Wherefore those

priests who are too anxious to probe the consciences of their

subjects by means of confession, lay a snare of damnation
(or many, and consequently for thomelvea.

Fifth Article,

whbthes it is lawful for anyone to confess to another
than his own priest, in virtue of a privilege or a
command given by a superior ?

We prtKS^ ihtulotJu Fifth ArHcU :—
Objection I. It seems that it is not lawful for anyone to

confess to another than his own priest, even in virtue of a

privilege or command given by a superior. For no privilege

sboukl be given that wrongs a third party. Now it would
be prejudicial to the subject's own priest, if he were to

ronffM to another. Therefore this cannot be allowed by a
superior's pn\nlege, permission, or command.

Obj. 2. Further, that which hinders the observance of a
Divine command cannot be the subject of a command or

privikfft given by man. Now it is a Divine command tu
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etiiU (Prov. xxvii. 23) ; and this m hindend if anotlMr tbm
the reotor Iwtr the coofeMion of his tubjects. Thsnion
this ctmot bs pntciibod by iu^r I'tttiit pnviksi^ or com-

Obj. 3. Furtlwr. he that hean another's coniiiiioa it tiM

Iflttar's own judge, else lie «ould not bmd or looie him.

How one man cannot have several prieats or fudges of his

own. for then he wonld be bound to obey several man.

which would be impossible, if their commands wees oon-

tiary or incompatible. Therefore one ir-^v r-* coafsss to

another than one's own priest, even v. superior's

peimissaon.

Obj. 4. Further, it is derogatory to a saoranient* or at

Isast useless, to repeat a sacrament over the same matter

But he who has confamed to another priest, is bound to

confess again to his own prisst, if the latter lequisBS him to

do so. because he is not absolved from his obedlwce, w^tn-
by he is bound to him in this respect. Thcseiose it cannot

be lawful for anyvoe to umfess to another than his own
priest.

On the ccfUrofy, he that can perform the actions of an

order can depute the exercise thereof to anyone who has

the same order. Now a superior, such as a bishop, can hear

the confession of anjrone belonging to a priest's parish,

for sometimes he reserves certain cases to himself, since he

is the chief rector. Therefore he can also depute another

priest to hear that man.

Further, a superior can do whatever his subject can do.

But the priest himself can give his parishioner permission to

confess to another. Much more, therefore, can his superior

do this.

Further, the power which a priest has among bis people,

comes to him from the bishop. Now it is through that

power that he can hear confessions. Therefore, in lilu-

manner, another can do so. to whom the bishop gives the

same power.

/ imtwtr tfud, A priest may be hindered in two ways from

hearing a man's confession : first, through lack of juhsdic-
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tion; secondly» throoi^ being pwwrmtod from exardnig hk
order, as thoae who are exoonuminicate. degraded, and so

forth. Now wfaoevBT has jurisdiction, can depute to another

whatever comes under his jurisdiction; so that if a priest is

hindered from hearing a man's conlession through want of

jurisdiction, anyone who has immediate jurisdiction over

that man, priest, bishop, or Pope, can depute that priest to

hear his confBiitou and absolve him. If, on the uthtr hand,

the priest cannot hear the confession, on account of an

impediment to the exercise of his order, anyone who has

the poMPM to remove that impediment can permit him to

hear confrmicw».

R»f^ Obj. I. No wrcmg is doat to a person unless what
is taken away from, him was granted for his own benefit.

Now the power of jariBdietion is not granted a man for his

own beneftt, but for the good of the people and for the glory

of God. Wherefore if the higher prelates deem it expedient

for the furthering of the peoi^'s salvation and God's glory,

to commit matters of jurisdiction to others, no wrong is

done to the inferior prelates, except to thoae who asek the

things tkM Mf» thtir own: not the things M«l &re Jnus
Christ's (Philip, ii 21), and who rule their flock, not by
feeding it, but by feeding on it.

R§ply Obj. 2. The vector of a Church should know the

cannimumce of his omn catlis in two ways. First, by an

Midunot attention to their external conduct, so as to watch
over the flock committed to his care: and in acquiring tliis

knowladge he should not believe his subject, but. as far as

pomfble, inquire into the truth of facta. Secondly, by the

miaHertation ol conlession; and with mgard to this know-
ledge, he eanaot arrive at any greater certainty than by
believing his subject, because this is necessary that he may
help his subject's onwcitaon Comaqnaitly in the tribonal

of confasston. the pcateit is believed whether he speak for

himself or a|^iinBt himsalt but not in the court of external

judgment : nil—Iwe it suffices for this knofflM|§e that he
believe the penitent when he says that he has conisssed to

one who coold absolve him. It is thertforo dear that this



Q. 8. A«T. 5 THE " SUMMA THEOLOGICA "
i66

knowledge of the flock b not hindered by e privflegc granted

to another to hear confaeafani.

lUpiy Obj. 3. It wonki be inconvenieni. u two men weie

placed equally over the tame people, bat there it no in*

convenience if over the tame people two are placed one of

whom it over the other. In this way the parith prieat,

the bithop, and the Pope are placed immediately over

the tame people, and each of them can commit mattert

of jnritdiction to tome other. Now a hi^ier tnperwr dele-

gatBt a man in two ways: firtt, to that the latter takm the

tnperior't place, at when the Pope or a biiiiop appofaU hit

penitentiariet; and then the man thus delegated is higher

than the inierior prelate, at the Pope't penitentiary it higher

than a bithop, and the bithop't penitentiary than a parish

priett, and the penitent is bound to obey the foiroer rather

than the latter. Secondly, so that the delegate is appointed

the coadjutor of this other priest ; and since a coadjutor it

tabordinate to the person he is appointed to help, he holds

a lower rank, and the penitent it not to bomid to obey him

at hit own priest.

R^ly Obj. 4. No man is bound to cooleat tint that he

hat no b^ier. Contequently, if a man has confessed

to the bishop's penitentiary, or to tomtoo» else having

faculties from the bishop, his sins are foigiven both before

the Church and before God, so that he is not bound to

oanfett them to hit own priest, however nmch the latter

may intitt: but on account of the Ecdetiattical precept {D*

PcgnU. ti Rmmu.» Cap. Omm$ idriusque) which pretcribet

confettkm to be made once a ytu to one't own priest, he it

under the tame obligatioD at one who hat committed none

but venial sint. For tuch a one according to tome it bound

to conlem none but venial tint, or he must declare that he

is free from mortal sin, and the priest, in the tribunal of con-

science, ought, and is bound, to believe him. If, however,

he were bound to confess again, hit first confettfcm would

not be ntelett, becante the more priettt one confattet to,

the more it the ponithment remitted, both by reason of the

thame in confeating, which is reckoned as a satisfactory
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punishment, and by ratacxi of the power of the keys : so

that one might confess so often as to be delivered from all

punishment. Nor is repetition derogatory to a sacrament,

except in those wherein there is some kind of sanctification.

either by the impressing of a character, or by the consecra-

tion of the matter, neither of which applies to Penince.

Hence it would be well for him who hears confessions by the

bishop's authority, to advise the penitent to confess to his

own print, yet he must absolve him, even if he declines to

do so.

Sixth Akticle.

whsthsk a penitent, at the point of death, can be

absolved by any priest?

We proc§ti Urns to the Sixth Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that a penitent, at the point of

death, cannot be absolved by any priest. For absolution

requires jurisdiction, as stated above (A. 5). Now a priest

does not acquire jurisdiction over a man who repents at the

point of death. Therefore he cannot absolve him.

Obj. 2. Further, he that receives the sacrament of Bap-

tism, when in danger of death, from another than his own
priest, does not need to be baptized again by the latter.

If, therefore, any priest can absolve, from any sin, a man
who is in danger of death, the penitent, if he survive the

danger, need not go to his own priest; which is false, since

otherwise the priest would not know the counUtumcs of hi$

caitle.

Obj. 3. Further, when there is danger of death, Baptism

can be conferred not only by a strange priest, but also by

one who it not a priest. But one who is not a priest can

neiver abiolve in the tribunal of Penance. Therefore neither

can a priett abaolve a man who is not his subject, when he
is in danger of death.

On tks comir*ry. Spiritual necessity is greater than bodily

necewity . Bot it is lawful in a case of extxenie necenity,

for a man to make use of another's property, even against

the owner's wiU, in order to supply a bodily need. There-
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fore in dangrr of death, a man may be absolved by another

than his own priest, in order to supply his spiritual nerd.

Further, the authorities quoted in the (• vt nruvr th«

same (iv. S€tU. D. 20. Cap. Noh Habd).

I mmtwtf thai. If we consider the power of

priest has power over all men equally and ov < . .

it is due to the fact that by the ordination of t

he has a limited jurisdiction or none at all, that he cannot

absolve all men from all sins. But since ntcr^-
'

no law,^ in cases of necessity the ordination of

does not hinder him from being able to absolve. ^

the keys sacramentally: and the penitent will

much benefit from the absolution of this other <

he had been absolved by his own. Moreover a n

then be absolved by any priest not only from his »:

also from excommunication, by whontsoever pr^^r

because such absolution is also a matter of that
,

which by the ordination of the Church b «^«"^«^^ withm
certain limits.

Reply Ohj. I. One person may act on the jnrisdictioa of

another according to the latter's will, since matters of juris-

diction can be deputed. Since, therefore» the Church recog-

nizes absolution granted by any priest at the hour of death»

from this very fact a priest has the use of jurisdiction though
he lack the power of jurisdiction.

R^ply Obj. 2. He needs to go to bis own priest, not that

he may be absolved again from the sins, from which he was
absolved when in danger of death, but that his own priest

may know that be is abaoh'ed. In like manner, he who has
been absolved from excommunication needs to go to the

judge, who in other circumstances could have absolved him,

not in order to seek absolution, but in order to ofier satis-

faction.

Reply Obj. 3. Baptism derives its efficacy from tlw ttnctift-

catioo of the matter itself, so that a man receives the lacfm-

ment whosoever baptiaes him: whereas the sacrameDtal

power of Poiance consists in a sanctihcation pronounced by

* Cap. Ctmtilhim^ Dt «httrv. jejmM. ; De rwg.Jmr» {9. DccrBlal.).
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the mmittcr, io that if a man coafen to a layman, although

he fulfils his own part of the sacramental confesaion, he does

not receive sacramental absolution. Wherefore his confes-

sion avaib him «Moewhat. as to the Iwwiming of hit punisb-

ment, oirii^ to the merit derived from Us confession and
to his repentance; but he does not receive that diminution

of has ptwirimirnt which results from the power of the keys

;

and oooaaqoently he must oonfesa again to a priest ; and one

who has confessed thus, is more punished hereafter than if

he had confessed to a priest.

Seventh Article.

wrstrbr the temporal punishment is imposed

according to the degree of the fault ?

We proemd tkm$ to the Seventh Article :—
Objection z. It seems that the temporal punishment, the

debt of which remains after Penance, is not imposed accord-

ing to the degree of fauilt. For it is imposed according to

the degree ol pleamre derived from the sin, as appeare from
Apoc xviii 7: At mmeh «1 »he hmth gkriJUd h^ndf »nd lived

in ielicmem*, so much torment and sorrow give ye her. Yet

sometimea where there is greater pleasure, there is less fault

.

since cmmed sins, which afford more pleasure than spiritual

sins, are less guilty^ accofding to Gregory {Moral, xxxiii.).

Therefore the punishment b not imposed according to the

degree of fauh.

Obj. 2. Further, in the New Law one is bound to pimish-

ment for mortal sins, in the same way as in the Old Law.

Now in the Old Law the paurinnent for sin was due to last

seven days, in other woida, ikey lad to fsnudn andean
seven days for one mortal sin. Since therefore, m the New
Tettament, a pmriihmwtt of seven jfears is imposed for one

mortal sin. it seima that the quantity of the punishment

does not answer to the degree of fault.

Obf. 3. Farther, the no of mnrder in a la3rniaB ia more
grievoua than that ol foraicatioB in a priMt, beomie the

urtiicfa is taken from the species of a tin, is
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more a^igrmvatliig than that which is taken from the pemn
of the tinner. Now a punishment of seven years' dvmtk»
is appointed for a lajrman guilty of morder, while for fbniica-

tioo a priest is punished for ten years, according to Can.

Presbyter, Dist. bocxii. Therefore punishment is not im-

posed according to the degree of iwiit,

Obf, 4. Further, a sin committed against the very body

of Christ is most grievous, because the greater the person

tinned against, the more grievous the sin. Now for spilling

the blood of Christ in the sacrament of the altar a punish*

ment of forty days or a little more is enjoined, while

a punishment of seven years is prescribed for fornication,

according to the Canons {ibid). Therefore the quantity of

the punishment does not answer to the degree of fault.

On the contrary. It is written (Isa. xxvii 8): In mm»m$
MgmnU meiuure, when it shall be cast off, thou skalt judgt it.

Therefore the quantity of punishment adjudicated for sin

answers the degree of fault.

Further, man is reduced to the equality of justice by the

punishment inflicted on him. But this would not be so if

the quantity of the fault and of the punishment did not

mutually correspond. Therefore one answers to the other.

/ mumer that. After the forgiveness of sin, a punishment

is required for two reasons, viz. to pay the debt, and to

afford a remedy. Hence the punishment may be imposed

in consideration of two things. First in consideration of

the debt, and in this way the quantity of the punishment

corresponds radically to the quantity of the fault, before

anjrthing of the latter is foigiven: yet the more there is

remitted by the first of those things which are of a nature

to remit punishment, the lest there remains to be remitted

or paid l^ the other, because the more contrition remits of

the punishment, the less there remains to be remitted by

cooleasioiL Secondly, in consideretion of the remedy, either

as regards the one who tinned, or at regardt others: and

thus sometimes a greater punishment is enjoined for a Ittser

sin; either becanae one man't tin it more difficult to retitt

than another's (thus a heavier pmrithment is imposed on a
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yonag man lor lornicatioo. thin on an old man, though the

(onner's sin be kas grievom), or becauae one man's sin, for

inatance. a priest's, is more dangerous to others, than

another's sin. or becanae the people are more prone to that

particular sin, so that it is necessary by the punishment of

the one man to deter others. Consequently, in the tribunal of

Penaute, the punishment has to be imposed with due regard

to both these things: and so a greater punishment is not

always imposed for a greater sin. On the other hand, the

panishment of Purgatory is only for the payment of the

debt, becanse there is no longer any possibility of sinning,

so that this punishment is meted only according to the

of sin, with due consideration however for the

of contrition, and lor confession and absolution,

sinoe all these lessen the punishment somewhat: where-

fore the priest in enjoining satisfaction should bear them
in mind.

Rsply Obj. I. In the words quoted two things are men-
tioned with regard to the sin. vix. ghrificaiion and delicacut

or deUdtMtm ; the first of which regards the uplifting of the

sinner, whereby he resists God; while the second regards the

pleasure of sin : and though sometimes there is less pleasure

in a greater sin, yet there is greater uplifting; wherefore the

argument does not prove.

R^piy Obj. 2. This punishment of seven days did not

expiate the punishment due for the sin, so that even if the

sinner died after that time, he would be punished in Purga-

tory: but it was in expiation of the irregularity incurred,

from which all the legal sacrifices expiated. Nevertheless,

other things being equal, a man sins more grievously under

the New Law than under the dd, on account of the more
plentiful sanctification received in Baptism, and on account

of the more powerful blessmgi bestowed by God on the

human race. This is evident from Heb. x. 29: How mmk
Mar», do you think, h§ dsionM woru puniihmmU, etc.—

And yet it b not umversally true that a seven years' pen-

ance is exacted for every mortal sin: but H is a kind tA

general rule applicable to the majority of^cases, which rnntt.
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iMVertkolfl», be cUHcgwded, with due ooesidcration for t]u>

varioM cifwiintticee of sint aod peniteDits.

R^ply Ohj, 3. A biebop or priest ftinf with greater danger

to others or to himself; wherefore the canons are OMire

to withdraw him from sin, by inflicting a great«r

It, in as much as it is intended as a mn« '

ahhoogh tonetimea so great a punishment is not striciiy

due. Hence he is punished less in Purgatory.

Rtpfy Ohj. 4. This punishment refers to the case when

this happens against the prissfs will: for if he spilled it

wBiagiy, he would deserve a much heavier pii nisliiniint.



QUESTION IX.

OF THE QUALITY OF CONFESSION.

{In Fom AriicUs.)

We most now consider the quality of confession:

which bead theie are four points of inquiry: (i) Wbather
cnalmion can be lacking in form ? (2) Whether oonfaaBifln

ought to be entire ? (3) Whether one can confess through

another, or by writing ? (4) Whether the sixteen condi-

tions, which are maignwi by the masters, are nunmmry for

?

First Article,

whether confession can be lacking in form ?

Objection i. It seems that confeiaian cannot be lacking in

form. For it is written (Eodna. xnL j6): Praiu {eonfasio)

pmi$fiMk from ihe dead as noiking. But a man without

charity is dead, became diarity is the life of the soul.

Therefore there can be no oonfesaion without charity.

Obj. 2. Further, rmiffiiinn is oondivided with contrition

and fiitiyfa*'t i<wi But ooBtntion and satirfMSCiss are im-

poitable withont charity. TiMsefore confenioa is also im-

possible without charity.

Obj. 3. Further, it is necessary in confession that the word

should agree %rith the thought, for the very name of con-

fassion requires this. Now il a man confess while remaining

attached to sin, his word is not in accord with his thought,

since in his heart he hokia to sin, whala he condenms it with

bis lips. Therafonindi a mas does aet confess.

On ike umknary. Every man is bound to ooofeM his mortal

sins. Now if a man in mortal sin has coofesied once, be is

«73
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not bound to cooia» the iame «nt again, became, as no
man knowt himidf to have diarity, no man would know
d him that he had confaied. Therefore it it not neoe»-

laiy that confe«ioc ihoiild be quickened by charity.

/ awnmr Umt, Confaiiion it an act of virtue, and is part

oi a tacfameat. Inao^asttiianactof virtue, it ha» the

property of being meritorious, and thus is of no avail with-

out charity, which is the principle of merit. But in to far

at it it part of a tacraneot, it suboidmatet the pemtoit to

the priest who hat the keys of the Church, and who by

meant of the coofestion knows the conscience of the person

rwifcwmg. In thit way it it poitible for confeMbn to be

in one who it not contrite, for he can make hit tint known
to the priest, and subject himself to the keys of th . Church

:

and though he does not receive the fruit of absolution th^-r

yet he will begin to receive it, when he is sincerely cont

as happens in the other tacrameats: wherefore he is not

bound to repeat his confession, but to confess his lack of

sincerity.

Reply Oh). 1. These words must be imderstood as re-

ferring to the receiving of the fniit of confettkm, which

none can receive idio is not in the state of charity.

Reply Obj. 2. Contrition and satisfaction are offered to

God: but confession is made to man: hence it is efntisl to

contrition and satisfaction, but not to confession, that man
should be united to God by charity.

Rspiy Obj. 3. He who declares the tint which he has,

tpeakt the truth; and thut hit thought agreet with his lips

or woRit, as to the substance of confction, though it is

discordant with the purpose of confaitioo.

Second Akticle.

WBETHEX CONFESSION SHOULD BE ENTIRE ?

We proceed thus to the Second ArticU

:

—
Objection I. It teemt that it is not neoessaiy for confet-

tkm to be entire, namely, for a man to conleit all hit tint

to one priest. For shame conducet to the diminution ol
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punkhiiMBt. Now the greater the number of priests to whom
m uwi ciMiigMi s , the greater his ihame. Therefore oonfea-

am k more fmitful if it be divided among several priests.

Obj. 2. Further, confession is necessary in Penance in

order that punishment may be enjoined for sin according to

the judgment of the priest. Now a sufficient punishment

for diffident sins can be imposed by different priests. There-

fore it is not necessary to confess all one's sins to one priest.

Obj. 3. Further, it may happen that a man after going to

confession and performing his penance, remembers a mortal

sin. which escaped his memory while confessing, and that

his own priest to whom he confessed first is no longer avail-

able, so that he can only confess that sin to another priest,

and thus he will confess difierent sins to different priests.

Obj. 4. Further, the sole reason for confessing one's sins

to a priest is in order to receive absolution. Now some-

times, the priest who hears a confession can absolve from

some of the sins, but not from all. Therefore in such a case

at all events the confession need not be entire.

On Ike comtntry. Hypocrisy is an obstacle to Pmancc.
But it savours of hypocrisy to divide one's confession, as

Augustine says.* Therefore confession should be entire-

Further, confession is a part of Penance. But Penance

should be entire. Therefore confession also should be entire.

/ mmmn UuU, In prescribing medicine for the body, the

pbjfsidan should know not only the disease for which he is

prescribing, but also the general constitution of the sick

penon, since one disease is aggravated by the addition of

another, and a medicine which would be adapted to one

disease, would be harmful to another. The same is to be

said in regard to sins, for one is aggravated when another is

added to it ; and a remedy whk:h would be suitable for one

tin. might prove an incentive to another, since sometimes

a man is guilty of contrary sins, as Gregory says (Pasiorui.

iii.). Hence it is necessary for confession that man confess

all the sins that he caUs to mind, and if he fails to do thi^,

>t is not a conkatk», but a pretence of coafaMfcw.

* th MM «I fmtm PmmUtmUM, work of aa oakaown aathor.
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Rtpfy Obj. I. Although a man'i thame » multiplied whan
he makes a divided confewion to difiereat cooloion. yet all

htft different shames together are not so great as that with

which he confesses all bis sins together: because one sin

considered by itself does not prove the evil disposition of

the sinner, as when it is considered in conjunction with

several others, for a man may fall into one sin through

ignonmoe or weakness, but a number of sins proves the

malice of the sinner, or his great corruption.

Reply Obj. 2. The punishment imposed by difierent priests

would not be sufficient, because each would only consider

one sin by itself, and not the gravity which it derives from

being in conjunction with another. Moreover somrtimes

the punishment which would be given for one sin would

foster another. Again the priest in hearing a confession

takes the place of God, so that confession should be made
to him just as contrition is made to God: wherefore as there

would be no contrition unless one were contrite for all the

sins which one calls to mind, so is there no confession unless

one confess all the sins that one remembers committing.

BtPfy Obj. 3. Some say that when a man remembers a

sin which he had previoitsly forgotten, he ought to confess

again the sins which be had confessed before, especially if

he cannot go to the same priest to whom his previous con-

ieKion was made, in order that the total quantity of his

sins may be made known to one priest. But this does not

seem necessary, because sin takes its quantity both from

itself and from the conjunction of another; and as to the

sins which he confessed he had already manifested their

quantity which they have of themselves, while as to the

sin which he had forgotten, in order that the priest may
know the quantity which it has under both the above heads,

it is enough that the penitent declare it explicitly, and con-

fess the others in general, saying that he had confessed

many sins in his previous confession, but had forgotten

this particular one.

Reply Obj. 4. Although the priest may be unable to

absolve the penitent from all his sins, yet the latter is
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bound to confess all to him, that he may know the total

quantity of his guilt, and refer him to the superior with

regard to the sins from which he cannot absolve him.

Third Article.

whsthsk one may confess through another, or by

WRITING ?

W4 proemi tkus to the Third Article :—
Objection i. It seems that one may confess through

another, or by writing. For confession is necessary in order

that the penitent's conscience may be made known to the

priest. But a man can make his conscience known to the

priest, through another or by writing. Therefore it is

enough to confess through another or by writing.

Obj. 2. Further, some are not understood by their own
priests on account of a difference of language, and conse-

quently cannot confess save through others. Therefore it

is not essential to the sacrament that one should confess by
oneself, so that if an3rone confesses through another in any

way whatever, it suffices for his salvation.

Obj. 3. Further, it is essential to the sacrament that a

man should confess to hir own priest, as appears from what

has been said (Q. VIII., A. 5). Now sometimes a man's

own priest is absent, so that the penitent cannot speak to

him with hii own voice. But he could make his conscience

known to him by writing. Therefore it seems that he ooght

to manliest his conscience to him by writing to him.

On the contrary, Man is botmd to confess his sins even as

he is bound to confess his faith. But confession of faith

should be made with the mouth, as appears from Rom. x. 10:

therefore confession of sins should also.

Further, who sinned by himself should, by himself, do

penance. But confesston is part of penance. Therefore the

penitent should confeM his own sins

/ tnmoer that, Confeisk» is not only an act 01 vinuc, but

also part of a sacnunent. Now, thou^, m so far as it it

an act of virtue it matteci not how it is done, even if it be

lit. 4 la
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etftier to do it in one way than in another. 3ret. in to far •
it it part of a aacmnent. it has a detanninate act, Jnat at

the other sacmnttits have a detenninate matter. And as

in Baptism, in order to signify the inward washing, we em-

ploy that element which is chiefly used in washing, so in the

sacramental act which is intended for manifestation we

generally make nse of that act which is most commonly

emplo3red for the purpose of manifestation, viz. our own
words: for other ways have been introduced as supple-

mentary to this.

/w :lyOhj. I. Just as in Baptism it is not enoughtowashwith

anything, but it is necessary to wash with a determinate ele-

ment, so neither does it suffice, in Penance, to manifest one's

sins anyhow, but they must be declared by a determinate act.

Reply Obj. 2. It is enough for one who is ignorant of a

language, to confess by writing, or by signs, or by an inter-

preter, because a roan is not bound to do more than he can

:

ahboogh a man b not able or obliged to receive Baptism,

except with water, which is from an entirely external source

and is applied to us by another: whereas the act of confession

is from within and is performed by ourselves, so that when

we cannot confess in one way, we must confess as we can.

tUply Obj. 3. In the absence of one's own priest, oooies-

sion may be made even to a layman, so that there is no

necessity to contes in writing, because the act of coofeaaioo

is more ewential than the person to whom confession is

made.

Fourth Article.

whether the sixteen conditions usually assigned

are necessary for confession ?

We proceed ikms to ike Fourth Article :—
ObjedioH 1. It seems that the conditions assigned by

masters, and contained in the following lines, are not

requisite for confession:

Simpla» hamblai, pora, faithfol.

Frequent, uadisgiiiwd. discreet, voluntary.

Entire, eecret, tearful, not delayed.

Courageooely ncmsing, ready to obey.
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For fid'^'-*" «simplicity, and courage are virtues by them-

srives. «Tefore tdionld not be reckoned as conditions

of < "!lf' -^I'Ul

(>'! .: I P.!»! • ' 1 tlr; *^ur<- whfH it is not mixed with

anything; «!-««• ami '^imj'iu i.'y. in like manntr, rrmov»> (om-

position and admixture. Therefore one or the other is

superfluous.

Obj. 3. Further, no one is bound to confess more than once

a sin which he has conunitted but oooe. Therefore if a man
does not commit a sin again, his penance need not htfrequent.

Obf. 4. Further, confession is directed to satbfaction.

But satMaction is sometimes public. Therefore confession

^ould not always be secrd.

Obj. 5. Further, that which is not in our power is not

requived of us. But it is not in our power to shed Uta^s.

Therefore it is not required of those who confess.

On du totUMry, We have the authority of the masters

who asaigaad Hie above.

/ «MSMT ikai. Some of the above conditions are essential

to iwiiwion, asd some are requisite for its well-being.

Now those things which are essential to confession belong

to it MtJwr M to an act of virtue, or as to part of a sacra-

ment. If in the first way, it is either by reason of virtue

in generml, or t>y reason of the special virtue of which it is

the act, or by reason of the act itself. Now there are four

conditions of virtue in general, as stated in Ethie. ii The

hrst is knoiHedge, in fcspect of which conieswop is said to

be iiacPMf, jnaamndi as prudoioe is requiMd in every act

of virtue: and tlus discretion consists in giving greater ireight

to greater sins. The second condition is choice, became

acts of Tirtue shoold be vohintary. and in this respect con-

fsisioB is said to be jsliiwiaiy. The third condition is that

the act be done for a particular porpoae, viz. the due end.

aad in tbis respect coafwiion is aaid to be pm«, i.e. with a

right intention. The fourth condition is that one Acmld

act immovably, and in this respect it is said that confession

MmmM be eomMgtom» via. that the tnith should not be

forsaken throNii^



0.9.ACT.4 THE •• SUMHA THEOLOGICA "
i8o

Now confanioo it an act of the virtue of penance. First

of all it takes its origin in the horror which one coooeivvt

lor the shamefiUne» of sin, and in this respect coofcmion

ibookl be full of tkanu, so as not to be a boastfnl aooonnt

of one's sins, by reasoo of some worldly vanity accompany-

ing it. Then it goes on to deplore the sin committed, and

in this respect it is said to be Uttfful. Thirdly, it culminates

in self<abjection. and in this respect it should be ImmbU» so

that one confesses one's miaefy and weakneM.

By reason of its very nature, via. confession, this act is

one of manifestation: which manifestatioo can be hindered

by four things: first by falsehood, and in this respect con-

fession is said to be faithful, i.e. true. Secondly, by the use

of vague words, and against this confessioQ is said to be

opm, so as not to be wrapped up in vague words ; thirdly.

by mmiapkcity of words, in which respect it is said to be

»mpU, indicating that the penitent should relate only

such matters as afiect the gravity of the sin; fourthly

none of tboae things should be suppressed whidi should

be made known, and in this respect confession should be

In so fer as confession is part of a sacrament it is subject

to the judgment of the priest who is the ministrr of the

sacrament. Wherefore it should be an accutMHon on the

part of the penitent, should manifest his reMdiness to obey

tbs priest, should be $tcrtl as regards the nature of the court

wbtnm the hidden afiain of consdenoe are tried.

The well-being of confession requires that it sboukl be

psqtmU ; and not dsUytd, i.e. that the sinner shoukl con-

fess at once.

R^pty Obj. I. There is nothing unreasonable in one virtue

being a condition of the act of another virtue, through this

act being commanded by that virtue ; or through the mean
which belongs to one virtue principally, brkwging to other

virtues by participation.

Rsply Obj. 2. The condition pure eacchides perveiaity of

intention, from which man is cleansed: but the condttian

umpU excludes the introduction of unnecessary maMsr.



i8i THE QUALITY OF CONFESSION Q 9^A»i.4

Rspiy Obj. 3. This is not ntiwiry for confession, but is

a OQwUtioo of its well-being.

Rtply Ohj. 4. Confession should be made not publicly

but privately, lest others be scandalized, and led to do evil

throngh bearing the sins confessed. On the other hand,

the penance enjoined in satisfaction does not give rise to

scandal, since hke works of satisfaction are done sometimes

for slight sins, and sometimes for none at all.

R»pfy Obj. 5. We must understand this to refer to tears

of the heart.



QUESTION X.

OF THE EFFECT OF CONFESSION.

{In Fim ArtUkt.)

Wi mmt now consider the eflect of confcwion: under whidi
bead there are five points of inquiry: (i) Whether ooo-

feawm delivers one from the death of sin ? (2) Whether
confession delivers one in any way from punishment ?

(3) Whether coolession opens Paradise to us ? (4) Whether
oonfeasion ghret hope of salvatioii ? (5) Whether a general

confession blots out mortal sins that one has foigotten ?

First Article,

whether confession deuvers one from the death of
SIN ?

We proceed tints to the First Article :—
Objection 1. It seems that oonfeasioo does not deliver one

from the death of sin. For confession follows contrition.

But contrition sufficiently blots out guiK. Thereforp con-

fession does not deliver one from the death of sin

Obi, 2. Farther, just as mortal sin is a huiH, so 1» vemai.

Now confession renden venial that which was mortal before,

as stated in the text (iv. Sent. D. 17). Therefore confeiikm

does not blot out guilt, but one guilt is changed into another.

On the contrary. Confession is part of the sacrament of

Penance. But Penance delivers from guilt. Therefore

confession does also.

/ sntmer that. Penance, as a sacrament, is perfected chiefly

hi coefciiioo, because by the latter a man submits to the

ministers of the Chtirch. who are the dispensers of the sacra-

tte
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moili: for oootritios has the desire of confession united

thereto, and «titlMtion is enjoined according to the judg-

ment of the priest who hears the confession. And since in

the sacrament of Penance, as in Baptism, that grace is

infused whereby sins are forgiven, therefore confession in

virtue of the absohitioo granted remits guilt, even as Bap-

tism does. Now Baptism delivers one from the death of sin.

not only by being received actually, but also by being re-

ceived in desire, as is evident with regard to those who
approach the sacrament of Baptism after being already

sanctified. And unless a man olfen an obstacle, he receives,

through the very fact of being baptized, grace whereby

his sins are remitted, if they are not already remitted. The

sune is to be said of confession, to which abeolution is

added, because it deUvered the penitent from guilt through

being pievioasly in his desire. Afterwards at the time of

actnal confession and abeolntion he receives an increase of

grace, and forgiveness of sins would also be granted to him,

if his previous sorrow for sin was not snfficisnt for con-

trition, and if at the time he offered no obstade to grace.

Consequently just as it is said of Baptism that it delivers

from death, so can it be said of confession.

Reply Okj. L. Contrition has the desire ol confession

attached to it. and therefore it deUvers penitents from death

in the same way as the desire of Baptism dehvers those who
9m going to be baptised.

R^ply Ohj. 2. In the text venial does not designate guilt,

but ptaushment that is easily expiated; and so it does not

follofw that one guilt is chanyd into another, but that it is

wholly done away. For vtmtil is taken in three senses:*

first, for what is venial gensrically, e.g. an idle word:

seeondly, for what is venial in its cause, i.e. having within

itself a motive of pardon, e.g. sins due to weakne«: thirdly,

for what is venial in the result, in which seoie It is undentood
here, becanse the rssuk of confession is that man*s past

gttik is pardoned.

• rf I !! " \. a.
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Sbcoitd Articlb.

WHXTHER COITFESSION DBUVSKS PKOM PUmSBMlirr IN

BOMB WAY ?

W$ procta thmlotk§ Second ArUcU .—
ObftcUim i^ It leems that confewioo nowise ddiven from

ptmithinwrt. For an deserves no ptmishiiient but what is

either eternal or temporal. Now eternal poaiBfaBMot is

remitted by contritioQ, and temporal pamduneat bf sati»>

faction. Therefore nothing of the punishment is remitted

by confession.

Ohj. 2. Further, tk* will is Uken for the UU^ as stated

in the text (iv. Semi. D. 17). Now he that is contrite has the

intention to confess; wherefore his intention avails him as

though he had aheady confessed, and so the confcasion
which he makes afterwards remits no part of the punish-

QMOt.

On Hu cofUrary, Confession is a penal work. But all

penal works expiate the punishment due to sin. Therefore

confession does also.

/ anttHT thai, Confessiop together with absolution has the

power to deliver from punishment, for two reasons. First,

from the power of absolution itself: and thns the very desire

of absolution dehvers a man from eternal punishment, at

also from the guilt. Now this punishment is ooe of coo-

deomation and total banishment: and when a man is de-

livered therefrom he still remains bound to a temporal

punishment, in so fer as punishment is a cleansing and per-

fecting remedy; and so this punishment remains to be

snfiered in Purgatory by those who also have been delivered

from the punishment of helL Whid "oral pamsboMBt
is beyond the powers of the penitent : iig in this worU,
but is so far diminishfd by the power of the keys, that it is

within the ability of the penitent, and he is able, by
luaking satisfaction, to cleanse himself in this life.

—

Secondly, confr ision diminishes the punishment in virtue

• Cf. Cu. Mi^m PtHrns, D« Pmtii, Di«. I
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of the very attta» of the act of the one who confesses, for

this act has the punishment of shame attached to it, so that

the ofteaer one coofcmi the tame nis, the more is the

pantshment diminished.

This tnffioes for the Reply to the First Objection.

R^piy Obj. 2. The will is not taken for the deed, if this is

done by another, as in the case of Baptism : for the will to

receive Baptism is not worth as much as the reception of

Baptism. But a man's will is taken for the deed, when the

latter is something done by him entirely. Again this is

true of the essentia] reward, but not of the removal of punish-

ment and the like, which come under the head of acci-

dental and aecondary reward. Consequently one who has

coofcsted and received absolution will be less punished

in Purgat(Hy than one who has gone no further than con-

trition.

Third Article,

whether confession opens paradise ?

W§ pfQU4d thus to the Third ArticU .—
ObjtcUon I. It seems that confession does not open

Paradise. For different sacraments have different effects.

But It is the efiect of Baptism to open Paradise. Therefore

it IS not the efiect of confession.

Obj. 2. Further, it is impossibk to enter by a dosed door

before it be opened. But a dying man can enter heaven

before making his confession. Therefore confewion does not

open Paradise.

On ths contrary. Confession makes a man submit to the

keys of the Church. But Paradise is opened by those kejrs.

Therefore it is opened by confession.

/ attsmif thai. Guilt and the debt of punishment prevent a

man from enteriof into Paradise: and since conie»ion re-

moves these otetades, as shown above (AA. x. 2). rt is said

to open Paradise.

fUply Obj. z. Ahhough Baptism and Penance are different

ncraments. they act in virtue of Chrkt*i one Pfttik»,

whereby a way was opened unto Paradke.
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fUply Okj, a. If the dying man «ii in morUl tin Plum-

din wat doted to him beioie he oonoeived the dastre

to ooole« hii tin. althoQgh tftenvudt it wu opened by
contrition implsnng a detiie for rnnfettion, even befon he
actually confctaed . Nevertheleat the obitacfe of the debt

of p—iihmieU wat not entirely removed before cionfatiinn

and iatiiiaction*

FOUKTH AkTICLB.

winmiBa cokfbssion gives hope or salva i iom ?

W€ froceed Urns to the Fourth ArHcU :—
Objection i. It seems that hope of sah^tion should not

be reckoned an effect of oonfettion. For hope arises from

all meritorious acts. Therefore, seemingly, it is not the

proper effect of confeation.

Obj. 2. Further, we arrive at hope through tribulation, at

appears from Rom. v. 3. 4. Now man suffers tribulation

chiefly in aatitfoction. Therefore» tatisfaction nitlkcr tliAn

confession gives hope of salvation.

On the contrary, Confeuion nuJui man mon knmbU and
more wary, as the Master states in the text (iv. 5^. D. ^7).

But the result of this b that man conceives a hope of sal-

vation. Therefore it is the effect of confession to give hope

of salvation.

/ answer thai. We can have no hope for the forgiveness of

oar sins except through Christ : and since by confession a

man tabmits to the keys of the Church which derive their

power from Chritt't Pftstion. therefore do we say that con-

feation gives hope of salvation.

Rsply Obj. I. It is not our actions, but the grace of our

Redeemer, that is the fxindpal cause of the hope of salva-

tion: and since confession relies upon the grace of our Re-

deemer, it gives hope of salvation, not only as a meritorious

act, but also as part of a sacrament.

Reply Obj. 2. Tribulation gives hope of salvation, by
making us exercise our own virtue, and by paying off the

debt of ponishment : while confession does so also in the way
mentioned above.
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Fifth Article,

wbbtrbr a gekeral conrbssion suffices to blot out

FORGOmnf MORTAL SOfS ?

Wt f>roc4$i tkms to the Fifih A fHcU ;—
OhjecHon 1. It seems that a general confession does not

suffice to blot out fcwgotten mortal sins. For there is 00

neoewty to confess again a sin which has been blotted out

by confession. If, thexefore. forgotten sins were forgiven

by a general confession, there would be no need to confess

them when tbey are caUed to mind.

06/. 2. Further, whoever is not conscious of sin. either is

not guilty of sin. or has forgotten his sin. If, therefore,

mortal sins are forgiven by a general confession, whoever

is not conscious of a mortal sin. can be certain that he is free

from mortal sin, whenever he makes a general confession

:

which is contrary to what the Apostle says (i Cor. iv. 4).

1 amnoi conscious to myself of anything, yet am I not hereby

justiftai.

Obj. 3. Further, no man profits by neglect. Now a man
cannot forget a mortal sin without neglect, before it is for-

given him. Therefore he does not profit by his forgetfulness

»0 that the sin is forgiven him without special mention

thereof in confcfrion.

Obj. 4. Farther, that which the penitent knows nothing

about is further from his knowfedge than that which he has

forgotten. Now a general confession does not blot out sins

committed through ignoraaoe, else heretics, who are not

aware that certain things they have done are sinful, and

certain sfanpfe peopfe, would be absolved by a general con-

fession, which is falM. Therefore a general confession does

not take away forgotten sins.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. xxxiii. 6) : Cotne ye to Him
and be enlighiamd, mml yom face» thail not be coe^remdai.

Now be who confesses aB the rins of whfch he is consckM».

approaches to God as much as he can : nor can more be re-

qi^ndofbim. Therefore he will not be confounded by being

repelled, but wil be forgiven.
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Further, he that coafaMM k ptnjooed anlen he be in-

•iiioere. But he who oaakmm all the not that he calb to

mtiKl, is not inttnoere through iocgetting tome, became he

tnikn firam ignorance of fact, which excmet from tin.

Therefoie he receives forgiveness, and then the sins which

he has locgotten, are loosened, since it is wicked to hope

for half a pardon.

/ antmer tJuU, Confession produces its effect, on the pre-

snppositioQ that there is contrition which blots oat guilt

:

so that oonfassion is directly ordained to the remission of

ponishroent. which it causes in virtue of the shame which it

incfades, and by the power of the keys to which a man sub-

mits by confessing. Now it happens sometimes that by

previous contrition a sin has been blotted out as to the

guih, either in a general way (if it was not remembered at

the time) or in particalar (and yet is forgotten before coo-

fetnoo) : and then general tacramental confession works for

the remission of the punishment in virtue of the keys, to

which man submits by confessing, provided he offers no
obrtade so far as he is coooemed : but so far as the shame
of oonfrtsing a sin diminishes its punishment, the punish-

ment for the sin for which a man does not express his shame,

through failing to confess it to the priest, is not diminished.

lUply Ohj. I. In sacramental confrtikMi, not only is

absolution required, but also the judgment of the priest

who imposes satisfaction is awaited. Wherefore although

the btter has given absohition, nevertheless the penitent is

bound to confess in order to supply what was wanting to

the sacramental confessioo.

lUply Obj, 2. As stated above, confession does not pro-

duce its e£fect. unless contrition be presupposed; concerning

wludk no man can know whether it be true contrition, even
as neither can one know for certain if he has grace. Con-
sequently a man camiot know for certain whether a
forgotten sin has been forgiven him in a general confes-

sion, ahhough he may think so on account of certain

oonjectuial signs.

lUpfy Obj. 3. He does not profit by his neglect, since he
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does not receive such full pardon, as be would otherwise have

received, nor is his merit so great. Moreover he is bound to

ccoiMS the sin when he caUs it to mind.

Rspiy Obj 4. Ignorance of the law does not excuse, because

it is a sin by itself: but ignorance of fact does excuse.

Therefore if a man omits to confess a sin, because he does

not know it to be a sin. through ignorance of the Divine law,

he is not excoaed from insincerity. On the other hand, he

would be excoaed, if he did not Imow it to be a sin. through

being unaware of some particular circumstance, for instance,

if he had knowledge of another's wile, thinking her his own.

Now forgetlulness of an act of sin comes under the head of

ignorance of feict. wherefore it excuses from the sin of in-

sincerity in confession, which is an obstacle to the fruit of

absohitioo and conJeMion.



QUESTION XI.

OF THE SEAL OF CONFESSION.

(/« Fmw ifrfiete.)

We must now inquire about the sea] of confefliion, about

which there arc fi\T points of inquiry: (i) Whether in e^reiy

case a man is bound to hide what he knows under the seal

of confession ? (2) Whether the seal of confession extends

to other matters than those which ha^e rdersnoe to 000-

fciMJon? (3) Whether the priest alone is bomidhy the seal

of oonfessioii ? (4) Whether, by permission of the penitent,

the priest can make known to another, a sin of his which

he knew under the seal of confession ? (5) Whether he is

bound to hide even what he knows through other sources

?

First Articlb.

whbtrbr in every case the priest is bound to bide

the sins which he knows under the seal op con-

FESSION ?

We proceed ihtu to the Firtt A rHcU :—
Objection i. It seems that the priest is not bound in every

case to hide the sins which he knows under the seal of con-

fcMion. For, as Benard says (De Pracsp. d Di^pem. il).

lAd which is ituHimted/of the tahe of charity doM not miUtaU

Mgmnti cheurity. Now the secret of oonlessioQ woukl militate

against charity in certain cases, for instance, if a man knew
through confession that a certain man was a heretic, whom
he cannot persuade to desist from misleading the people:

or. in like manner, if a man knew, through confession, that

19D
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certain people wlio wiili to many are related to cut another.

TbcreloR such ought to reveal what they know through coo-

Ohf.2. Further* that which is obligatory solely oo aooount

of a precept of the Church need not be observed, if the com-
^^"^** be changed to the contrary. Now the secret of

cwiiwinn was intiodiioed solely by a precept of the Church.

If therefore the Church were to prescribe that anyone who
knows anjrtliiag about mch and such a sin must make it

known, a man that bad such Imowledge through confession

would be bound to speak.

Obf. 3. Further, a man is bound to safeguard his con-

scienoe rather than the good name of another, because there

is order in charity. Now it happens sometimes that a man
by hiding a sin injures his own conscience,—for instance, if

he be caDed upon to give witness ol a sin of which he has

knowledge through confession, and is forced to swear to

tell the truth,—or when an abbot knows through confessioo

the sin of a prior who is snbiect to him, which sin would be

an occasion of rain to the latter, if he suffers him to retain

his priorship, wherefore he is bound to deprive him of the

dignity of his pastoral charge, and yet in depriving him

he seems to divulge the secret of confession. Therefore

it seema that in certain cases it is lawful to reveal a con-

Obj. 4. Farther, it is posable for a priest through hearing

a man*s oonfession to be consckras that the Utter is unworthy
of fcclsiiMtical preferment. Now everyone is bound to

prevsBt the pranotian ol tbs unworthy, if it is his

Sinoe then 1^ naing an objectian beseems to raise a
pidon of sin, and so to reveal the confesnon somewhat, it

that it is necenaiy tnmertmwt to divulge a 000-

On <*# amktay. The Decretal says (D# Pcmii. tt Remiis.

Cap. Owmit idnmqtu): Ui iks phmt hmmn ini k$ bttmy tkg

aimmer, by weHL, or sign, or in tmy oiksr woy wksUotr,

Father, the priest should conform himself to God, Whose
he b. But God does not reveal the sins which an



Q. If. A«T. I THE •• SUMMA THEOLOGICA '

19a

madeloiowDtoHim iiiooQlettioo«biitlikkttbein. Neither,

thwwiow» dKwkl the priett iovmI tiiBiii.

/ MMPff ikai, Thoee thingB which are done outwardly in

the Mcramentt ere the ugnt of what takes place inwardly

:

whMwiofe confeerion, whereby a man tab|ectt himeif to a

prieat, it a sign of the inward sabmimoo, whereby one sub-

mits to God. Now God hides the sins of those who submit

to Him by Penance; wherefore this also shottld be signififd

in the sacrament of Penance, and cooseqnently the sacra-

ment demands that the confession shoold remain hidden,

and he who divulges a confession sins by violating the

sacrament. Besides this there are other advantages in this

secrecy, because thereby men are more attracted to confes-

sion, and confess their sins with greater simplicity.

R^y Obf. I. Some say that the priest is not bound by
the seal of confession to hide other sins than those in respect

of which the penitent promises amendment; otherwise he

may reveal them to one who can be a help and not a

hindrance. But this opinion seems erroneous, since it is

contrary to the truth of the sacrament; for just as. though

the person baptised be insinoere, yet his Baptism is a sacra-

ment, and there is no change in the essentia lit of the sacra-

ment on that account, so confession does not cease to be

sacramental, although he that confesses, does not purpose

amendment. Therefore, this notwithstanding, it must be

held secret; nor does the seal of confaislon militate against

charity on that account, because chanty does not require

man to find a remedy for a sin which he knows not: and that

which is known in confession, is. as it were, unknown, since a

man knows it. not as man. but asGod knows it. Nevertheless

in the cases quoted one should apply some kind of remedy,

so fer as this can be done without divulging the confession.

e.g. by admonishing the penitent, and by watching over the

others lest they be corrupted by heresy. He can also tell

the prelate to watch over his flock with great care. ]ret so

as by neither word nor sign to betray the pemtent.

Rspty Obj. 2. The precept concerning the secret of confes-

sion follows from the sacrament itself. Wherefore just as
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the obUgatioD of making a sacramental confession is of

Dmne tew, so that no human dispensation or command
can absolve one therefrom, even so, no man can be forced

or pennttted by another man to divulge tbe secret of con-

fession. Consequently if he be commanded under pain of

excommunication to be incurred ipso /mcU>, to say whether

be knows anything about such and such a sin, h< ' * not

to say it, because he should assume that the !> n of

the penon in commanding him thus, was that he should say

wtet he knew as man. And even if he were expressly

inteirogated about a coniession. he ought to say nothing,

nor would be incur the excommunication, for he is not

sobfect to his superior, save as a man, and he knows this

not as a man. but as God knows it.

R^ply Obj. 3. A man is not called upon to witness except

as a man, wherefoce without wronging his consdenoe he

can swear that he knows not, what he knows only as God
knows it. In like nuumer a superior can. without wronging

hit f^nwfitnff , leave a sin unpunished which be knows only

as God knows it. or he may forbear to apply a remedy, since

be it not bound to apply a remedy, except according as it

comes to his knowledge. Wherefore with regard to niattcn>

A h< h t ume to his knowledge in the tribunal of Penance,

h< Ui.Axid apply tbe remedy, as far as he can, in the sauie

court : thus as to tbe case in point, the abbot should advise

the prior to iciign his office, and if the Utter refuse, be can

absolve him from tbe priorship on some other occasion,

yet so as to avoid all suspicion of divulging the confession.

Reply Ob). 4. A man is rendered unworthy of ecclesiastical

pteiennent, 1^ many other causes besides sin, for instance,

by teck of knowledge, age, or the like: so that by raising an
objection one does not raise a suspickm of chme or divujga

the secret of oonfesaioo.

in. 4 13
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Second Akticlb.

whether tbs seal of coiffbauon extewos to other

matters than those which have reference to

confession ?

W$ proeeti Ikm io th$ Second ArticU:—
Ohjechon 1. It seems that the seal of coiilession extends

to other matters besides those which have reference to con>

fessioD. For sins alone have reference to confession. Now
sometimes, besides sins other matters are told which have

no reference to confession. Therefore, since such things

are told to the priest, as to God. it seems that the seal of

confession extends to them also.

Obj. 2. Further, sometimes one person tells another a

secret, which the latter receives onder the seal of confession.

Therefore the seal of confes&ion <^xtends to matters having

no relation to confession.

On the conifMry, The seal of cooiessioo is connected with

sacnunental confession. But those things which are con-

nected with a sacrament, do not extend ootside the bounds

of the sacrament. Therefore the seal of confesuoo does

not extend to matters other than those which have reference

to sacramental confession.

/ answer that, The seal of confession does not extend

directly to other matters than those which have reference

to sacramental confession, yet indirectly matters also which

are not connected with sacramental confession are affected

by the seal of confession, those, for instance, which mi^t
Ind to the discovery of a sinner or of his sin. Nevertheless

these matters abo must be most carefully hidden, both on

aoooont of scandal, and to avoid leading others into sin

through their becoming familiar with it.

This suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply Obj. 2. A confidence ought not easily to be accepted

in this way: bat if it be done, the secret must be kept in the

way pnxnifed, as though one had the secret throogh con-

fession, though not through the seal of confession.
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Third Article.

whbtrkr trb priest alone is bound by the seal of

confession ?

We pn>cmi ihui to the Third Article :—
Objection i. It teems that not only the pciest is bound by

the teal of ooofession. For sometimes a priest hears a con-

fcMion throo^ an interpreter, if there be an urgent reason

for so don^. But it seems that the interpreter is bound

to keep the ooolession secret. Therefore one who is not a

priest knoiws something under the seal of confession.

Obj. 2. Further, it is possible sometimes in cases of

urgency for a layman to hear a coofetsioD. But he is bound

to secrecy with regard to those sins, since they are told to

him as to God. Therefore not only the priest is bound by

the teal of conletaioD.

Obj. 3. Further, it may happen that a man pretends to

be a priest, so that by this deceit he may know what is on

in th' r's conscience: and it would seem that he also sins if

he divulges the confession. Therefore not only the priest

is boond by the teal of confession.

On the contrary, A priest alone is the minister of this

saamment. But the teal of confession is oonnected with

this sacnuncnt. Therefwe the priest alone is bound by the

seal of confession.

Further, the reason why a man is bound to keep secret

what he hears in confession, is because he knows them,

not as man but as God knows them. But the priest

atone is God*s minister. Therelace be akme is bound to

secrecy.

/ mnnnr thai. The seal of oonfeision affects the priest as

minister of this sacrament : which seal is nothing else than

the obligation of keeping the oonletBon teaet. even as the

key it the power ol absolving. Yet» at one who it not a

priest, in a particokr cate hat a kind of share in the act

of the keyt, when be hears a conleittinn in a case of uifency,

so also does be have a certain than ia the act of the seal of
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colli—fan, and it bomid to secncy. though, property

•pealdng, be ii not bound by the seal of cottfaMion .

This soiBoes for the Rqilies to the Objections.

Fourth Article.

WHETHER BY THE PEiriTBirr*8 PERMISSIOH. A PRIEST MAY

REVEAL TO ANOTHER A SIN WHICH HE KNOWS UNDER

THE SEAL OF CONFESSION ?

Wc procud Urn» lo Uu Fourth ArticU :—
ObjecHon i. It seems that a priest may not, by the peni-

tent's permission, reveal to another a sin which he knows

under the seal of ooniession. For an inferior may not do

what his superior may not. Now the Pope cannot give per-

miiBon for anyone to divulge a sin which be knows through

ooniession. Neither therefore can the penitent give him

soch a permission.

Obj. 2. Further, that which is instituted for the common
good of the Church cannot be done away at the v " ' m
individual. Now the secrecy of confession was • d

for the good of the whok Church, in order that men might

have greater confidence in approaching the confessional.

Therefore the penitent cannot allow the priest to divulge

his confession.

Obj. 3. Further, if the priest could grant such a permission,

this would se^ to palliate the wickedness of bad priests.

for they might pretend to have received the permission and

10 they might sin with impunity, which would be unbe-

ooming. Therefore it seems that the penitent cannot grant

this permission.

Olyj. 4. Further, the one to whom this sin is divulged,

does not know that sin under the seal of confession, so that

he may pubhah a sin which is already blotted out. which is

unbecoming. Therefore this permission cannot be granted.

On the coMirary, If the sinner consent, a superior may reft r

him by letter to an inferior priest. Therefore with the con-

sent of the penitent, the priest may reveal a sin of his to

another.
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Further, whosoever can do a thing of his own authority.

can do it throu^ another. But the penitent can by his

own authority reveal his sin to another. Therefore he can

do it through the priest.

/ tmswcr that. There are two reasons for which the priest

is bound to keep a sin secret: first and chiefly. bM:ause

this very secrecy is essential to the sacrament, in so far as

the priest knows that sin. as it is known to God. Whose place

he hoUs in confession : secondly, in order to avoid scandal.

Now the penitent can make the priest know, as a man,
what he knew before only as God knows it. and he does

this when he allows him to divulge it: so that if the priest

does reveal it. he does not bi«ak the seal of conicirioa.

Nevertheless he should beware of giving scandal by reveal-

ing the sin. lest he be deemed to have broken the seal.

Replx Obj. I. Tlie Pope cannot permit a priest to divulge

a sin, because he cannot make him to know it as a man.

whereas he that has confessed it. can.

Rtply Obj. 2. When that is told which was known through

anotber source, that which is instituted for the common
good is not done away, because the seal uf conft-ssiDn is

not broken.

Rtply Obi. 3. This does not bestow impunity un wk kcil

priests, because they are in danger of having to prove that

they had the penitent's permission to reveal the sin, if they

shoukl be accused of the contrary.

Reply Obj. 4. He that is informed of a sin through the

priest with the prnitc nt*8 consent, shares in an act of the

priest's, so that the same applies to him as to an inter-

preter, «nless perchance the penitent wish him to know it

unoondttkinaltv and freely.
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Fifth Akticle.

whbthsk a man may rbveal that which he knows
through cqimssion and through some other
source besides?

W9 ffoctU ikm to Ike Fifth AtHcU :—
ObficHon 1. It seems that a man may not reveal what be

knows through confessimi and through some other source

besides. For the seal of confession is not broken unless one

reveals a sin known through oonfcssion. If therefore a

man divulges a sin which he knows through confession, no
matter how he knows it otherwise, he seems to break the

seaL

Obf. 2. Further, whoever hears someone's confession, is

under obligation to him not to divulge his sins. Now if

one were to promise somecme to keep something secret, he

would be bound to do so, even if he knew it through some
other source. Therefore a man is bound to keep secret

wbaA he knows through the confession, no matter how he

knows it otherwise.

Obj. 3. Further, the stronger of two things draws tiie other

to itself. Now the knowledge whereby a man knows a sin

as God knows it. is stronger and more excellent than the

knowledge whereby he knows a sin as man. Therefore it

draws the latter to itself: and consequently a man cannot

reveal that sin. because this is demanded by his knowing

it as God knows it.

Obj. 4. Further, the secrecy of confession was instituted

in order to avoid scandal, and to prevent men being shy of

going to confesskm. But if a man might say what he had
heard in confession, though he knew it otherwise, scandal

would result aO the same. Therefore be can nowise say

what he has heard.

On the contrary. No one can put another under a new
obligation, unless he be his superior, who can bind him by

a precept. Now he who knew of a sin by witnessing it was

not bound to keep it secret. Therefore be that confesses
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to him. not being his superior, cannot put him under an

l^lriigation of secrecy by confessing to him.

Further, the justice of the Church would be hindered if

a man. in oixler to escape a sentence of exoonrnmnication.

incurred oo account of some sin, of which be has been

convicted, were to confess to the penon wbo has to

sentence him. Now the execution of justice faUs under

a precept. Therefore a man is not bound to keep a sin

secret, which be has beard in coofaision, but knows from

some other source.

/ anttMr that. There are three opinions about this ques-

tion. For some say that a man can by no means tell

another what he has beard in confession, even if he knew
it from some other source either before or after the con-

fession : whik others assert that the confession debars him
from ipwiking of what he knew already, but not from

faying what he knew afterwards and in another way. Now
both these opinions, by exaggerating the seal of confession,

are prejudicial to the truth and to the safeguarding of

justice. For a man might be more inclined to sin, if he had

no fear of being accused by his confessor supposing that he

repeated the sin in his piesence : and furthexmore it would

be most prejudicial to justice if a man could not bear witness

to a deed which he has seen committed again after being

conlsMwi to him. Nor does it matter that, as some say,

he oqgbt to declare that he cannot keep it secret, for he

aumoC make such a declaritinn until the sin has already

been confessed to him. and then every priest could, if he

wished, divulge a sin. by making such a declaration, if this

made him free to divulge it. Consequently there is a third

and truer opinion, vix. that what a man knows through

another souroe either before or after confession, he is not

bound to keep secret, in so far as he knows it as a man, for

hecansay: /Amow 10 «flN^ so tific#/ sow t/. But he is bound
to keep it secret in so far as he knows it as God knows it.

for he cannot say: / kmM $o mnd to in comfnmon. Never-

tbekM, on account of the scandal he should refrain from

speaking of it unktt there b an urgent reason.
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Kff>ly 06/. X. If a man says that he has §een what he has

heard in the confessional, he does not reveal what h<* beard

in confesaiop. save indirectly: even as one who knows
something throogh bearing and seeing it. does not. properly

speaking, divulge what be saw. if he says he beard it. but

only indirectly, because he says be has heard what he inci-

dentally saw. Wherpfore he does not hrrak the seal of

confession.

R^piy Obj. 2. The confessor is not loriudden to reveal a

sin amply, but to reveal it as heard in confcMJoo: for in no
case is he alk>wed to say that be has beard it in the con-

iessioiial.

R0ply Obj. 3. This is true of things that are in opposition

to one another: whereas to knowa sin as God knows it, and

to know it as man knows it, are not in opposition ; so that

the axgument proves nothing.

Reply Obj. 4. It would not be right to avoid scandal so

as to desert justice : for the truth should not be gainsayed

for fear of scandal. Wherefore when justice and truth are

in the balance, a man should not be deterred by the fear of

giving scandal, from divulging what he has beard in con-

fession, provided he knows it from some other sooroe:

although he ought to avoid giving scandal, as far as he is

able.



QUESTION XII,

OF SATISFACTION. AS TO ITS NATURE.

{In Thft ArticUt.)

We must now consider satisfaction ; about which four thinp
have to be considered: (i) Its nature: (2) Its possibility:

(3) Its quahty: (4) The means whereby man offers satisfac-

tion to God.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

( 1) Whether satisfaction is a virtue or an act of virtue ?

(2) Whether it is an act of justice ? (3) Whether the defi-

nition of satisfaction contained in the text is suitable ?

First Article.

wramniK satisfaction is a virtue or an act of virtue '^

We proceed thus to the Firtt Article :—
ObiecHon i. It seems that satisfaction is neither a virtue

nor an act of virtue. Fcmt every act of virtue is meritorious

;

whereas, seemingly. sattsfiu:tion is not. since merit is gratui-

tous, while satisfaction answers to a debt. Therefore satis-

faction is not an act of vhtue.

06;. 2. Further, every act of virtue is voluntary. But

sometimes a man has to make satisfaction for something

against his will, as when anyone is punished by the judge

for an offence agiinst another. Therefore satislaction is

not an act of virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philosopber {Etkk. viii.)

:

Choice holds the chief place in monil virtue. But satisfMtioo

is not an act of choice bat regards rhirflv external wortn.

Therefore it is not an act of virtue
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On IM4 contrary, Satitfaction bekiop to penance. Now
penance is a virtue. Therefore utiifactioo it abo an act

of virtue.

Further, none but an act of virtue has the effect of blotting

out sin, for one contrary is destroyed by the other. Now
satisfaction destroys sin altogether. Therefore it is an act

of virtue.

/ nntmfr thai. An act is said to be the act of a wtuc in

two ways. First, materially; and thus any act which im-

plies no malice, or defect of a due drcomstanoe, may be

called an act of virtue, because virtue can make use of any
such act for its end. e.g. to walk, to speak, and so forth.

Secondly, an act is said to belong to a virtue formally, be-

cause its very name implies the form and nature of virtue;

thus to sufi^ courageously is an act of courage. Now
the formal element in every moral virtue is the observance

of a mean: wherefore every act that implies the observance

of a mean is formally an act of virtue. And since equality

is the mean implied in the name of satisfactioo (for a thing

is said to be satisfied by reason of an equal proportion to

something), it is evident that satisfactioo also it formally

an act of virtue.

Reply Ohj. X. Although to make aatitfactioo it due in

itself, yet. in so ^ as the deed it done voluntarily by the

one who offers satisfaction, it becomes tomething gratuitous

00 the part of the agent, so that he makes a virtue of neoet-

sity. For debt diminishes merit through being necessary

and cooaeqnently against the will, so that if the will consent

to the necessity , the element of merit b not forfeited.

Reply Obj. 2. An act of virtue demands voluntarineas

not in the patient but in the agent, for it is his act. Cooae-

quently since he on whom the judge wreaks vengeance is

the patient and not the agent as regards satisfaction, it

follows that satisfaction shoukl be voluntary not in him but

in the judge as agent.

R^ply Obj. 3. The chief element of virtue can be under-

stood in two ways. First, as being the chief element of

virtue as virtue, and thus the chief element of virtue denotes
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whatever bekMigs to th^ nature of virtue or is molt akin

thereto; thus choioe and otlier internal acts bokl the chief

pisoe in virtue. Secondly, the chief element of virtue may
be taken as denoting that which hokb the first place in

such and such a virtue; and then the first place belongs to

that which gives its determination. Now the interior act,

in certain virtues, is detennined by some external act. since

choice, which is common to all virtues, becomes proper to

such and such a virtue throu^ being directed to sudi and
such an act. Thus it is that external acts hold the chief

place in certain virtues; and this is the case with satis-

faction.

Second Articlb.

whether satisfaction is an act op justice ?

We pfocecd thus to the Second Article ;—
Ohjechon I. It seems that satisfaction is not an act of

justice. Because the purpose of tatisfaction is that one

may be reconciled to the penoo oAended. But reconcilia-

tion, being an act of love, belongs to chanty. Therefore

satisfaction is an act of charity and not of justice.

Ohj. 2. Further, the causes of sin in us are the passions of

the soul, which incline us to evil. But justice, according

to the Philosopher {Ethic, v.). is not about passions, but

about operations. Since therefore satis&ction aims at re-

moving the causes of sin, as stated in the text (iv. Sent. D. 15 .)

it seems that it is not an act of justice.

06/. 3. Further, to be careful about the future is not an
act of justice but of prudence, of which caution is a part.

But it belongs to satisfaction, to give no opening to the

mggetHont of ein.^ Therefore satisfaction is not an act of

{urtioe.

On the conirery. No virtue but justice cooiidm» the notioo

^ that which b due. But satisfactioo gives due honour to

UiaI. as Ansebn states {Cnr Dent Homo. i). Therefore

satisfaction is an act of justice.

•Clnmtartkb. Oft/. I.
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Ptiftlier, no vm i-e establiilies equality be-

tween external things, hut this is done by satiifiction

whidi establiBlies equality between amendment and the

previoiis offence. Therefore satisfaction is an act of jostice.

/ mntmer that. According to the Philosopher (Ethic, v.),

the mean of justice is considered with regard to an equation

between thing and thing according to a certain proportion.

Wherefore, since the vrry name of satisfaction implies an

equation of the kind, because the adverb satis {enough)

denotes an equality of proportion, it is evident that satis-

faction is formally an act of justice. Now the act of justice,

according to the Philosopber {Ethic, v.) is either an act done

by one man to another, as when a man pays another what be

owes him. or an act done by one man between two others,

as ^iHien a judge does justice between two men. Wlien it

is an act of justice of one man to another, the equaUty is

set up in the agent, while when it is something done between

two others, the eqtiality is set up in the subject that has

suffered an injustice. And since satisfaction expresses

equality in the agent, it denotes, properly speaking, an act

of justice of one man to another. Now a man may do

justice to another either in actions and passions or - -' mal
things; even as one may do an injustice to anot lier

by taking something away, or by a hurtful action. And
since to give is to use an • in

90 far as it establishes . ,, .. ags,

signifies, properly speaking, a giving back: but to make
satisfaction clearly points to equality between actions.

althoagfa sometimes one is put for the other. Now equal!

-

ntion ocmcems only such things as are unequal, wherefore

satisfaction presupposes inequality among actions, which

inequality constitutes an offence; so that satisfaction

regards a previous offence. But no part of justice regards

a previous offence, except vindictive justice, which estab-

lishes equality indtllerently, whether t nt be the same

subject as tbe agent, as when anj^on^ , .:..-hcs himself, or

whether they be distinct, as when a judge punishes another

man, since vindictive justice deals with both cases. The
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tame applies to pcnanoe, which implies equality in the agent

only, since it is the penitent who holds to the penanoe

(panam Unei), so that penanoe is in a way a species of vin-

dictive justice. This proves that satisfaction, which implies

equahty in the agent with respect to a previous oflenoe. is

a work of justice, as to that part which is called penance.

lUpiy Obj. 1. Satisfaction, as appears from what has

heen said, is compensation for injury inflicted. Wherefore

as the injury inflicted entailed of itself an inequality of

justice, and consequently an inequahty opposed to friend-

ship, so satisfaction brings back directly equality of justice,

and consequently equality of friendship. And since an act

is elicited by the halxt to whose end it is inmiediately

directed, but is commanded by that habit to whose end it

is directed ultimately, hence satisfaction is elicited by jus-

tice but is commanded by charity.

Re^y Obj. 2. Ahhough justice is chiefly about operations,

yet it is consequently about passions, in so far as they are

the canaes of operations. Wherefore as justice curbs anger,

kst it inflict an unjust injury 00 another, and concupiscence

from invading another's marriage right, so satisfaction

lemoves the causes of other sins.

R*piy Obj. 3. Each moral virtue shares in the act of pru-

dence, because this virtue completes in it the conditions

fMcntial to virtue, since each moral virtue takes its mean
according to the ruling of prudence, as is evident from the

definition of virtue given in Ethic, ii.

Third Akticlb.

WHBTIIEK rUE DEriNmON OP SATISFACTION CIVEM IN THB
TEXT IS SUTFABLB ?

Wt pfoc40d Umi to Uu Third Article :—
Objection I. It teems that the definition of satisfaction

given in the text (tv. SmU. D. 15) and quoted from Augustine

(Gennadius Masaittansis,—Dtf Eccl. Dogm. Uv.) is unsuit-

able,~via. that mM^setiim is to uproot Ike emuut of tim»

mni to give no ofemng h the inggettiom tktrooj. For tha
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came of actual sin is the fowu».* But we cannot remove the

fomei in this life. Tberefoie «atkfactioo does not oootist

in removing the causes of sins.

Obj. 2. Further, the cause of sin is stronger than fin itself.

But man by himself cannot remove sin. Much less there-

ion can he remove the cause of sin; and so the same oon-

dmion follows.

Obj. 3. Further, since satisfaction is a part of Penance, it

regards the past and not the future. Now to give no opening

to thg suggtstiont of sin regards the future. Therrf'^r» H

should not be put in the definition of satisfaction.

Obj. 4. Further, satis^tion regards a past ofienoe. Yet

no mention is made of this. Therefore the definition of

satisfoction is unsuitable.

Obf. 5. Further. Anselm gives another definition (Cm
Dons homo, i.) : SoHsfacUon consists in giving God dne honom,
wherein no reference is made to the things mentioned by
Augustine (Gennadius) in this definition. Therefore one or

the other is unsuitable.

Obj. 6. Further, an innocent man can give due honour to

God: whereas satisfaction is not compatible with inno-

cence. Therefore Anselm *s definition is faulty.

/ an$wer thai. Justice aims not only at removing inequality

already existing, by punishing the past fault, but also at

safeguarding equahty for the future, because aocording to

the Philosoplier {Etkic. ii.) fmnishmmiis tars medicinal.

Wherefore satisfactioo which is the act of justice hiflicting

punishment, is a medicine healing past sins and preserving
from future sins: so that when ooe man makes satisfaction

to another, he offers compensation for the past, and takes

heed for the future. Accordingly satisfaction may be defined

in two ways, first with regard to past sin. which it heals by
making compensation, and thus it is defined as compensation

for an inflicted injury according to the eqnulUy of justice.

* Fomm rifnifif hlbanStfJml, and metsphorkallv, utcmHof. _Aa
—ed by Hwningiani, tt diaoti the qaui«nmtadalelaaieotaiid<
ol orinnal «bi. sad •ometiiiMS com under the name of amcubiu^m»,
(Ct i..ii.. Q.. LXXXII.. A. 3).
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The definitioD oi Anaebn amounts to the same, lor he

saya that uMifacHon conai$U in giving God dne hononr;

wtae doty is oonsidered m respect of the sin committed.

—Secondly, satisfaction may be defined, considered as pre-

serving us from future sins; and as Augustine (Cf. Obj. i)

d^nes it. Now preservatiQii from bodily sickness is

aMored by removing the causes from which the sickness

may enane, lor if they be taken away the sickness cannot

follow. But it is not thus in spiritual diseases, for the

free>will cannot be forced, so that even in the presence of

their causes, they can. though with difficulty, be avoided.

while they can be incurred even when their causes are re-

moved. Hence he puts two things in the definition of

satiffaction. vis. removal of the causes, as to the first, and

the free-will's refiisal to sin.

lUpiy Obj. I. By causes we must understand the proxi-

mate causes of actual sin, which are twofold: viz. the lust

of sin through the habit or act of a sin that has been given

up. and those things which are called the remnants of past

sin; and ejctemal oocasioas of sin. such as place, bad com-

pany and so forth. Such causes are removed by satisfac-

tion in this Ufe. albeit the /onus, which is the remote

cause of actual sin, is not entirely removed by satisfac-

tion in this Ufe though it is weakened.

lUply Obj. 2. Since the cause of evil or of pnvation (ac-

cording as it has a cause) is nothing ebe than a defective

good, and since it is easier to destroy good than to set it

up. it follows that it is easier to uproot the causes of pri-

vation and of evil than to remove tiie evil itself, which can

only be removed by setting up good, as may be seen in the

case of bUndness and its causes. Yet the aforesaid are not

suflteient causes of sin. lor sin does not. of necessity, ensue

therefrom, but tliey are oocaakms of sin. Nor again can

satisfaction be made without God*s help, since it is not

possible without charity, as we shall state further on

(Q. XIV.. A. 2).

Htpiy Obj. 3. Althoiigli FBnanoe was primarily inatitulsd

and intended with a view to the past, y^ as a
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it refMtb the future, in to fv as it it a taleguarding renedf

;

aad tiw taoie applies to satislactiao.

ktply Obj. 4. Augustine (Gcnoadiai) defined satiifaction.

as made to God. from Wlioin, in reality, «^h'ffg can be

taken, though the sinner, for his oNvn part, takes

away. ConseqaBotly in such hke satisfactioii,

lor future time is of greater weight than compenation for

the past. Hence Augustine defines satisfikctioo frooi this

point of view. And yet it is possible to gauge the com-

pensation for the past from the heed taken for the future.

for the latter rogaids the same object as the former, but in

the opposite way: snoe when feoldng at the past we detest

tlie cataeB of sins on account of the sins themselves, which

are the starting-point of the movement of detestation:

whereas when taking heed of the future, we beghi from the

caoMS, that by their removal we may avoid sins the more

easily.

Repty Obj. 5. Tbere is no reason why the same thing

should not be described in different ways according to the

various things found in it: and such » the case here, as

ejqdained above.

Rtpiy Obj. 6. By debt is meant the debt we owe to God
by reasmi of the sins we have conunittcd, because Fenanoe

regards a debt, as stated above (A. 2).



QUESTION XIII.

OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SATISFACTION.

(/« Two Articks.)

We must now consider the possilnlity of ^ on, under

which head there are two points of inquu^ Wht thcr

man can make satisfaction to God ? (2) Whci.a 1 wiu wian

can make satisfaction for another ?

First Article,

whether man can make satisfaction to god ?

We pfOc€€d thus to the Firsi Article :—
ObjecUon i. It seems that man cannot make satisfaction

to God. For satisfaction shoukl balance the offence, as

shown above (Q. XII.. AA. 2. 3). But an ofiknce against

God is infinite, since it is measured by the person against

wtiom it is committed, for it is a greater offence to strike a

prince than anyone ebe. Therefore, as no action ' m
can be infinite, it seems that he cannot make su> >*n

to God.

06;. 2. Further, a slave cannot make ctMnpensation lor

a debt, since all that he has is his master's. But we are the

slaves of God. and whatever good we have, wc owe to Him.

Therefore, as satisfaction is compensatioD for a past offence,

it seems that we cannot offer it to God.

Ohj. 3. Further, if all that a man has suffices not to pay

one debt, he cannot pay another debt. Now all that roan

is. aU that he cao do, and all that be has, does not suffice

to pay what he owes for the bksstng of creation, wherefore

it is written (Isa. xl. x6) that tk$ wood of Libmmu shall mot

lit. 4 S09 14
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b4 mmmgkjof c hwnd offering.^ Thmefora by no mMm caa

he make tatkfictkm for the debt resalttng from the oOenoe

committed.

Oh). 4. Further, man is bound to spend all his time in

the servicse of God. Now time oooe lost cannot be recovered,

wherefore, as Seneca observes {Uh. i.. Ep. i.. mi LmeiUmm)

loss of time is a very grievous matter. Tbfin/kn man
cannot make compensation to God. and the same cooclusiao

ioDows as befofe.

Ohj. 5. Further, mortal actual sin is more grievous than

original sin. But none could satisfy for original sin unless

he were both God and man. Neither, therefore, can he

satisfy for actual sin.

On t)u contrary, Jerome (Pdagius, Expot. Fiim ad Dm'

nuuum) saLy%: Whom/er mainUnn$ that God has commaniai

anything impo$mbU to man, Ut him be anathema. But satis-

faction is commanded (Luke iii. 8): Bring forth . . . /rmit

worthy of penance. Therefore it is possible to make satis-

faction to God.

Further. God is more merciful than any man. But it is

possible to make satisfaction to a man. Therefore it is

possible to make satisfaction to God.

F^nther. there is due satisfaction when the punishment
Ki|apr»« the fault, since justiu is Ae tame a* eounter-

pastion, as the Pythagoreans said (Aristotle, F' ).

Now punishment may equal the pleasure containc-^l .a «. .on

committed. Therefore satisfaction can be made to God.

/ answer that, Man becomes God*s debtor in two ways;

first, by reason of favours received, secondly, by reason of

sin committed: and just as thanksgiving or wonhip or the

like, regard the debt for favours received, so satisfaurtion

regards the debt for sin committed. Now in giving honour

to one's parents or to the gods, as indeed the PhikMopher

says {Ethic, viii.), it is impossible to repay them measure

for measure, but it suffices that man repay as mudi as he

can. for friendship does not demand measure for measure,

* Vnlg.,

—

Libamus ikall not be «mouKk to bum, nor Iks btMsU Ihertof

/of a bmrmt efftring.
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but what is possible. Yet even this is equal somewhat,

viz. according to proportion, for as the debt due to God
is. in comparisQn with God. so is what man can do. in com-
parison with hiiiiaelf, so that in another way the form of

justice is preserved. It is the same as regards satis&u:tion.

Consequently man cannot make satisfaction to God if so/is

{tmoMgh) denotes quantitative equality; but he can. if it

denote proportionate equality, as explained above, and as

this soflfees for justice, so does it suffice for satisfaction.

R^piy Obj. I. Just as the ofienoe derived a certain infinity

from the infinity of the Divine majesty, so does satisfoction

derive a certain infinity from the infinity of Divine mercy,

in so far as it is quickened l>y grace, whereby whatever man
is able to repay becomes acceptable.—Others, however, say

that the offence is infinite as regards the aversion, and in

this respect it is pardoned gratuitously, but that it is finite

as turning to a mutable good, in which respect it is possible

to make satisfaction for it. But this is not to the point,

since satisfaction does not answer to sin. except as this is

an oCfenoe against God, which is a matter, not of turning

to a creature but of turning away fit)m God.—Others

again say that even as regards the aversion it is possible to

make satisfaction for sin in virtue of Christ's merit, which

was, in a way. infinite. And this comes to the same as what
we said before, since grace is given to believers through faith

in the Mediator. If. however. He were to give grace other-

wise, satisfaction would suffice in the way explained above.

Repfy Obj. 2. Man. who was made to God's image, has a

certain share of liberty, in so fao* as he is master of his actions

through his free-will; so that, through acting by his free-

will, he can make satisfsctioo to God. for though it befongs

to God. in so br as it was bestowed on him by God. yet it

was freely bestowed on him, that he might be his own master,

whkb cannot be said of a slave.

Reply Obj. 3. This argument proves that it is impossible

to malDB equtvaknt utiifictkm to God, but not that it is

iByuMJIihi to mako iiifficlwit titkliactinn to Him. For

though man owes God all that he is able to give Him, yet it
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is not neoesmy for his salvation that he should actn

do the whole of what he is able to do, for it is impomlik
for him. acoocding to his present state of hfe. to pot forth

his whole power into any one single thing, since be has to

be heedful about many things. And so his conduct is sub-

ject to a certain measure, vis. the folfihnent of God*s com-
mandments, over and above which he can oAer someCha^
by way of satisfaction.

Rspiy Obi. 4. Though man cannot recover the time thnt

is past, be can in the time that follows make oompensat . u

for what he should have done in the past, since the com-
mandment did not exact from him the fulfilment of his

ivfaole power, as stated above (mJ 3).

R^piy Obj. 5. Though anginal sin has less of the BBtnre

of tin than actual sin has. yet it is a more grievous evil.

because it is an infection of human nature itself, so tb-^t

unlike acttuU sin. it could not be expiated by the satisiic'

oi a mere man.

Sbcohd Article.

whether one man can fulfil satisfactory punishment
for another ?

We proceed fAns to the Second ArHcU

:

—
Objection i. It seems that one man cannot fulfil satisfiio-

tory poniikmeBt for another. Because merit is requisite

for istisiaetinii Now one man cannot merit or demerit

for another, since it is written <Ps. Ixi. 12) : Thou wiU render

io «Mry m*n according to kit workt. Therefore one man
cannot make satisfaction for another.

Obj. 2. Further, satisfaction is condivided with contrition

and omlession. But cme man cannot be contrite or confess

for another. Neither therefore can one make satisfaction

for another.

Obj. 3. Further, by praying for another one merits abo

for oneself. If thereioie a man can make sstiifacHon for

another, he satisfies for himself by satisfying for another, so

that if a man satisfy for another he need not make satisfac-

tion for his own
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Obf. 4. Fortber. if one can satisfy for another, as soon

as he takes the debt of punishment 00 himself, this other is

freed from his debt. Therefore the latter will go straight

to heaven, if he die after the whole of his debt of punish-

ment has been taken up by another; else, if he be punished

all the same, a double punisliment wiU be paid for the same

sin. vis. by him who has begun to make satisfaction, and by

him who is punished in Purgatory.

On Uu combrtry. It is written (Gal. vi. a): Bettf ye one

anoUm^t bmtkens. Therefore it seems that one can bear

the burthen of punishment laid upon another.

Further, charity avails more before God than before man.

Now before man, one can pay another's debt for love of him.

Much more, therefore, can this be done before the judgment

seat of God.

/ mmnfer thai. Satisfactory punishment has a twofold

purpose, vis. to pay the debt, and to serve as a remedy for

the avoidance of sin. Accordingly, as a remedy against

future ttik, the satisfaction of one does not profit another.

for the flesh of one man is not tamed by another's fast ; nor

does one man acquire the habit of well-doing, through the

actions of another, except accidentally, in so ^ as a man,

by his good actions, may merit an increase of grace for

another, since grace is the most efficacious remedy for the

avoidance of sin. Bat this is by way of merit rather than

of satisfaction. On the other hand, as regards the payment

of the debt, one man can satisfy for another, provided he be

in a state of charity, so that his works may avail for satisfoc-

tioo. Nor is it necesMry that he who satisfies for another

should undergo a greater punishment than the principal

wookl have to nadeiTgo <as some maintain, who argue that

a man profits more by his own punishment than by
another's), becaiae pmiishaieat derives its power of satis-

faction chiefly from charity wberetyy man beare it. And
since greater charity is evideoosd by a man satisfying for

another than for himself, less punishment is required of him
who saliiAes for another, than of the principal: whereforo we
read in the Uvea of the Fathers (v. 3) of one who for kyfeof
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his brother did penance for asm which his brother had not

oominitteJ. and that on account of his charity his brother

mt released from a sin which he had fflininittf>d. Nor is it

necenaiy that the one for whom satkiii'tinn is made should

be unable to make satis&ctioo himself, for even if he were

able, he would be released from his debt when the other

satisfied in his stead. But this is necessary in so far as the

satis&urtory punishment is medicinal: so that a man is not

to be allowed to do penance for another, unless there be

evidence of some defect in th-^
*- ~-tmt, cither bodily, so that

he b unable to bear it, or S) ^o that he is not ready to

uadagoit.

lUpiy Obj. I. The rssfntiai reward is bestowed on a man
according to his dispoaitirm, because the fofaiess of the sight

of God will be according to the capacity of those who see

Him. Wherefore just as one man is not disposed thereto

by another's act, so one man does not merit the msential

reward for another, unless his merit has infinite efi&cacy,

as the merit of Christ, whereby children come to eternal life

through Baptism. On the other hand, the temporal punish-

ment due to sin after the guilt has been forgiven is not

measured according to the disposition of the man to whom
it is due. sinoe sonnttimffs the better man owes a greater

debt of punishnMBl. Gmseqoently one man can merit for

another as regards release from punishment, and one man*s

act becomes another's, by means of charity whereby we are

tU onsin Ckntt (Gal. iii. 28).

lUply Ohj. 2. Contrition is ordained against the guilt

which affects a man's disposition to goodness or maUoe. so

that one man is not freed from guilt by another's contrition.

In like manner by coofenion a man submits to the sacra-

ments of the Church: nor can one man receive a sacrament

instead of another* since in a sacrament grace is given to

the recipient, not to another. Coosequently there is no

comparison between satisfaction and contrition and con-

fUply Ohj. 3. In the payment of the debt we consider the

measure of the punishment, whereas in merit we regard



215 POSSIBILITY OF SATISFACTION Q.i3.A«T.a

^ Uie root which is chaiity : wherefore he that, through charity,

merits for another, at least ooagmously. merits more for

himself; yet he that satisfies for another does not also satisfy

for himself, because the measure of the punishment does not

toflioe for the sins of both, although by satisfying for

aaoUnr he merits something greater than the release from

pnn iihmwit, viz. eternal Ufo.

R&ply Obj. 4. If this man bound himself to undergo a

certain punishment, he would not be released from the debt

b^ore paying it : wherefore he himself will suffer the punish-

ment, as long as the other makes satisfaction for him : and
if he do not this, then both are debtors in respect of fulfilling

this punishment, one for the sin committed, the other for

his omission, so that it does not follow that one sin is twice

punished.



QUESTION Xrv.

OF THR QUALITY OF SATISFACTION

(/n Fmm ArtteUs.)

We must now oonsider the quality of satisfiction. under

which head there are five points of inquiry: (i) Whether
a man can satisfy for one sin without satisfying for another ?

(2) Whether if a man fall into sin after being oonthte for

all his sins, can, now that he has lost charity, satisfy for his

other sins which were pardoned him through his contrition ?

(3) Whether a man*s previous satisfaction begins to avail

when he recovers charity ? (4) Whether works done with-

out charity merit any good ? (5) Whether such works avail

for the mitigatioD of the pains of hell ?

First Article.

whether a man can satisfy for onf sin without
satisfying for another ?

We proceed thu$ to the Fini ArUcU :—
Objection i. It seems that a man can sati . Wn one mm

without satisiying lor another. Becaoie n u bcvi-ral

things are not connected together one can be taken away
without another. Now sins are not amncctcd together,

else ^idioever had one would have theni all. Therefore one
sin can be expiated by satisfaction, without another.

06/. 2. Further, God is more merciiul than man. But
man accepts the payment of one debt without the pa3rment

of another. Therefore God accepts satisfaction for one sin

without the other.

ai6
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Obf. 3. Furtber. a« sUted in tbe text (iv. S4$U, D. 15).

itM^Meiion it k> u^rooi tk§ cmmae» of mn, mnd givs no op§H'

•mg to the rnggmHom tkefoo/. Now this can be done with

regtrd to oae sin and not another, as when a man curbs his

lust and peracveres in covetousness. Therefore we can make
satisfaction for one sin without satisfying for another.

On ikt contrtiry. The fast of those who fasted /or iUbtOm

mnd sififet (Isa. Iviii. 4. 5) was not acceptable to God,

though fasting be a work of satisbction. Now satisfac-

tion cannot be made save by works that are acceptable

to God. Therefore he that has a sin on his oonsdoioe

cannot make satisfeurtion to God.

Further, satisfaction is a remedy for the healing of past

sins, and for preserving from future sins, as staled above

(Q. XII.. A. 3). But without grace it is impossible to avoid

sins. Therefoie, since each sin exchides grace, it is not

possible to make satisfaction for one sin and not lor another.

/ ansmv thai, Some have held that it is possible to make
tatisfMtion for one sin and not for another, as the Master

states (iv. Sent, 15). But this cannot be. For since the

previous (rfEenoe has to be removed by satisfaction, the mode
of satisfaction must needs be consistent with the removal of

the offence. Now removal of offence is renewal of friend-

ship: wherefore if there be anything to hinder the renewal

of friendship there can be no satisfaction. Since, therefore.

every sin is a hindranrr to the friendship of charity, which

is the friendship of man for God. it is impossible for man to

make satisfaction for one sin while hokiing to another;

even at neither would a man make satisfaction to another

for a btow. if while throwing himself at his feet he were to

give him another.

Reply Obf. i. As sins are not connected together in some
single one. a man can incur one without mcurring another;

whereas all sins are remitted by reason of one same thing,

so that the remissions of various sins are connected to-

gether. CoQseqwBtly tetitiMtkin cannot be made for one

and not for aoothef

.

Reply Ob). 2. When a man is under obligation to another
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by retiou of a debt, the only inequality between tbem if

that which it opposed to jtistice. so that for restttutioo

nothing further is required than that the equality of justice

should be reinstated, and this can be done in respect of one

debt witboiit another. But when the ofalifstion is based

on an ofinoe, there is ineqnahty not only of Jostioe but alio

ol friendship, so that for the offence to be removed by satis*

Miction, not only must the equality of Justice be restored

by the pajmMnt of a punishment equal to the offence, but

alK> the equality of friendship must be reinstated, which is

impossible so long as an obstacle to friendship remains.

R»ply Obj. 3. By its weight, om tin drags m dom» to

Mmoiker, as Gregory says {Mofl. xxv.) : so that when a man
holds to one sin. he does not sufficiently cut himself off from

the causes of further sin.

Sbcoicd Article.

whether. wheh deprived of charity. a man can make
satisfaction for sins for which he was previously

contrite ?

W$ pfoued tJim to the Second Articie ;—
ObfecHon i. It seems that if a man hdl into sin after

being contrite for all his sins, he can, now that he has lost

charity, satisfy for his other sins which were already par-

doned him through his contrition. For Daniel said to Nabu-
cbodonosor (Dan. iv. 24) : Redeem thou thy tins with alms.

Yet he was still a sinner, as is shown by hit tnbtequent
punishment. Therefore a man can make satisf^rtion while

in a state of sin.

Obj. 2. Further, Man knoweih not whether he be worthy of

Ume or htUred (Ecck. ix. i). If therefore one cannot make
satisfiction unless one be in a state of charity, it would be

impossibk to know whether one bad made satisfaction,

which would be unseemly.

Obj. 3. Further, a man*s entire action takes its form from

the intention which he had at the beginning. But a penitent

is in a state of charity when he begms to repent. Therefore
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his whole tubttqiiMit itHtfaction will derive its efficacy

from the charity which quickens his intention.

Obi.4. Further, satisfaction consists in a certain eqnali»-

tion of guilt to ponishment. But these things can be

equalised even in one who is devoid of charity. There-

fore, etc.

On the comirmry, Ckfity C99e9dh all sins (Prov. x. 12).

But satisfaction has the power of blotting out sins. There-

fore it is powerless without charity.

Further, the chief work of satisfaction b almsdeeds. But

afatts given by one who is devoid of charity avail nothing,

as is deariy stated i Cor. ziii. 3. // / should distrHmte all my
goods io/otd the poor . . . and have nol charity, it profiUth me
nothing. Therefore there can be no satisfaction with

mortal sin.

/ mntmtr that. Some have said that if, when all a man*s

sins have been pardoned throng contrition, and before he

has made satisfaction for them, he falls into sin. and then

makes satisfaction, such satisfaction will be valid, so that

if he die in that sin, be wiD not be punished in hell for the

other siM.

Bnt this cannot be. because satisfaction requires the

reinstatement of friendship and the restoration of the

equality of justice, the contrary of which destroys friend-

ship, as the Philosopher states {Ethie. ix.). Now in satis^-

tkm made to God. the equality is based, not on equiva-

lence but rather on God*s acceptation : so that, although the

oflsBoe be abeedy removed by previous contrition, the

works of satiiiictinn must be acceptable to God. and for this

they aie depeadsnt on charity. Consequently works done

without charity are not satisfactory.

R^ply Obj. I. Daniefs advice meant that he should ^ivr

up sin and repent, and so make satisfaction by giving aiui&.

R0ply Obj. 3. Even as man knows not for certain whether

he had charity when making satisfactk», or whether he

has it now, so too he knowt not for certain whether he made
fttD satisfMtioii: wtierefore it is written (Ecclus. v. 3): Ba
not wiikont /ear iAotd tin /orgiean. And yet man need not.
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oo account of that fear, repeat the sattsfactioB made, if he

ii not cooicioiia of a mortal «n. For althoagh te may not

have expiated hk ponidimMit by that ntiafMtkm. he does

not incur the guiJt of omiiiioo thraogh neglectteg to make
artificlion; evan as he who receives the Eucharist with-

oot being conscious of a mortal sin of which he is guilty, does

not incur the guilt of receiving unworthily.

Rtpiy Obj. 3. His intention was interrupted by his sub-

sequent sin, so that it gives no virtue to the works done after

ttaitsin.

R/tply Obj. 4. Sufficient equahation is impossible both as

to the Divine acceptation and as to equivakaoe: so that

the aifuuieut proves nothing.

Third Article.

whethsr previous satisfaction begins to avail after

man is restored to charity ?

W§ ffoc§ei tkm to the Tkird Artuis ;—
Objsetion i. It seems that when a man has recoveied

diarity his previous satisfaction begins to avail, because a

gk)8S on Levit. xxv. 25. 1/ thy brother bting impooeriahsd, etc.,

says that the /rmt of « matCt good worhi thmU be eommttd

from the time whem he timted. But they would not be

counted, unless they derived some efficacy from his subse-

queol diarity. Therefore they begin to avail after he

lecoveis dianty.

Obj. 2. Further, as the efiicacy of satisfaction i

by sin, so the efficacy of Baptism is hindered b\

Now Baptim begins to avail when inainct:

Therefore satisfaction begins to avail when sm i» taken

away.

Obj. 3. Further, if a man is given as a penance for the sins

he has committed, to fast for several days, and then, after

falling again into sin, he completes his penance, he is not tokl

.

when he goes to confewion a second time, to fast cooe again.

But he would be told to do so, if he did not fulfil his duty

of satisfartino by them. Therefore his prevknis works be-
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ooiBO valid unto aatisfactkn. throng his suUsequeat

repentance.

Oh the contrmry^ Works done witoout cnariiy were not

satisfactory, through being dead works. But they are not

quickened hy penance. Therefore they do not b^in to be

satisfactory.

Farther, charity does not quicken a work, unless, in some
way that work proceeds therefrom. But works cannot be

acceptable to God. and therefore cannot be satisfactory,

unless they be quickened by chanty. Since then the works

done without chanty, in no way proceeded from charity, nor

ever can proceed therefrom, they can by no means count

towards satisfaction.

/ ansmtr iMsi, Some have said that works done while in

a state of charity, which are called living works, are meri-

torious in respect of eternal life, and satisfactory in respect

of pajfing ofi the debt of punishment; and that by subse-

quent charity, works done without charity are quickened

so as to be satisfactory, but not so as to be meiitonous of

eternal life. But this is impossible, because works done in

charity |mxluce both these effects for the same reason, viz.

because they are pleasing to God: wherefore just as charity

by its advent cannot make works done without charity to

be pleaaing in one respect, so neither can it make them
pleasing in the other respect.

Rfply Obj, X. This means that the fruits are reckoned.

not from the time when he was first in sin. but from the time

when he ceased to sin, idien. to wit. he was last in sin;

unlets he was contrite as soon as he had sinned, and did

many good actions before he confessed.—Or we may say

that the greater the contrition, the more it alleviates the

punishment, and the more good actions a man does while

in dn. the more he disposes himself to the grace of contrition,

so that it is probable that he owes a smaller debt of puniab-

ment. For this reason the priest should ose discretioo in

taking them into aooount. so as to give him a lighter penanoe,

aooording as he fbds him better disposed.

lUply Obj. 2. Baptim imprints a character on the loiil.
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MtitltcHon does not. Hflooe oo the advent of

charity, which mnovet both iufaioerity and tin. it caoMt
Baptten to have ita effect, whereaa it does not do thii for

satisfaction. Moreover EUiptisni confsia |uttiflcation in

virtue of the deed («r op§r§ optnOo) whidi is not man's

deed but God*s. wherefore it does not become a lifeless deed

as satisfaction does, which is a deed of man.

R»plyOhj.y Sometimes satisfaction is soch as to leave an

effect in the penon who makea satisfsctioa, even after the

act of satisfaction has been dooe; thus fasting leaves the

body weak, and ahnadeeds result in a diminution of a per-

son's subetanoe, and so on. In such cases there is no need

to repeat the works of satisfaction if they have been done

while in a state of sin. because through penance they are

acceptable to God in the result they leave behind. But

when a work of satisfaction leaves behind no efifect in

the pereon that does satisfaction, it needs to be repeated,

as in the case of preyer and so forth. Interior works,

since they pass away altogether, are nowise quickened,

and must be repeated.

Fourth Article.

whether works done without charity merit any.

at least temporal. good ?

We proceed tkm to the Fourth ArHcU :—
Objection i. It seems that works done without charity

merit some, at least a temporal, good. For as pwrishment

is to the evil act. so is rewud to a good act. Now no evil

deed is unpunished by God the just judge. Therefore no

good deed is unrewarded, and so every good deed merits

some good.

Ohf. 3. Further, reward is not given except for merit.

Now some reward is given for works done without chanty.

wherefore it is written (Matth. vi. 2, 5, 16) of those who do

good actions for the sake of human gk>ry. that tMey ktne

ftcmved their remeard. Therefore those works merit some

good.
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Olyf. 3. Further, il there be two men both in sin. one d
whom does many deeds that are good in themselves and in

their uiciiinslaiM»», wfaik the other does none, they are not

eqtmlly neir to the reoeptioii of good things fnxn God, else

the latter need not be advised to do any good deeds. Now
he that is nearer to God receives more of His good things.

Therefore the former, on account of his good works, merits

some good from God.

On the contrary, Augnstine says that the sinner is not

worthy of the hreud he «ai$. Therefore he cannot merit any-

thing from God.

Further, he that is nothing, can merit nothing. But a

r throogh not having charity, is nothing in respect of

al being, according to i Cor. xiii. 2. Therefore he

can merit nothing.

/ antrntr that. Properly speaking a merit is an action on

account of which it is just that the agent should be given

something. Now justice is twofokl: first, there is justice

properly so called, which regards something due on the part

of the recipient. Secondly, there is metaphorical justice,

so to speak, which regards something due on the part of

the giver, for it may be right for the giver to give something

to which the receiver has no claim. In this sense the

fiimeti of the Divine goodnets is justice; thus Ansehn says

(ProMolog. X.) that God tt jusi when Ha 9pmrea the tinner,

baeama thit it befitting. And in this way merit is abo two«

fokl. The first is an act in respect of which the agent him-
self has a claim to receive something, and this is called

merit of condignity. The second is an act the result of which
is that there is a duty of giving in the giver by reason of

fittingne», wherefore it is called merit of congruify. Now
since in an gratuitous givings, the primary reason of the

giving is love, it is impossible for anyone, properly speaking,

to lay claim to a gift, if he lack friendship. Wherefore, at

all things, whether temporal or eternal, are bestowed on us

by the boonty of God, so one can acquire a claim to any of

them, save through charity towards God: so that worka
done without charity are not oondignly meritorious of any
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good from God; either eternal or temporaj. But inoe it if

kaittrng the foodae» of God, that wherever He find» a
diipniifinn He ihoald grant the perfection, a man ia said

to merit ooognioualy tome good by means of good works
done without chanty. Accordingly suchlike works avail

for a threefokl good, acquisition of temporal goods, dispo-

sition to grace, habituation to good works. Since, however.

this is not merit properly so caUed, we shouU grant that

such works are not meritonoos of any good, rather than

that they are.

Reply Obf. I. As the Philosopher states {Ethic, viii.). since

no matter what a son may do, he can never give back to hit

father the equal otf what he has rsceived from him, a fathtr

can never become his san*s debtor: and much less can man
make God his debtor on account of equivalence of work.

Consequently no work of ours can merit a reward by reason

of its measuie of goodness, but it can by reason of charity,

which makes friends hoki their poiseieiooi in oommoo.
Therefore, no matter how good a work may be. if it

be dooe without charity, it does not give man a claim to

leoeive an3rthing from God. On the other hand, an evil

deed deserves an equivalent punishment accordinf to ths

measure of its malice, because no evil has been done to ns

on the part of God. like the good which He has done.

IhflKfoie, although an evil deed deserves condign punish-

meat, nevertheless a good dcM without rliarity does not

merit condign reward.

Reply Obj. 2 and 3. These arguments rflntider merit of

OQOgrutty; while the other arguments consder merit of

ooodignity.

Fifth Article.

whsther the aforesaid works avail for the mitigation

of the pains of hell }

We procua tim* to the Fifth AfOcU

:

—
Obiediom X. It seems that the aforesaid works do not avail

for the mitigation of the pains of hell. For the measure of

It in hell will answer to the measure of guilt.
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But works done without charity do not diminish the measure

of guilt. Neither, therefore, do they lessen the pains of l)eU.

Obj. a. Further, the pain of hell, though infinite in dura-

tion, is nevertheless finite in intensty. Now anything

finite is done away by finite subtracti<xi. If therefore works

done without charity cancelled any of the punislmient due
for sins, those works might be so numerous, that the pain of

hell wouU be done away altogether: which is feUse.

Obj. 3. Further, the suffrages of the Church are more
eflkacious than works done without charity. But, according

to Augustine (Enchir. ex.). the suffrages of the Chmch do not

profU the damned in hell. Much less therefore are those

pains mitigated by works done without charity.

On the contrary, Augustine also says {Enchir. ibid.) :

Whomaoeur they profit, either receive a full pardon, or at

least find damnation itself more tolerable.

Further, it is a greater thing to do a good deed than to

omit an evil deed. But the omission of an evil deed always

avoids a punishment, even in one who lacks charity. Much
more, therefore, do good deeds void punishment.

/ answer that. Mitigation of the pains of hell can be under-

stood in two ways: first as though one were delivered from

the punishment which he already deserved, and thus, since

no one is delivered irom punishment unless he be absolved

from guih. (for an effect is not diminished or done away
unless its cause be diminished or done away), the pain of

hell cannot be mitigated by works done without charity.

since they are unable to remove or diminish guilt. Secondly,

io that the demerit of punishment is hindered ; and thus the

aforesaid works diminish the pain of hell,— first becanse

he who does such works escapes being guilty of omitting

them.—eecondly, because such works dispote one some-
what to good, so that a man sins from lets contempt, and
indeed is drawn away from many sins thereby.

These works do, however, merit a diminution or post-

ponement of temporal punishment, as in the cue of Ajchab

(3 Kings xxi. 27 se^.), as also the acquisition of temporal

goods.

in. 4 15
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Some, hofwever, my that they mitigate the paini of bell,

not by tubtractiiig any of their wbilance, but by stfVQfth-

ening the sab)ect, lo that he it mote able to bear then.

But this ie impoeeible, becaute there ie no ttrwigthfiiing

without a HtminntinB o< ptnibilHji. Now paaibihty it

aooofding to the meaiiire ot goilt, wfaeieioie if guilt it not

removed, neither can the subject be strengthened.

Some a^un say that the punishment is mitigated as to

the remocae of cooscienoe, though not as to the pain of fire.

Bat neither will this stand, because as the pain of fire is

equal to the guilt, so also is the pain of the remone of con-

scaenoe: so that what applies to one applies lo the other.

This suffices for the RspUei to the ObftOiom.



QUESTION XV.

OF THE KEANS OF MAKING SATISFACTION.

{In Tim— ArticUs.)

We must now consider the means of making satisfaction,

tinder which head there are three points of inqniiy :

(i) Whetlier satisfaction must be made by means of penal

works ? (2) Whether the scourges whereby God punislies

man in this life, are satisfactory ? (3) Whether the works

of satisfaction are snitably reckoned, by sa3ring that there

are three, viz. afansdeeds. fasting, and prayer ?

First Articui.

whsthbk satisfacnoir must bb made by means of penal
WORKS?

W0 procetd tkM to the First Article :—
Ot^uHon I. It seems that satisfaction need not be made

by means of penal works. For satisfaction should make
compensation for the ollence committed against God. Now,
seemingly, no compensatioo is given to God by penal works,

for God does not delight in our sufferings, as appears from

Tob. iii. 22. Therelore satitfaction need not be made by
means of penal works.

Obj. 2. Further, the greater the chanty from which a

work proceeds, tbe le» penal is that work, for cktmiy keUh

mo pmn^ aoooidiiig to z John hr. x8. II thnefon woiks of

Mtitfaction need to be penal, the more they proceed from

chanty, the less satisfKtory will they be: which b falw.
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05y. 3. Further, SmUi/MMom, as Auelm ttatet {Cur Dmt
komto i.) cofMMto in gimn§ dms ktmom to God. But thit cad

be done by other meant than penal works. ThereloR tatii-

faction needs not to be made by means of penal woiks.

On ike eomhwy, Qngotf says {Horn, in Epong. xx.) : // is

jnai timi ikt mmm^ hy ki$ r§pmii»nc§, tkonld infiid on himulj

to mmeh tk$ greater entering, 4U he has bronght greater harm on

himeelf by his sin.

Further, the wound caused by sin should be perfectly

nealed by satisfaction. Now punishment is the remedy for

sins, as the Philosopher says {Ethic, ii.). Theiefofe satisfac-

tion should be made by means of penaJ works.

/ anmeer thai. As stated above (Q. XII.. A. 3). Satisfaction

regards both the past offence, for which compensation it

made by its means, and also future sin wherefrom we are

preserved thereby: and in both respects satisfactkm needs to

be made by means of penal works. For compensation for

an offence implies equadity, which must needs be between

the offender and the penon whom he offends. Now equali-

sation in human justice consists in taking away from one

that which he has too much of. and giving it to the person

from whom something has been taken. And. altboogh

nothing can be taken away from God, so far as He is oon-

cemed, yet the sinner, for his part, deprives Him of some-

thing by sinning, as stated above (Q. XII., AA. 3, 4). Con-

sequently, in order that compensation be made, something

by way of saUs^tion that may conduce to the glory of God
must be taken away from the sinner. Now a good work,

as such, does not deprive the agent of anything, but perfects

him : so that the deprivation cannot be effected by a good

work unless it be penal. Therefore, in order that a work
be satisfactory it needs to be good, that it may conduce to

God's honour, and it must be penal, so that something may
be taken away from the sinner thereby.

Again pun^hment preserves from future sin, because a

man does not easily fall back into sin when he has had experi-

enoe of the punishment. Wherefore, according to the

PhikMopber {ioc. cit.) punishments are medicinal.
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R0ply Obj. I. Thou^ God does not delight in our punish-

ments as such, yet He does, in so far as they are just, and

thus they can be satisfactory.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as, in satisfaction, we have to note

the penality of the work, so, in merit, we must observe its

difficulty. Now if the difficulty of the work itself be

diniinished, other things being equal, the merit is also

diminished; but if the difficulty be diminished on the part

of the promptitude of the will, this does not diminish the

merit, but increases it; and. in hke manner, diminution of

the penahty of a work, on account of the will being made
more prompt by charity, does not lessen the efficacy of

satis&tction. but increases it.

Reply Obj. 3. That which is due for sin is comix n^^ation

for the offence, and this cannot be done without p .r !i

ment of the sinner. It is of this debt that Anselrn

Second Article,

whft"»^^»' tvh scourges op thb present i ife are satis-

FACTORY ?

\Vc
f TKced thus to the Second Article

:

—
<^>' (\.'j n i^ It seems that the scourges whereby we are

l>uuii>hed by God in this Ufe. cannot be satisfactory. For

nothing but what is meritorious can be satisfactory, as is

cfear from what has been said (Q. XIV., A. 3). But we do

not oterit ea^oept by what is in our own power. Since

tberefoce the scourges with which God punishes us are not

in our power, it seems that they cannot be satisfactory.

06/. 3. Further, only the good make satisfaction. But

these soouiges are inflicted on the wicked also, and are

deserved by them most of all. Therefore they cannot be

satisfaictory.

Obj. 3. Further, satitfactioo regards past sins. But

these scourges are iometimes inflicted on those vrho have no
sins, as in the case of Job. Therefore it seems that they

are not satisbctory.

On the iOfUrary, It is written (Rom. v. 3, 4) : TribnlaHim



0. 15 AjiT. a THE " SUMMA THEOLOGICA "
fljD

worktih ptUimcs, mttd p^Uimcs tmd, \M, isUv^ramcs from tin,

s t idiots expiaiw it.

Further. Ambiwe says {Snper Pt. cxviii.): AiHumgh

/mik, ije. tbs comciootnw of sin. 6# lackini, Ike ptmitk-

mmd taiisfia. Therefore the sconrfes of this Hie are

aatitfaictory.

/ antmer thai» Compensatioo for a past ofienoe can be

enforced either by the offender or by another. When it is

enforced by another, such compensation is of a vindictive

rather than of a satisfactory nature, whereas when it is made

by the offender, it is also satisfactory. Consequently, if

the scourges, which are inflicted by God on acootmt of sin.

become in some way the act of the sufferer they acquire

a satisfictory character. Now they become the act of the

sufferer in so far as he accepts them lor the deansing of his

sins, by taking advantage of them patiently. If, however,

he refuse to submit to them patiently, then they do not

become his petsooal aet in any way. and are not of a satia-

factory, but merely of a vindictive character.

R»ply Ohj. I. Although these scourges are not altogether

in our power, yet in some respect they are. in so far as we
use than patiently. In this way man makes a virtue of

ueoewity, so that such things can become both meritorious

and satisfactory.

R»^ Ohj. 2. As Augustine observes {De Civ. Dei i.).

even as the same fire make$ gold glitUn and straw reek, so by

the same scourges are the good deansed and the wicked

wonened on account of their impatience. Hence, thoogh

the scourges are common to both, satisfactioo is only on the

side of the good.

Raply Obj. 3. These scourges alwmys regard past guilt,

not always the guilt of the person, but sometimes the guilt

of nature. For had there not been guilt in htunan nature,

there would have been no punishment. But since guilt

preceded in nature, punishment is inflicted by God on a

person without the person's fault, that his virtue may be

meritorious, and that he may avoid future sin. Moreover,

these tficp things are necessary in satitfaction. For the
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wofk needs to be meritorious, that honour may be given to

God. and it mutt be a tafegnard of virtue, that we may be

from future

Third Article.

whetrsk the works of satisfaction are suitably

enumerated ?

Wi proceed thus to the Third Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that the works of satisfaction are

mflaitably enumerated by saying that there are three, viz.

almstVeds, futmg. and prayer. For a work of satisfeurtion

shottkl be penal. But pnyer b not penal, since it is a

remedy against penal sorrow, and is a source of pleasure,

wherefore it is written (James v. 13) : Is any of you sad ?

Let him pray. Is he cheerful in mind? Lei him sing.

Therefore prayer shoukl not be reckoned among the works

of satiffactioD.

Obj. 2. Further, every sin is either carnal or spiritual.

Now, as Jerome uy% on Mark ix. 28. This kind of demons
can go out by noUmng, bui by prayer and fasting

:

—Diseases

of tht body aire healed by fatting, diseases of the mind, by

prayer. Therefore no other work of satisfictkm is necessary.

Obj. 3. Further, satisfoction is necessary m order ior us

to be cVimiifd from our sins. But almsgiving cleansfs from

aU tins, according to Luke xi. 41 : Give alms, and behold all

things are dean unto you. Therefore the other two are in

Obj. 4. On the other hand, it seems that there shooki be

more. For contnuy heah cootnry. But there are many
moie than three kinds of sfai. Therefore more works of

satiflfKrtkn shoukl be enumerated.

Obj. 5. Further, pUgrinufet and soourgings are also

eniotoed as works ol satttfrictfcm, and are not inchidfd

among the above. Tberefora they are not sufficiently

enumerated.

/ amnmer that, Satitfiction sbouU be of such a nature as

to involve sonwrfhing taken away from us for the honour of
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God. Now we have but three kiiidi of goods, bodily,

Hiiiiluil, Aod goodf of fortunB. or extenial goods. By
ahniidfifwh we deprive otinehres of some goods of fortune,

and by fasting we retrench goods of the body. As to goods
• f t!f -mI there is no need to deprive oursehres of any of

thini. c.ii:cT in whole or in part, since thereby we become
acceptable to God. but we should submit them entirely to

God. which is done by prayer.

This number is shown to be suitable in so far as satisfac-

tion uproots the causes of sin, for these are reckoned to be

three (x John u. x6). viz. concupitcmct of tJu fiah, concu-

pi$e»Hce of ike tyet, and pride of life. Fasting is directed

against coocupisoence of the fiesh, almadeeds against concu-

piscence of the eyes, and prayer against pride of life, as

Augustine myt {Enarr. in Ps. xlii.).

This number is also shown to be suitable in so ^ as

satisfaction does not open a way to the suggestions of sin,

because every sin is committed either against God. and

this is prevented by prayer, or against our neighbour, and

this is remedied by almsdeeds, or against ourselves, and

this is forestalled by fasting.

Reply Obj. i. According to some, prayer is twofold.

There is the prayer of contemplatives whose ctmsertation is

in heaven : and this, since it is altogether delightful, b not

a vrotk of satisfaction. The other is a prayer which pours

forth sighs for sin; this is penal and a pajt of satisfaction.

It may also be replied, and better, that every prayer has

the character of satisfaction, for tlnnigh it be tweet to the

soul it is painful to the body, since, as Gregory §tiys {Super

Exech., Horn. xiv.). doubUeu, whan our souTt love is

strengthened, our body's strength is weakened ; hence we read

(Gen. zxxii. 25) that the sinew of Jacob's thigh shrank

through his wrestling with the angel.

Reply Obj. 2. Carnal sin is twofold; one which is com-

pleted in carnal delectation, as gluttony and lust; and

another which is completed in things relating to the flesh,

though it be completed in the delectation of the soul rather

than of the flesh. asXcovetousness. Hence suchlike sins
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are between spihtual and carnal sins, so that they need a

satisfBction proper to them, viz. almsdeeds.

Rtply Obj. 3. Although each of these three, by a kind of

likmifw. is appropriated to some particular kind of sin

because it is reasonable that, whereby a man sins, in that he

should be punished, and that satisfaction should cut out

the very root of the sin committed, yet each of them can

satisfy for any kind of sin. Hence if a man is unable to

perform one of the above, another is imposed on him. chiefly

abnadeeds. which can take the place of the others, in so fsu*

as in those to whom a man gives alms he purchases other

works of satis^tion thereby. Consequently even if alms-

giving washes aU sins away, it does not follow that other

works are in esness.

Reply Obj. 4. Though there are many kinds of sins, all

are reduced to those three roots or to those three kinds of

sin. to which, as we have said, the aforesaid works of satis-

faurtion correspond.

Reply Obj. 5. Whatever relates to affliction of the body is

all referred to faisting, and whatever is spent for the benefit

of one's ndc^bour is a kind of alms, and whatever act of

worship is given to God becomes a kind of prayer, so that

even ooe work can be satisfactory in several ways.



QUESTION XVI.

OP THOSE WHO RECEIVE THE SACRAMENT OF PENANCE.

{In Tkrm AfticUt.)

Ws most noir ooonder the redpients of the nommeatof
Penance: under which head there are three points of in-

quiry: (x) Whether penance can be in the innocent ?

(2) Whether it can be in the taints in glory ? (3) Whether

in the good or bad anfels ?

First Article.

wrbthbr ptmamcb can bb in the oinocsnt ?

We proceed thus to the First ArHcU :—
ObjecHon i. It seema that penance cannot be in the inno-

cent. For penanor cooaists in bewailing one's evil deeds:

whereas the innocent have done no evil. Therefore penanine

cannot be in them.

06/. 2. Further, the very name of penance {PcemtenHe)

implies punishment {pctna). But the innocent do not

deserve punishment. Therefore penance is n "m.
Ohj, 3. Further, penance coincides with v;:— :..c Jus-

tice. But if all were innocent, there would be no room for

vindictive justice. Therefore there would be no penance,

so that there is none in the mnocent.

On the cotttrary, AU the virtues are infused together. But

penance is a virtue. Since, therefore, other virtues are

infused into the innocept at Baptism, penance is inlnaed

with them.

Fiuther, a man is said to be curable though he has never

44
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nek in body: therefore in like manner, one who has

never been sick spiritually. Now even as there can be

no actoal core from the wound of sin without an act of

penanoe, so b there no possibility of cure without the habit

of penance. Therefore one who has never had the disease

of sin, has the habit of penance.

/ tmtmtr tkmt, Habit comes between power and act : and
fince the removal of what precedes entails the removal of

what foUows. but not conversely, the removal of the habit

ensoes from the removal of the power to act, but not from

the removal of the act . And beoiuse removal of the matter

entails the removal of the act. since there can be no act with-

out the matter into which it passes, hence the habit of a
virtue it posaible in one for whom the matter is not available

«

for the reason that it can be available, so that the habit

can proceed to its act.—thus a poor man can have the habit

of magnificence, but not the act. because he is not possessed

of great wealth which is the matter of magnificenoe, but be

can be poiSHiaed thereof.

Rfply Ohj, X. Although the innocent have committed no
sin. nevertheless they can, so that they are competent to

have the habit of penance. Yet this habit can never pro-

ceed to its act, except perhaps with regard to their voiial

iiiii. becaose mortal sins destroy the habit. Neverthekss

it is not without its purpose, because it is a perfection of

the natural power.

Reply Ohj. 2. Although they deserve no punishment

actually, yet it is postibfe for something to be m them for

which they wookl deserve to be ponished.

tUply Obj. 3. So long as the power to sin remains, there

woaU be room for vindictive justice as to the habit, though

not as to the act. if there were no actoal sins.
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WHETHER THE SAIKTS DT GLOKY HAVE PENANCE ?

W§ pfocMi tkut to the Second ArUcU :—
OhjicUon I. It aeemt that tlie saints in glory have not

ptnanoe. For, as Gregory says {Moral, vv.), the bUsttd re-

membof their tintt even 09 we, without grief, remomker our

fnVSi «/t#r we heme beem hetUed, But penaooe is griel of the

heart. Theiefoce the saints in heaven have not penance.

Obi. 2. Further, the saints in heaven are conlbrroed to

Christ. But there was no penance in Christ, since there

was no faith which is the principle of penance. Therefore

there will be no penance in the saints in heaven.

Obf. 3. Further, a habit is useless if it b not reduced to

its act. But the saints in heaven will not repent actually,

because, if they did. there would be somctliing in them
against their wish. Therefore the habit of pmanoe wiO
not be in them.

06/. 4. On the other hmmd, penance is a part of justice.

But justice is perpetmU tmd immortal (Wis. i. 15). and will

remain in heaven. Therefore penance will also.

Obj. 5. Further, we read in the Lives of the Fathen. that

one of them said that even Abraham will repent of not having

done more good. But one ought to repent of evil done more
than of good left undone, and which one was not bound to

do. for such is the good in question. Therefore repentance

will be there of evil done.

/ antwer that. The cardinal virtues will reroam m heaven,

but only as regards the acts which they exercise in respect

of their end. Wherefore, since the virtue of penance is

a part of justice which is a cardinal virtue, whoever has the

habit of penance in this life, will have it in the life to come

:

but he will not have the same act as now, but another, viz.

thanksgiving to God lor His mercy in paixkwiing hia sins.

Reply Obf. I. This argument proves that they do not

have the same act as penance has now; and we grant this.

Reply Obj. 2. Christ could not sin. wherefore the matter
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this virtue was lacking in His respect both actuaUy

poientially: so that there is no comparison betweeu

Him and others.

R»ply Ohj. 3. Repentance, properly speaking, considered

as that act of penance which is in this hie, will not be in

heaven: and yet the habit will not be without its use. for it

will have another act.

R(pl\ Ohj. 4, 5. We grant the Fourth argument. But

smcc the Fifth Objection proves that there will be the same
act of penance in heaven as now, we answer the latter by
saying that m heaven one will be altogether conformed to

the will of God. Wherefore, as God, by His antecedent will,

but not by His consequent will, wkhes that all things

should be good, and therefore that there should be no evil,

so is it with the blessed. It is this will that this holy father

improperly calls penance.

Third Article,

whether k» angel can be the subject of penance ?

Wg proceed thus to the Third Article :—
Objection I. It seems that even a good or bad angel can

be a sabjcct of penance. For fear is the beginning of

penance. But fear is in the angels, according to James ii. 19:

The devUt . . . bekeve and tremble. Therefore there can be

penance in them.

Obj. 2. Further, the Phik)sopber says {Etkic. ix.) that

eml «MM »ref%tU c/ ropenkmee, mmd Urns it a greai pmtkMkmemi
/oriktm. Now the devik are exceeding evil, nor is there any
pnairiiineat that they lack. Therefore they can repent.

Obi. 3. Further, a thing is more easil • d to that

which is according to its nature than to tli^. m is against

its nature : thns water which has by violence been heated, of

itself returns to its natural propeity. Now angels can be

moved to sin which is contrary to their common nature.

Mnch more thenfare can they return to that which is in

accord with their nature. But this is done by penance.

Therefore they are wmctp^Sbk to penance.
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Obf. 4. Further, what applies to angeb, applies equally

to ispaiatad loaK as namammift mj% {D$ Fids Ofikod. ii.).

But there can be pfnaaw in separated souls, as soom say,

as in the souk of the blesMd in heaven. Therefore there can
be pmanoft in the angeb.

On tk§ contrary. By penance man obtains pardon for the

sin he has committed. But this is impossible ii| the angels.

Tbereiore they are not sabiects of penance.

Further, Damascene says (loc. cit.) that man is subject to

penance on account of the weakness of his body. But the

angels are not united to a body. Therefore no penance can
be in thsm.

/ antmtr that. In us, penance is taken in two senses; first,

as a passion, and thus it is nothing but pain or sonow on
account of a sin committed: and though, as a passion it

is only in the concupisdbfe part, yet, by way of com-
parison, the name of penance is given to that act of the

will, whereby a man detests idiat he has done, even as tove

and other passions are spoken of as though they were in

the intellectual appetite. Secondly, penance is taken as a

virtue, and in this way its act consists in the detestation

of evil done, together with the purpose of amendment and
the intention of expiating the evil, or of placating God for

the oOenoe committed. Now detestation of evil befits a
penon according as he is naturaOy ordained to good. And
stnoe this order or inclination is not entirely destroyed in

any creature, it remains even in the damned, and conse-

quently the passion of repentance, or something like it.

remains in them too, as stated in Wis. v. 3 {mying) wiikin

tkemuhet, upenHng, etc. This repentance, as it is not a

habit, but a paasioo or act. can by no means be in the

blessed angels, who have not committed any sins: but it is

in the wicked angels, since the same applies to them as to the

lost souls, for, according to Damascene {loc. cii.), dttdh i$

to man what sin i$ to an angel. But no foqgiveness is possible

for the sin of an angeL Now sin is the proper object of the

virtue itself which we call penance, in so far as it can be
pardoned or expiated. Therefore, since the wicfced
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have the matter, they have not the power to produce

the act, 10 that neither can they have the habit. Hence
the anfek cannot be subjects of the virtue of penance.

R*ply Obj. I. A certain movement of penance is en-

geadeiedm them from fear, but not such as is a virtue.

Thk iuilloes for theR^ to the Second ObjecHon.

R»ply Obj. 3. Whatever is natural in them is entirely

good, and inclines to good: but their free-will is fixed on
evil. And since the movement of virtue and vice follows

the inclination, not of nature, but of the free-will, there is

no need that there should be movements of virtue in them
either actually or possibly, although they are inclined to

good by nature.

lUply Obj. 4. There is no parity between the holy angels

and the beatified souls, because in the latter there has been

or could have been a sin that could be pardoned, but not in

the former: so that though they are like as to their present

state, they differ as to their previous states, which pwaance

regards directly.



QUESTION XVII

OF THE POWER OP THt Kl^YS.

(/« Tknt AftUhs.)

We must now consider the power of the mtnitters of this

sacrament, which power depends on the keys. As to thi5

matter, in the first place we shall treat of the keys, sec<

of excommunication, thirdly, of indulgences, since tuesc

two things are connected with the power of the keys. The
first of these conskkfrntioos will be fourfokl: (i) the nature

and meaning of the }EBy%: (a) the use of the keys: (3) the

ministers of the keys: (4) those on whom the use of the

keys can be exercised.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(r) Whether there ought to be keys in the Church ?

(2) Whether the key is the power of bindingand loosing, etc ?

(3) Whether there are two keys or only one ?

First Article.

WHETHER THERE SHOULD BE KEYS IN THE i lirRrii ">

We proctei Umt to the First ArUcU :—
Objection x. It seems that there is no necessity for keys in

the Church. For there is no need for keys that one may
enter a house the door of which is open. But it is written

{Apoc. iv. i): / took&d and behold a door was opened in

hsitwen, which door is Christ, for He said of Himself (John

x.y): I tun the door. Tberefoie the Church needs no keys

for the entrance into heaven.

06/. 2. Further, a key is needed for opening and shutting.

But this bekngs to Christ akxie. Who op^ndk and no mmn
340
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thmtUlk, tktdlHh tni mo num opmuth (Apoc. iii. 7). There-

fore the Church has no keys in the hands of her ministen.

Ohj. 3. Further, heU is opened to whomever heaven is

closed, and vice vena. Therefore whoever has the keys of

heaven, has the keys of heO. But the Church is not said to

have the keys of hell. Therefore neither has she the keys

of heaven.

On the contrary. It is written (Ifatth. xvi. 19) : To thee will

I give the keys of the kingdom o/hemven.

Further, every dispenser shookl have the keys of the things

that he dispenses. But the ministers of the Church are

the dispensers of the divine mysteries, as appears from

I Cor. iv. I. Therefore they ought to have the keys.

/ answer thai. In material things a key is an instroroent

for opening a door. Now the door of the kingdom is ckieed

to OS through sin. both as to the stain and as to the debt

of ponishment. Wherefore the power of removing this

obstacle is caDed a key. Now this power is in the Divine

Trinity by authority; hence some say that God has the

key of anthority. But Christ Man had the power to remove
the above obstacle, through the merit of His Passion, which

also is said to open the door; hence some say that He has

the keys of excellmce. And since the sacraments of which

the Church is bmOt, fUmei from the tide of Chrisi whiU He lay

mtlsep on the cross (Augustine.

—

Enarr. in Ps. cxxxviii.), the

eflkacy of the Pawkin abides in the sacraments of the

Church. Wherefaie a certain power for the removal of

the aforesaid obstacle is bestowed on the ministers of the

Chinch, who are the dispenecri of the sacnimeirtt, not by
their own. but by a Divine power and by the Piusion of

Christ. This power is called metaphorically the Church's

key, and is the key of mtrngtry.

Reply Obj. i. The door of heaven, oouidered in itself, is

ever open, but it it said to be cfosed to someone, on account

of tome obstacle against entering therein, which is in Urn-
self. The obstacle whkfa the entire human nature inherited

frooi the sin of the ftait man, was removed by Christ's Piu-
sion; hence, after the Puskm. John saw an opened door in

»tt. ^ ,0
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hMven. Yet that door sttU remaini doted to this or that

man. 00 account of the original sin wtiich he has contracted,

or the actual sin which he has commttttd : hence wc nted the

sacraments and the keys of the Churrl

lUply Ohj, 3. This refefs to His tkmsxg L
thenoelorth no one should go there, and to 11.^ i>i>^a.ii^ oi

Paradise, the obstacle of nature being removed by His

Btfsion.

Reply Ohj. 3. The key whereby hell is opened and ckised,

is the power of Ixttowing grace, whereby hell is opened to

man» so that he is taken out from sin which is the door of

hell, and dosed, so that tyy the help of grace man shookl no
more fall into sin. Now the power oif bestowing grace belongs

to God alone, wherefore He kept this key to Himself. But

the key of the kingdom is also the power to remit the debt

of temporal punishment, which debt prevents man from

entering the kingdom. Consequently the key of the king-

dom can be given to man rather than the key of bell, for

they are not the same, as is dear from what hss been said.

For a man may be set free from hell by the remission of the

debt of eternal punishment, without being at once admitted

to the kingdom, on account of his yet owing a debt of tem-

poral punishment.

tnay also be replied, as some state, that the key of

iMavcn is also the key of hell, since il one is opened to a man,

Ump other, for that very reason, is closed to him Hnf it takes

its name from the better of the two.

Secokd Article.

whether tub key is tife power of binding and
loosing, etc. ?

Wt proceed Urns to the Second AfUcU ;—
Objection x. It seems that the key is not the power of

binding and kxjsing, whereby the eccUmasttaU jndge keu to

admit the worthy to the kingdom and excUtde ike mngortky

therefrom^ as stated in the text (iv. Sent, D. 16). For the

spiritual power conferred in a sacxament is the same as the
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character. But the key and the character do not seem to

be the tame, since by the character man is referred to God,

whereas by the key. be is referred to his subjects. Therefore

the key is not a power.

06/. 2. Further, an ecclesiastical judge is only one who
has jurisdiction, which is not given at the same time as

Orders. But the keys are given in the conferring of Orders.

Therefore there should have been no mention of the ecclesi-

astical judge in the definition of the keys.

Obf. 3. Further, when a man has something of himself, he

neecb not to be reduced to act by some active power. Now
a man is admitted to the kingdom from the very fact that he

is worthy. Theielore it does not concern the pofwer of the

keys to admit the worthy to the kingdom.

Obj. 4. Further, sinners are unworthy of the kingdom.

But the Church prays for sinners, that they may go to

heaven. Therefore she does not exclude the unwoithy. but

admits them, so far as she is coooemed.
Obj. 5. Further, in every ordered series of agents, the last

end belongs to the principal and not to the instrt—-"al

agent. But the principal agent in view of man's u
is God. Therefore admission to the kingdom, which is the

last end. bekxigs to Him. and not to those who have the

keys, who are as instramental or ministerial agents.

/ antmtf tkmt. According to the Philosopher {De Ammn, ii.).

ptmtn «f# d4fiM$d/fom their ads. Wherefore, since the key
is a kind of power, it should be defined from its act or use.

and refereooe to the act should include its object from which
it takes its species, and the mode of acting whereby the

power is shown to be well oidered. Now the act of the

spiritual power is to open heaven, not absolutely, since it

is abeady open, as stated above (A. x. ad i), but for this or
that man; and this cannot be done in an orderly manner
without due oonsderatioo of the worthiness of the one to

be admitted to heaven. Hence the aforesaid definition of

the key gives the fBitni, via. ^0Mr. the sub|ect of the power,
vis. the fffati'ertirgi jui^t, and the act. via. t^ txtMinj er

admikn^, corresponding to the two acts of a material key
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wfaidi ire to open and shut ; the object of which act is r»-

fened to in the words from the kingdom, and the mode, in

the wQcds, wortky and mtmoriky, becann aocoont is taken

of the worthiness or unworthinMB of those on wlioin the act

is exercised.

Rsply Obj. I. The same power is directed to two things,

of which one is the cause of the other, as heat, in fire, is

directed to make a thing hot and to melt it. And since

every grace and remission in a mjfttical body comes to it

from its head, it seems that it is essentially tbe same power

whereby a priest can consecrate, and whereby he can kxMe

and bind, if he has jurisdiction, and that there is only a

toxical difierenoe, according as it is referred to different

eftcts, even as fire in one respect is said to have the power of

heating, and in another, the power of melting. And because

the character of the priestly order is nothing else than the

power of exercising that act to which the priestly order is

chiefly ordained (if we maintain that it is the same as a
spiritual povrer). therefore the character, the power of con-

secrating, and the power of the keys are one and the same

eswntjally, but di£fer k>gica]ly.

ReplyObj.2. All spiritual power is conferred by some kind

of oonseamtion. Therefore the key is given together with

the order: yet the nse of the key requires due matter. i.e. a

people subject through jurisdiction, so that until he has

juridiction. the priest has the kejrs, but he cannot exerdae

the act of the keys. And since the key is defined frtun its

act, its definition contains a reference to jurisdiction.

Rtply Obj. 3. A person may be worthy to have something

in two ways, either so as to have a right to possess it. and

thus whoever is worthy has heaven already opened to him.

—

or so that it is meet that he shookl receive it, and thus

the power of the keys admits thoae who are worthy, but to

whom heaven is not yet altogether opened.

Reply Obj. 4. Even as God hardens not by imparting

malice, but by withhokling grace, so a priest is said to ex-

clude, not as though he placed an obstacle to entrance, but

because he does not remove an obstacle which is there,
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noe he cannot remove it tinleas God has already removed

it.* Hence God is prayed that He may absolve, so that

there may be room for the priest*t absolution.

R^y Obj. 5. The priest's act does not bear immediately

00 the kingdom, but 00 the sacnments. by means of which

man wins to the kingdom.

Third Article.

whbtrsr there are two keys or okly one ?

We ^ocud timt to the Third Article :—
Objection i. It seems that there are not two keys but only

one. For ooe lock requires but one key. Now the lock for

the removal of which the keys of the Church are required,

is sin. Therefore the Church does not require two keys for

one sin.

Obj. 2. Further, the keys are given when Orders are con-

ferred. But knowledge is not always due to infusion, but

somftimrs is acquired, nor is it possessed by all those who
are ordained, and is possessed by some who arc not ordained.

Therefore knowledge is not a key. so that there is but one

key. viz. the power of judging.

Obj. 3. Further, the power which the priest has over the

mystic body of Christ flows from the power which he has

over Christ's true body. Now the power of consecrating

Christ's true body is tnit one. Therefore the power which

regards Christ*^ mystic body is but one. But this is a key.

Therefore, etc

Obj. 4. On the other hand» It seems that there are more

than two keys. For just as knowfed^and power are requisite

for man to act. so is will. But the knowledge of discretion

is reckoned as a key, and so is the power of judging.

Therefore the will to absolve should be comited as a key.

Obj. 5. Further, all three Divine Persoos remit sins. Now
the priest, through the keys, is the minitter for the remissioQ

of sins. Therefore he should have thvse kejrs, so that he

may be confonnad to the Trinity.

* CI. note 00 p. 349.
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/ mumtf thai, Whenever an act requires fitneas on the part

of the recipient, two thin^ are neoetaary in the one who
has to perform the act. viz. fudgment of the fitness of the

recipient, and accomplishment of the act. Therefore in the

act of justice whereby a man is given what he deserves,

there needs to be a judgment in order to discern whether
he deserves to receive. Again,an authority or power is neoes-

saiy for both these things, lor we cannot give save what
we have in our power; nor can there be judgment, without

the right to enforce it, since judgment is determined to one

particular thing, which determination it derives, in specu-

lative matters, from the first principles which cannot be

gunsayed, and, in practical matters, from the power of

oommand vested in the one who judges. And since the

act of the key requires fitness in the person on whom it is

exercised.—^because the ecclesiastical judge, by means of

the key, adfmt$ the worthy tmi excludes the utmorthy, as may
be seen from the definition given above (A. a).—^therefore

the judge requires both judgment of discretion whereby he

jud^ a man to be worthy, and also the very act of receiving

(that man*s confession) ; and for both these things a certain

power or authority is necessary. Accordingly we may dis-

tinguish two keys, the first of which regards the judgment

about the worthiness of the person to be absolved, while

the other regards the absolution.

These two keys are distinct, not in the essence of an: ' rt v,

since both belong to the minister by virtue of hi> "fli'»-.

but in comparison with their respective acts, one of which

presupposes the other.

Reply Obj. i. One key is ordained immediately to the

opening of one kxk. but it is not unfitting that one key

should be ordained to the act of another. Thus it is in the

case in point. For it is the second key, which is the power

of bindingand loosing, that opens the kck of sin immediately,

but the key of knowledge shows to whom that lock should

be opened.

Riply Obj. 2. There are two opinions about the key of

knosMge. For some say that knowledge considered as
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a htbit. acquired or mfnsfed. is the key in this case, and that

it is not the principal key, bat is called a key through being

subordinate to another key: so that it is not called a key
when tbe other key is wanting, for instance, in an edaatod
man who is not a priest. And although priests lack this

key at times, through being without knowledge, acquired

or infused, of loosing and binding, yet sometimes they make
ose of their natural endeavours, which they who hokl this

opinion call a httle key, so that althoagfa knowledge be not

bestowed together with Orders, yet with the conferring of

Orders the knowledge becomes a key which it was not

before. This seems to have been the opinion of the Master

(iv. Stmt. D. 19).

But this does not seem to agree with the words of the

Gospel, whereby the keys are promised to Pteter (fifatth.

xvi. IQ), so that not only one but two are given in Orders.

For which reason the other opinion holds that the key is not

knowledge ooosidered as a habit, but the authority to exer-

cise the act of knowledge, which authority is sometimes

without knowledge, while the knowledge is sometimes

present without the authority. This may be seen even in

secular courts, for a secular judge may have the authority

to judge, without having the knowledge of the law. while

another man. on the contrary, has knowledge of the law

vrithout having the authority to judge. And since the act

of judging, to which a man is bound through the authority

which is vested in him. and not through his habit of know-
ledge, cannot be well performed without both of the above,

the authority to judge, which is the key of knowledge,

cannot be accepted without sin by one who lacks know-
ledge; whereas knowledge void of authority can be possessed

without sin.

R*ply Ohj. 3. The power of consecrating is directed to

only one act of another kind, wherefore it is not numbered
among the keys, nor is it multiplied as the power of the

ksyi. which is direetad to dtfietent acU. ahhoogh as to the

eHSBoe of poww and aothority it is but one, as stated

above
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R^piyO^.i. Everyone is free to will, to that DO one needs

mutbority to will ; wberefofe will it not reckoned as a htf,

lUplyOtfj.s. All three Penont remit tint in the tune way
at one Penoo, wherefore then it no need for the pfiett, who
it the minister of the Trinity, to have three kejrs: and all

the more, since the will, which it appropriated to the Holy

Ghost, requiret no key, at ttated above \ad 4).



QUESTION XVIII.

OF THE EFFECT OF THE KEYS.

{In Fom Arkcks.)

Wb mnit now ooosider the effect of the keys, under which

head there are four points of inquiry : (i) Whether the power

of the keys extends to the remission of guilt ? (2) Whether
a priest can remit sin as to the punishment ? (3) Whether
a priest can bind in virtue of the power of the keys ?

(4) Whether he can loose and bind according to his own
Judgment ?

First Article.

whether the power of the keys extends to the
remission of guilt ?^

W4 pfoesti Urns to the FirU ArHcU :—
ObjecUon i. It seems that the power of the keys extends to

the lemiMioo of guih. For it was said to the disciptes

(John XX. 23) : Wkau stM you shall/orgim, they are/orgivm

iA#M. Now this was not said in reference to the declaration

only, as the Master states (iv. 5mi/. D. 18). for in that case

the priest of the New Testament would have no more power
than a priest of the Oki Testament. Tberelore he exercises

a power over the iwniiMnn of the guilt.

06/. 3. Further, in Penance grace is given for the remissioo

of sin. Now the priest is the dispenser of this sacrament

by virtue of the keys. Thereibre, since grace is opposed to

sin, not on the part of the punishment, but on the part of

ruilw in III! iiifUlii Lalir in Ufa ht allml Us ofiiiloB. (CI.

P. UL, Q. LXII . A. I : Q. LXIV.. A. 1 : Q. LXXXVL. A. 6)

«49
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the guih, it seems that the priett openttet unto the rnnwrinn

of sin by virtue of the keys.

Obj, 3. Further, the priest receives more powr»- >««' his

coosecrstion than the baptismal water by its sane

:

n.

Now the baptismal water receives the power to touch the body

«fM/cl«mt#<iWAMfif. as Augustine 8a]fs(rracMxxx.r '
: ).

Much more, therefore, does the priest, in his con- n.

receive the power to cleanse the heart from the stain of sm.

On the conirtry. The Master sUted above (iv. Stni. D. 18)

that God has not bestowed 00 the minister the power to

co-operate with Him in the inward cleansing. Now if he

remitted sins as to the guilt, he would co-operate with God
in the inward cleansing. Therefore the power of the keys

does not extend to the remission of guilt.

Further, sin is not remitted save by -

!y Ghost.

But no man has the power to give th'^ V 'as the

Master said above (i. Sent. D. 14). ^ o can

he remit sins as to their guilt.

/ antmer that. According to Hugh {De Sacram. u.), th€

tactamenU, by virtue of their sanUificaHont contain an in-

visible grace. Now this sanctification is sometimes essential

to the sacrament both as regards the matter and as regards

the minister, as may be seen in Confirmation, and then the

sacramental virtue is in both together. Sometimes, how-
ever, the essence of the sacrament requires only sanctifi-

cation of the matter, as in Baptism, which has no fixed

minister on whom it depends necessarily, and then the whole

virtue of the sacrament is in the matter. Again, sometimes

the essence of the sacrament requires the consecration or

sanctification of the minister without any sanctification of

the matter, and then the entire sacramental virtue is in the

minister, as in Penance. Hence the power of the keys

which is in the priest, stands in the same relation to the effect

of Penance, as the virtue in the baptismal water does to the

effect of Baptism. Now Baptism and the sacrament of

Penance agree somewhat in their efiect, since each is directly

oidained «ipainst guilt, which is not the case in the other

sacraments: yet they differ in this, that the sacrament of
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Fenanoe. since tbe «cts of the recipient are as its matter,

cannot be given save to adults, wbo need to be disposed

lor the reception of the sacrmmental effect ; whereas Baptism

is given, sometimes to adolti» sometimes to children and

others who lack the use of reason, so that by Baptism

children receive grace and remission of sin without any

previous disposition, while adults do not. for they require

to be disposed by the removal of insincerity. This dispo-

sition sometimes precedes their Baptism by priority of time,

being safBdent for the reception of grace, before they are

actnaUy baptized, but not before they have come to the

knowledge of the truth and have conceived the desire for

Baptism. At other times this disposition does not precede

the reoeptioo of Baptism by a priority of time, but is simul-

taneous with it, and then the grace of the remission of ^ih
is bestowed through the reception of Baptism. On the

other hand, grace is never given through the sacrament of

Penance, unless the recipient be disposed either simul-

taneously or before. Hence the power of the keys operates

unto the remission of guilt, either through being desired

or through being actually exercised, even as the waters of

Baptism. But just as Baptism acts, not as a principal

agent but as an instalment, and does not go so ^ as to

canse the reception itself of grace, even instrumentally,*

but merely disposes the recipient to the grace whereby his

gnih is remitted, so is it with the power of the keys. Where-
foce God akxie directly remits guilt, and Baptism acts

through His power instnunentally. as an inanimate instru-

ment, and the priest as an animate instrument, such as a

servant is, according to the Philoaopber (Ethic, viii.): and
consequently the priest acts as a minister. Hence it is

clear that the power of the keys is ordained, in a manner,

to the remission of guih, not as causing that remission, but as

diipoting thereto. Consequently if a man. before receiving

abaolutioo. were not perfectly disposed for the reception of

grace, be would receive grace at tlia very time of aacraroental

coniBHion and abatrfullon. provided he offered no oibatacte»

* Ct aolaoop. 149.
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For if the key were in no way ordained to the remiinoD of

guilt, but only to the ramiisioQ of ponishment, as tome
bold, It would not be necenaiy to have a dettie oi receiving

the eflect of the keys in order to have one's sins forgiven.

Just as it is not neoestaiy to have a desire of receiving the

other sacraments which are ordained* not to the remissioo

of guih. but against punishment. But this enables us to

see that it is not ordained unto the remission of guilt, became
the use of the keys, in order to be effective, always requires

a dispodtioo on the part of the recipient of the sacrament.

And the same would apply to Baptism, were it never given

save to adults.

Reply Obj. i. As the Master says in the text (iv. 5^.
D. i8), the power of forgiving sins was entrusted to priests,

not that they may forgive them, by their own power, for this

belongs to God. but that, as ministers, they may declare^

the operation of God Who forgives. Now this happens in

three ways. First, by a declaration, not of present, but of

future forgiveness, without co-operating therein in any
way: and thus the sacraments of the Okl Law signified the

Divine operation, so that the priest of the Old Law did but

declare and did not operate the forgiveness of sins. Secondly,

by a dedaratioo of present forgiveness without co-operating

in it at all: and thus some say that the sacraments of the

New Law signify the bestowal of grace, which God gives

when the sacraments are oonfened. without the sacraments

containing any power productive of grace, according to

which opinion, even the power of the keys would merely

declare the Divine operatioo that has its eflect in the re-

miMioo of guilt when the sacrament is coolened. Thirdly,

by signifying the Divine operation causing then and there

the remission of guiH, and by co-operating towards this

effect dispoeitively and instnunentally: and then, accord-

ing to another and more common opinion, the sacraments of

the New Law decfau« the rW>anMng effected by God. In

this way also the priest of the New Testament dedares the

recipient to be absolved from guilt, because in ^waking of

* Cf. not» on p. 149.
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jacmnents, what is ascribed to the power of the ministers

must be cooaistent with the sacrament. Nor is it unxeason-

abfe that the keys of the Church should dispose the penitent

to the remission of his guilt, from the fact that the guilt

is already remitted, even as neither is it unreasonable that

Baptism, considered in itself, causes a disposition in one

who is already sanctified.

Repiy Obj. 2. Neither the sacrament of Penance, nor the

sacrament of Baptism, by its operation, causes grace, or

the remission of guilt, directly, but only dispositively.*

Hence the Reply to the Third ObjCi-tton is evident.

The other arguments show that the power of the keys

does not effect the remission of guilt directly, and this is

to be granted.

Second Article.

wheihem a priest can remit sin as to the punishment ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—
OhjteMon i. It seems that a priest caxmot remit sin as to

the pimishinent. For sin deserves eternal and temporal

punishment. But after the priest*s absolution the penitent

is stiU obliged to undergo temporal punishment either in

Purgatory or in this world. Therefore the priest does not

remit the punishment in any way.

Obj. 2. Further, the priest cannot anticipate the judgment
of God. But Divine justice appoints the punishment

which penitents have to undergo. Therefore the priest

cannot remit any part of it.

Obj. 3. Further, a man who has committed a slight sin.

it not leas tosoeptible to the power of the keys, than one
who has committed a graver sin. Now if the punMuncot
for the graver tin be lessened in any way through the priestly

adminSstimtiont. it wouki be possible for a sin to be to slight

that the punishment which it deserves if no greater than
that which has been remitted for the graver sin. Therefore

the priest wotUd be able to remit the entire punishmeiit

doe for the slight tin: which it false.

^JCL note on p. S491
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Obj. 4. Further, the whole of the temporal punisliment

due lor a sin is of one kind. If. thereloiv, by a first absohi-

tioQ something is taken away from the punishment, it will

be poasibfe for something more to be taken away by a

second absolution, so that the absolution can be so ofCfls

repeated, that by virtue of the keys the whole punishmeot

will be taken away, since the second absolution is not less

efficacious than the first: and consequently that sin will

be altogether unpunished, which is absord.

On the coMirary, The key is the power of binding and

kxKing. But the priest can enjoin a temporal punishment.

Therefore he can absolve from punishment.

Further, the priest cannot remit sin either as to the guilt.*

as stated in the text (iv. Sent. D. 18). or as to the eternal

punishment, for a like reason. If therefore he cannot

remit sin as to the temporal punishment, he would be

unable to remit sin in any way. which is altogether contrary

to the words of the Gospel.

/ mnswer tkst. Whatever may be said of the effect of

Baptism conferred on one who has already received grace,

applies equally to the effect of the actual exercise of the

power of the keys on one who has already been contrite.

For a man may obtain the grace of the remission of his

sins as to their guilt, throu^ faith and contrition, previous

to Baptism; but when, afterwards, he actually receives

Baptism, his grace is increased, and he is entirely absolved

from the debt of punishment, since he is then made a par>

taker of the Passion of Christ. In like manner when a man,

through contrition, has received the pardoo of his sins as

to their guilt, and consequently as to the debt of eternal

punishment, (which is remitted together with the guilt)

by virtue of the keys which derive their efficacy from the

Pisttioo of Christ, his grace is increased and the temporal

punishment is remitted, the debt of which remained after

tfas fvite had been forgiven. However, this temporal

poBiahment is not entirely remitted, as in Baptism, but only

partly, because the man who is regenerated in Baptism is

* CI. noteoop. 249.
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coolonned to tht Pmbiod of Christ, by receiving into himself

ent 'le efficacy of Christ*» Fumod. which suffices for

the -..i:.:ig out of all punishment, so that nothing remains

of the punishment due to his pceoeding actual sins. For

nothing should be imputed to a nmn unto pimishment,

save what he has done himself, and in Baptism man begins

a new life, and by the baptismal water becomes a new
man. as that no debt for previous sin remains in him. On
the other hand, in Penance, a man does not take on a new
hfe. since therein he is not bom again, but healed. Conse-

quently by virtue of the keys which produce their efilect

m the sacrament of Penance, the punishment is not entirely

remitted, but something is taken off the temporal punish-

moit. the debt of which could remain after the eternal

|iiiiiiilinwt had been remitted. Nor does this apply only

to the tempoiml punishment which the penitent owes at the

time of confewioo, as some hold, (for then confessioo and

sacramental absolution would be mere burdens, which can-

not be said of the sacraments of the New Law), but also to

the punUunent doe in Purgatory, so that one who has been

absolved and dies before making satisfoction. is less punished

in Puifitary, than if he had died before receiving abao-

lutioo.

lUpiy Obj. I. The priest does not remit the entire temporal

but part of it ; wherefore the penitipt still re-

oliliged to undergo satisfactory punishmeot.

Rfply Oifj. 2. Christ's Passion was svflteisntly sttiifactocy

lor the sins of the whole worid, so that without prejudice

to Dhrine justioe somrthing caa be remitted from the

punishment which a sinner deserves, in so far as the effect

of Christ's Fusion reacbss him through the sacramento of

the Church.

fUply Obf. 3. Some satidbctory pimishment must remain

for each sin. so as to provide a remedy against it. Where-

fore, thoogh, by virtue of the abeoiution some measure of the

prnikhmwrt doe to a grave sin is remitted, it does not foOow
that the same measure of punishment is remitted for each

sin, because in that case some sin would remain without any
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pwniAmfnt at all: but. by virtue of the keys, the ponith-

meats due to varioot tiiit are remitted in due pcoportioii.

Reply Ohj. 4. Some say that at the first absolution, as

much as possible is remitted by virtue of the keys, and that.

nevertheless, the second ooof^sskm is valid, on account of

the instruction received, on account of the additional

surety, on account of the praj^ers of the priest or confessor,

and lastly on account of the merit of the shame.

But this does not seem to be true, for though there might

be a reason for repeating the confassion, there woukl be no

reason for repeating the absolution, especially if the penitent

has no cause to doubt about his previous absolution; for

he might |ust as well doubt after the second as after the

first absolution: even as we see that the sacrament of Ex-

treme Unction is not repeated during the same lickntas,

for the reason that all that could be done through the

sacrament, has been done once. Moreover, in the second

confession, there woukl be no need for the confessor to have

the keys, if the power of the keys had no effect therein.

For these reasons othen say that even in the second abso-

lution something of the punishment is remitted by virtue

of the keys, because when absolution is given a secoad time,

grace is increased, and the greater the grace received, the

kSB there remains of the blemish of the previous sin. and the

kSB ponishnient is required to remove that blem ish. Where-

fore even when a man is first absolved, his punishment is

more or less remitted by virtue of the keys, according as he

ditpfflff* himself more or less to receive grace; and this dis-

position may be so great, that f— ^v virtue of his con-

trition the whole punishment is r< . as we have already

suted (Q. v.. A. 2). Consequently it is not unreasonable,

if by frequent confession even the whofe punishnMOt be re-

mitted, that a sin remain altogetfaer unpanfebed, since

Christ made satisfaction for its punishment.
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Third Article,

whbtbbx the priest can bufd through the power op

THE KEYS ?

W§ ffoesti thM to the Third ArHcU :—
ObjtcHom I. It wems that the priest csnnot bind by virtue

of the power of the keys. For the sacramental power is

ofdatned as a remedy afainst sin. Now binding is not a

remedy for sin, bot secmingty is rather condndve toan aggra-

vatioo of the disease. Therefore, by the power of the keys,

which is a tacramental power, the priest cannot bind.

Obj. 2. Farther, just as to k)06e or to open is to remove an

obstacle, so to bind is to place an obstacle. Now an obstacle

to heaven is sin. which cannot be placed on us by an extrinsic

cause, sinoe do sin is committed except by the will. There-

fore the priest cannot bind.

Obf. 3. Further, the keys derive their efficacy from Christ's

Passion. But binding is not an effect of the Passioo.

Therefore the priest cannot bind by the power of the keys.

Ou the cotUnuy, It is written (Bfatth. xvi. 19) : Whatumer
thou thalt bind on earth, ihaU be bound alto in heaven.

Further, rational powers are directed to opposttes. But

the power of the keys is a rational power, since it has dis-

cretioo ooonected with it. Therefore it is directed to oppo-

sites. Therefore if it can foose. it can bind.

/ antwer thai. The operation of the priest in using the keys,

is conformed to God's operation, Whose minister he is.

Now God's operation extends both to guilt and to punish-

ment ; to the guilt indeed, so as to loose it directly, but to

bind it indirectly, in to far as He is said to harden, when He
withholds His grsoe; whereas His operation extends to

pMriihment directly, in both respects, because He both

spares and inflicts it. In bke manner, therefore, although

the priest, in absolving, exercises an operation ordained to

the remission of guilt, in the way mentioned above (A. z).

nevertheless, in binding, he exercises no operation on the

guilt ; (unless he be said to bind by not absolving the peni-

III. 4
• 17
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tent and by declaring him to be bound), but he has the power
both of binding and of looting with regard to the puniahment

For he looees from the punishment which he remits, whik he

binds as to the punishment which remains. This he does in

two ways.—first as regards the quantity of the punishment

considered in general, and thus he does not bhid save by
not toonng, and declaring the penitent to be bound,

secondly, as regards this or that particuhu- punishment, and

thus he binds to punishment by imposing it.

Reply Ohj. I. The remainder of the punishment to which

the priest binds the penitent, is the medicine which rlftnsii

the latter from the blemish of sin.

Reply Ohj. 2. Not only sin, but also punishment is an
obstacle to heaven : and how the latter is enjoined by the

priest, has been said in the article.

Reply Ohj. 3. Even the Passion of Christ binds us to tome
punishment whereby we are conlbrmed to Him.

Fourth Article.

whstbbr the priest can bind and loose acoosding
to his own judgment ?

We proceed ihm to the Fourth Article :—
Objection I. It seems that the priest can bind and loose

according to his own judgment. For Jerome says (cf. Can.

Menmnm, De Panit., Dist. i.): The canons do not fix the

lem^ of Ume for doing penance to preeieely as to toy horn

each sin is to be amended, bni leave the decision of this maUer
to the judgment of a discreet priesi. Therefore it seems that

he can land and loose according to his own judgment.
Obj. 2. Further. The lord commended the unjust stemard,

forasmuch as he had done wisely (Luke xvi. 5), because he
had allowed a fiberal discount to his master's debtors. Bat
God is more inclined to mercy than any temporal lord.

Therefore it seems that the more punishment the prieit

remits, the more he is to be commended.
Obj, 3. Further, Christ's every action is our instruction.

Now on some sinners He imposed no punishnient, but only
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•meiidiiiait of tile, at in the case of the Adulteroat woamn
(Johnvin.). Therefore it Mems that the priest abo. who is

the vicar of Christ, can. according to his own jodgment.

remit the ponishmeot. either wholly or in part.

On ikt c<mlnify, Grsgory VII. says (cf . Ad. Condi. Rom. v..

Can. 5) : Wt itcUwe ii a mock penance i/ ii i» not imposed

Mccoftting to the mUkofity of the holy ftAhen in proportion to

the tin. Therefore it seems that it does not altogether de-

pend on the priest*s judgment.

Further, the act of the keys requires discretion. Now if

the phest could remit and impose as much as he Uked of

a peoaaoe, he would have no need of discretion, because

there would be no room for indiscretioo. Therefore it does

not akogsther depend on the priest's judgment.

/ antmer thai. In using the keys, the priest acts as the

instrument and minister of God. Now no instrument can

have an efficacious act. except in so far as it is moved by the

principal agent . Wherefore. Dionysius says (Hier. Eccl. , cap.

ult.) that priests shontd uu their hierarchical powers, accord-

ing as they are moved by God. A sign of this is that before

the power of the keys was conferred on Peter (Blatth. xvi.)

mfjirtifln is made of the revelation vouchsafed to him of the

Godhead; and the gift of the Holy Ghost, whereby the sons

of God awe led (Rom. viii. 14). is mentioned before power was

given to the apostles to forgive sins. Cooieqnently if any-

one were to presume to use his power against that Divine

motion, he woukl not reahae the eflect, as Dionysius states

(%bid.), and, besides, he woukl be turned away from the

Divine order, and consequently would be guilty of a sin.

Moreover, since ntisfactocy punishments are medicinal.

JQit as the medicinfs prescribed by the medical art are not

ndtabfe to aU. but have to be changed according to the

judgment of a medical man, who follows not his own will,

but his mc^iicil tctgnoft^ to the aatislactory punishments

appointed by the canons are not suitable to all, but have to

be varied according to the judgment of the phest gmded by
the Divine instinct. Tboeioie Just as sometimes the phy-

sician prudently refrains from giving a medidne sufficiently



Q. IS. Art. 4 THE " SUMMA THEOLOGICA "
t6o

efloickwi to heal the diietie, kit a graita' «kogw ilioiild

ante on account of the weakne» of nature, to the prieat.

moved by Divine instinct, tomatinMa refrains from eajoin-

ing the entire punishment doe to one sin, leat by the severity

of the punishment, the sick man ooma to despair and turn

away altogether from repentance.

Rsply Obj. I. This judgment should be guided entirely

by the Divine instinct.

R$ply Obj. 2. The steward is commended also for having

dooe wisely. Thereiofa in the renusak» of the due punish-

ment, there b need for discretioQ.

R&ply Obj. 3. Christ had the power of excMmc$ in the

ncraments, so that, by His own authority. He could remit

the punishment wholly or in part, just as He chose. There*

fore there is no comparison betvrecn Him and thoae who

act merely as ministers.



QUESTION XIX.

OF THE MINISTERS OF THE KEYS.

(/• SiM Arttciss)

We most now consider the ministen and the use of the

keys: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(I) Whether the priest of the Law had the keys ? (2) Whether

Christ had the keys ? (3) Whether priests alone have the

keys ? (4) Whether holy men who are not pnests have

the keys or their use ? (5) Whether wicked priests have

the effective use of the ke3rs ? (6) Whether those who are

schismatics, heretics, excommunicate, suspended or de-

graded, have the use of the keys ?

First Article.

whsthbr the priest of the law had the keys ?

W* proceed thm io the First A rticle :—
Ohj§cUtm X. It seems that the priests of the Law had the

keys. For the possession of the keys results from having

Orders. But they had Orders since they were called priests.

Therefore the priests of the Law had the keys.

Obj. 2. Further, as the Master states (iv. Seni. D. 18).

there are two ke3rs. knowledge of discretion, and power of

lodgment. Bat the priests of the Law had authority for

both of these : therefore they had the keys.

06;. 3. Further, the priests of the Law had some power
over the rest of the people, which power was not temporal,

else the kingly power would not have differed from the

priestly power. Tbsrslofe it was a spiritual power; and this

is the key. Therefore they had the key.

S61
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On tk» contrary. The keys are onUined to the opening of

the heavenly kingdom, whidi oouhl not be opened befoce

Chrirt't Piwion. Therefore the priest of the Law had not

the keys.

Further, the sacraments of the Oki Law did not conier

grace. Now the gate of the heavenly kingdom ooaU not

be opened except by means of grace. Therefore it coiUd

not be opened by means of those sacraments, so that the

priests who administered them, had not the keys of the

heavenly kingdom.

/ ansmer thai. Some have hekl that, under the OU Law,

the keys of the kingdom were in the hands of the priests,

because the right of imposing punishment for sin was con-

ferred on them, as related in Levit. v., which right seems to

belong to the keys; but that these keys were incomplete

then, whereas now they are complete as bestowrtd by Christ

on the priests of the New Law
But this seems to be contrary to the mtent of the Apostle

in the Epistle to the Hebrews (ix. ii-i2). For there the

priesthood of Christ is given the preference over the priest-

hood of the Law. inasmuch as Christ came, a high pneU of

the good thingt to come, and brou^t us by Hit own Hood

into a tabernacle not made with hand, whither the priesthood

of the Old Law brought men by the blood of goats and of oxen.

Hence it is clear that the power of that priesthood did not

reach to heavenly things but to the shadow of heavenly

things: and so. we must say with others that they had

not the keys, but that the keys were foreshadowed in

them.

Reply Ob), i. The keys of the kingdom go with the priest-

hood whereby man is brought into the heav t^dom.

but such was not the priesthood of Levi ; heiii^ . . ,aA the

keys, not of heaven, but of an earthly tabernacle.

Reply Ob). 2. The priesU of the Okl Law had authority

to discern and judge, but not to admit those they judged

into heaven, but only into the shadow of heavenly things.

Rep^ Ob). 3. They had no spiritual power, since, by the

sacraments of the Law. they dransed men not from their
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lint but Irom tnegulahties» so that those who were ckansftd

by them ooukl enter into a tabemade which was mmU with

Sbcokd Article,

whether christ had the key ?

We pfwcml l*Mt to Uu Stcand ArHcU :—
OhJ9ckon I. It seems that Christ did not have the V ^

For the key goes with the character of Order. But Ci....:

did not have a character. Therefore He had not the key.

Obj. 3. Further. Christ had power of €3tcMtmce in the

sacraments, so that He coukl produce the sacramental effect

without the sacramental rite. Now the key is something

ssrmmwtil Therefore He needed no key, and it would

have been onkss to Him to have it.

On the conirary. It is written (Apoc. iii. 7) : These things

SMth ...He that hath the key ofDmmd, etc.

/ emsmer thai. The power to do a thing is both m the in-

strument and in the principal agent, but not in the same way
since it is more perfectly in the latter. Now the power of

the keys which we have, like other sacramental powers, is

instrumental: whereas it is in Christ as principal agent in

the matter of our salvation, by authority, if we consider

HimasGod. by merit, if we consider Him as man.* But the

very BOtion of a key expresses a power to open and shut.

whether this be done by the principal agent or by an mstru-

ment. Consequently we must admit that Christ had the

key. but in a higher way than His ministers, wfaerciore He
is aud to haiwB the key of «cMNffici.

SUpiy Obf. I. A rharactsr imphes the notion of something

derived from another, hence the power of the keys which we
receive from Christ results from the character whereby we
are conformed to Clirist, whereas in Christ it results not

from a character, hot frnni the principal form.

lUply Obf. 2. The kisy wfakh Christ had was not sacra-

mantal, but the origin of the sacramental key.

* For St. Tboout't later tasching oo this point, ct P. III.,

Q. XLVIII.. A. 61 l.-II., Q, CXll.. A. 1. «A I.
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Third Article.

WHBTHBK PRIESTS ALOITB HAVE THE KEYS ?

W§ ffocMi iJmi to Uu Third ArHcU ;~
Obi§cMom z. It leems that not only priests have the ktyg.

For Iskkxe my% {Etym, vii.) that the doofkt$ptn Amm Io

UU tk$ foodfrom Uu M» mom to mdmU tko good ttnd kmp aid

tko htd. Now this is the definition ol the keys, as appean
Irom what has been said (Q. XVII., A. a). Thweiore not

only priests but even doorkeepere have the keys.

Ohj. 3. Ftirther, the }uy% are ooniefred on priests when
by being anointed they receive power from God. But
kings of Christian peoples also receive power htxn God and
are consecrated by being anointed. Therefore not only

priests have the keys.

Ohj. 3. Further, the priesthood is an Order bekmging to

an individual penon. But sometimes a number of people

togatber seem to have the key. because certain Chapten can

pass a sentence of excommunication, which pertains to the

power of the keys. Therefore not only priests have the

key.

06/. 4. Further, a woman is not capable of receiving the

priesthood, since she is not competent to teach, aooording

to the Apostle (i Cor. ziv. 34). But some women (abbesses,

for instance, who exercise a spiritual power over their sob-

jects). seem to have the keys. Therefore not only priests

have the keys.

On the conittary, Ambrose says {Pe Pamt. i.): This right,

vis. of binding and kxMnng, i$ grantod to prisHs alotu.

Further, by receiving the power of the ke3fs, a man is set

up between the people and God. But this belongs to the

priest akme. who ts ordmned ,,.inik» things that appertain

to God» thai he nuty offer up gijk and waerifictefor mm (Ueb.

V. i). Therefore only priests have the keys.

/ amtmer thai. There are two kinds of key. One reaches

to heaven itself directly, by remitting sin and thus removing
the obstacles to the entrance into heaven ; and this is called
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the key of Order. Priests akme have this key. because

they akxie are ordained for the people in the things which

appertain to God directly. The other key reaches to heaven.

not directly hut through the medium of the Church Militant.

By this key a man goes to heaven, since, by its means, a

man is shut out from or admitted to the fellowship of the

Church Blihtant, by excommunication or absolution.

This is called the key of jtmsdicHon in the external court,

wherefore even those who are not priests can have this key,

e.g. archdeaooos, bishops elect, and others who can excom-

municate. But it is not properly called a key of heaven,

but a disposition thereto.

lUpty Ohj. I. The doorkeepers have the key for taking

care of those things which are contained in a material temple,

and they have to judge whether a person should be excluded

haok or admitted to that temple; which judgment they pro-

Boanoe, not by their own authority, but in pursuance to

the priest's judgment, so that they appear to be the adminis-

trators of the priestly power.

Reply Obj. 2. Kings have no power in spiritual matters,

so that they do not receive the key of the heavenly kingdom.

Their power is ooofined to temporal matters, and this too

can oiUy come to them from God, as appears from Rom.
xiii. z. Nor are they consecrated by the unction of a

sacred Order : their anointing is merely a sign that the

excellence of their power comes down to them from

Christ, and that, under Christ, they reign over the Christian

people.

ff^Ph Obj. 3. Just as m avU matters the power is some-

timet vested in a judge, as in a kingdom, whereas sometimes

it is vetted in many exercising various oflkoes but acting

together with equal rights {Eikic. viii.). so too, sphitual

jurisdiction may be exercised both by one alone, e.g. a

bishop, and by many tofether, e.g. by a Chapter, and thus

they have the key of jurisdiction, bat they have not all

together the key d Order.

R0^ Obf. 4. Aooording to the Apoetk (x Tim. ii. ii.

Tit. U. 5), woman is in a state of subjectioo: wherefore she
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can have no spiritual jurisdiction, since the Philosopher ako

says {EiJUc. viii.) that it is a corruption of puhlic Ule

when the government ooroes into the hands of a woman.

Consequently a woman has neither the key of Order nor the

key of jurisdiction. Nevertheless a certain use of the keys

is allowed to women, such as the right to correct other

women who are under them, on account of the danger that

might threaten if men were to dwell under the same roof.

Fourth Article,

whether holy men who are not priests have the
KEYS ?

We procetd tkm to ihc Fourth Article :—
ObjecHon i. It seems that holy men. even those who are

not priests, have the use of the keys. For loosing and
binding, which are the effects of the keys, derive their efl&cacy

from the merit of Christ's Passion. Now those are most

conformed to Christ's Passion, who follow Christ, suffering by

patience and other virtues. Therefore it seems that even

if they have not the priestly Order, they can bind and loose.

Obj. 2. Further, it is written (Heb. vii. 7) : WiiJkmi aU
coniradicHon, that which it leu it bletted by the ^eater

(Vulg..

—

better). Now. ii» spiritual maUen, according to

Augustine {De Trin. vi.). to be better it to be greaier. There-

fore those who are better. i.e. who have more charity, can

Uess others by absolving them. Hence the same conrhision

foQows.

On the contrary. Action bekmgt to thai which hat the power,

as the Philosopher says (De Somno et vigil, i.). But the

key which is a q>ihtual power belongs to priests akme.

Therefore priests alone are competent to have the use of the

keys.

/ antwer thai. There is this ^^^ff^f^nr^ between a pnncipal

and an instrumental agent, that the latter does not produce,

in the efiect. not its own likeness, but the likeness of the princi-

pal agent, whereas the principal agent produces its own hke-

I, Coosequently a thing becomes a principal agent through



I J67 THE MINISTERS OF THE KEYS Q. 19. Aw. 4

having a fonn. which it can reproduce in another, whereat

an instrumental a^ent is not oonstititted thus, but through

being apphed by the principal agent in order to produce a

certain effect. Since therefore in the act of the keys the

principal agent by authority is Christ as God, and by merit

is Christ as man.^it follows that on acoonnt of the very fulness

of Divine goodness in Him, and of the perfection of His grace.

He is competent to exercise the act of the keys. But another

man is not competent to exercise this act as principal agent,

since neither can he give another man grace whereby sins

are remitted, nor can he merit sufl^ently; so that he is

nothing more than an instrumental agent. Consequently

the recipient of the effect of the keys, is likened, not to the

one who uses the keys, but to Christ. Therefore, no matter

haw much grace a man may have, he cannot produce the

effect of the keys, unless he be appointed to that purpose

by receiving Orders.

Reply Obj. I. Just as between instrument and effect there

IS need of likeness, not of a similar form, but of aptitude in

the instrument for the effect, so is it as regards the instru-

ment and the principal agent. The former is the Ukeness

between holy men and the sufienog Christ, nor does it besto#

on them the use of the keys.

R»P^ Obj. 2. Although a mere man cannot merit grace

for anotbtr man condignly, yet the merit of one man can

co-opoate in the salvation of another. Hence there is a
twolokl hlewng. One proceeds from a mere man, as

meriting by his own act : this blesMng can be conferred by
any holy person, in whom Christ dwells by His grace, in

ao far as he exceb in goodness the person whom he blesses.

The other MrsMng is when a man blesses, as applying a

btettiBg instmmentally through the merit of Christ, and this

reqniretasoeltenoe of Order and not of virtue.

* Ses lootBoto 00 p. 263*
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Fifth Article.

wusthsr wicked priests have the usb of the
KEYS?

W€ procmi ikm to the Fifth ArticU ;—
ObjtcUim I. It seems that wicked priests have not the me

of the keys. For in the passage where the use of the keys

is hcstowed on the apostles (John xx. 23. 23). the gift of the

Holy Ghost is promiied. But wicked men have not the

Holy Ghost. Therefore they have not the use of the keys.

Obj. 2. Further, no wise king entrusts his enemy with

the dispensation of his treasure. Now the use of the ke3fs

ooosists in dispensing the treasure of the King of heaven.

Who is Wisdom itself. Therefore the wicked, who are His

enemies 00 account of sin, have not the use of the keys.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Bapt. v.) that God

gives the sacrament of grace even through wiched men, htU

grace itself only hy Himself or through His saints. Hence He
forgives sin by Himself, or by those who are members of the

Dove. But the remission of sins is the use of the ke]^.

Therefore sinners, who are not members of the Dove, have not

the Vie of the keys.

Obj. 4. Further, the prayer of a wicked priest cannot

eOect rwxmaliation, for, as Gregory says (Pastor, i.). •/ an

mtmccopUkU person is sent to inUrcede, anger is provohed to

yet grealer severity. But the use of the keys implies a kind

of intercession, as appears in the form of absolution. There-

fore wicked priests cannot use the keys effectively.

On the contrary. No man can know whether another man
is in the state of grace. H, therefore, no one could use the

keys in giving absolution unless he were in a state of grace,

no one would know that he had been absolved, which would

be very unfitting.

Further, the wickedness of the mmister cannot void the

fiberality of his lord. But the priest is no more than a

minister. Therefore he cannot bv his wickedness tabs

away from us the gift which God has given through him.
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/ MnmMT tksi. Just as participation of a form to be induced

into an eflect does not make a thing to be an instrument,

•0 neither does the loss of that form prevent that thing

bemg used as an instrument. Consequently, since man
it Bwrely an instnmient in the use of the keys, however

much he may throu^ sin be deprived of grace, whereby

sins are forgiven, yet he is by no means deprived of the use

of the keys.

Repiy 06;. i. The gift of the Holy Ghost is requisite for

the use of the keys, not as being indispensable for the pur-

pose, but because it is unbecoming for the user to use them

without it. thou^ he that submits to them receives their

eflect.

R^y Obj. 2. An earthly king can be cheated and deceived

in the matter of his treasure, and so he does not entr\ist his

enemy with the dispensation thereof. But the King of

heaven cannot be cheated, because all tends to His own
C^ory. even the abuse of the keys by some, for He can make
good oome out of evil, and produce many good effects

through evil men. Hence the comparison fad)s.

R*piy Obj. 3. Augustine speaks of the remission of sins,

in so faur as holy men oo-operate therein, not by virtue of

the keys, but by merit of congruity. Hence He says that

God coolers the sacraments even through evil men. and

among the other sacraments, absolution which is the use

of the keys shoukl be reckoned : but that through fnembtn

of tk$ Dom, ijt, holy men. He grants forgiveness of sins, in

so far as He remits sins on aoooont of their interegwinn.

We might also reply that by m^mben of ike Dov4 he

meant all who are not cut off from the Church, for those

who reoeive the sacraments from them, receive grace,

whereas those who receive the sacraments from those who
are cut off from the Church, do not leoeive grmoe. because

they sin in so doing, except in the case of Baptism, which,

in ciaet of necewity. may be received even from one who
It ^^}|^*^TTHIMmMT1iTy

lUpiy Obf. 4. The prayer wluch the wicked priest profien

on bit own aoooont, it not efBcnetoot: but that which ht
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mftket as a miniiter of the Church, it eflfeacioos thitniKh the

merit of Christ. Yet in both ways the prntt's prayer

ihould profit those who are subject to him.

Sixth Akticlb.

whkthbb th06b who are schismatics, hxbbtics, ex-

communicate. suspended or degraded have the
usb of the keys ?

We proemd Um$ to the Sixth A rHcle :—
ObjtcUim I. It seems that those who are schismatics,

heretics, excommunicate, suspended or degraded have the

use of the keys. For just as the power of the keys results

from Orders, so does the power of consecratioiL But the

above cannot k)se the use of the power of consecration,

since if they do consecrate it is vaUd. though they sin in

doing so. Therefore neither can they tose the uk of the

Obj. 2. Further, any active spiritual power in one who
has the use of his freeAvill can be exercised by him when he

wiOs. Now the power of the keys remains in the aforesaid,

for, since it is only conferred with Orders, they would have

to be reordained when they return to the Church. There-

fore, since it is an active power, they can exercise it when
they will.

Obj. 3. Further, spiritual grace is hindered by guilt more

than by punishment. Now excommunication, suspension

and degTMlatioo are punishments. Therefore, since a man
does not lote the use of the keys on account of guilt, it

seems that he does not lose it on account of the aforesaid.

On th$ contrary, Augustine says {Tract, cxxi. in Jotm.)

that the chanty 0/ the Chmch /orgivn tins. Now it is the

charity of the Church which unites its members. Sinee

therefore the above are disunited from the Church, it seems

that they have not the use of the keys in remitting sins.

Further, no man is absolved from sin by anaing. Now
it is a sin for anyone to seek absolution of his sins from the

above, for he disobeys the Church in so doing. Therafon
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he cannot be abtohred by them : and to the same ooochiikm

loDowt.

/ Mnnnr that. In all the above the power of the keys

remains as to its esMnoe, but ita use is hindered 00 account

of the hck of matter. For since the use of the keys re-

quires in the user authority over the person on whom they

are used, as stated above (Q. XVII.. A. 2, ad 2), the proper

matter on whom one can exercise the use of the keys is a

man imder one's authority. And since it is by appoint-

ment of the Church that one man has authority over another,

so a man may be deprived of his authority over another

by his fcchOTfttical superiors. Consequently, since the

Church deprives heretics, schismatics and the like, by with-

drawing their subjects from them either altogether or in

some respect, in so far as they are thus deprived, they cannot

have the use of the keys.

Refly Obj. I. The matter of the sacrament of the

Eucharist, on which the priest exercises his power, is not

a man but wfaeaten bread, and in Baptism, the matter is

simply a man. Wherefore, just as, were a heretic to be

without wheaten bread, he could not consecrate, so neither

can a prelate absolve if he be deprived of his authority,

yet he can baptiae and copiecrate, albeit to his own dam-
nation.

R»piy Obj' 2, The assertion is true, provided matter be

not lacking as it is in the case in point.

iUply Obj. 3. Sin. of itself, does not remove matter, as

certain punishments do: so that punishment is a hindrance

not because it it contrary to the effect, but for the reason

stated.



QUESTION XX.

OF THOSE ON WHOM THE POWER OF THE KEYS CAN BE
EXERCISED.

(/n ThrM AtHeUs.)

We must now consider those on whom the power of the

keys can be exercised. Under this head there are three points

of inquiry: (i) Whether a priest can use the key. which he

has. on any man ? (2) Whether a priest can aWrays absolve

his subject ? (^\ Whether anyone can use the l^ys on his

superior

First Article.

whether a priest can use the key which he has.

on any man ?

We proceed Umt to tiu First Article

:

—
OhjecHon i. It seems that a priest can use the key which

he has. on any man. For the power of the kejrs was be-

stowed on priests by Divine authority in the woitls: Receive

ye ike Holy Gkost ; whou $ins you shall forgive, tkey are for-

given them (John xx. 22. 23). But this was said vrithout

any resthctioii. Therefore be that has the key. can use it

00 any without restriction.

Ohj. 2. Further, a material key that opens one k>ck.

opens all locks of the same pattern. Now every sin of every

man is the same kind of obstacle against entering into

heaven. Therefore if a priest can, by means of the key which

he has, absolve one man, he can do the same for all others.

Obf. 3. Further, the priesthood of the New Testament

is more perfect than that of the Okl Testament. But the

priest of the Oki Testament could use the power which he

«TS
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had of dttceming between difieient kinds of kprosy, with

rtgard to all indiscrimtiiately. Much more therefore can
the priest of the Gospel use hk power with regard to all.

On ilu coniHury, It is written in the Appendix of Gratian:

// IS noi UmJfU for 9omy phtti to ioou or bind anoifur priest*

s

panskiontr. Therefore a priest cannot absolve everybody.

Further, judgment in spiritual matters shouki be better

regulated than in temponi matters. But in temporal

matters a judge cannot judge everybody. Then ' - -not

the use of the keys is a kind of judgment, it is not ihe

competency of a priest to use his key with regard to everyone.

/ mummr that. That which has to do with singular

matters is not equally m the power of all. Thus, even as

besides the general principles of medicine, it is necessary

to have physicians, who adapt those general principles to

individual patients or diseases, according to their various

rcquirnnents, so in every kingdom, besides that one who
prodaims the universal precepts of law, there is need

for others to adapt those precepts to individual cases,

according as each case demands. For this reason, in the

heavenly hierarchy also, under the Powers who rule indis-

criminately, a place is given to the Principahties, who are

appointed to individual kingdoms, and to the Angels who are

given charge over individual men, as we have explained

above (P. I.. Q. CXIII.. AA. i. 2). G>nsequently there

should be a like order of authority in the Church Blilitant.

so that an indiscriminate authority over all should be vested

in one individual, and that there should be others under

him. having distinct authority over various people. Now
the use of the keys implies a certain power to exercise

authonty. whereby the one 00 whom the keys are used,

becomes the proper matter of that act. Therefore he that has

power over all indiscriminately, can use the keys on all,

whcfcas those who have received authority over distinct

pemos, cannot um the keys 00 everyone, but oa|y on those

over whom they are appointed, eioept in cases of necessity,

when the sacraments slvould be refused to no one.

lUply Obj. I . A twofokl power is requited in order to ab-

ut. 4 18
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tolve from sins, namely, power of order and power of juris-

dictkn. The fbnner power is equaUy in all priests, but not

the ktter. And therefore, when Our Lord (John xx. 23)

gave all the apostles m general, the power of forgiving snis.

this is to be nndentood of the power which results from

receiving Oitlers, wfaerefbie these words are addressed to

priests when they are ordained. But to P^ter in particular

He gave the power of forgiving sins (Matth. zvi. 19). that

we may undmtand that he has the power of jurisdiction

before the othera. But the power of Orders, oomidered in

itself, extends to all who can be absolved: wherefore Our
Lord said indeterminately, Wkou tint you thailforgive, tkty

are forgiven them, on the understanding that this power

should be used in dependence on the power given to

Peter, according to His appointment.

Reply Obj. 2. A material key can open only its own lock,

nor can any active force act save on its own matter. Now
a man becomes the matter of the power of Order by juris-

diction : and consequently no one can use the key in respect

of another over whom he has not jurisdiction.

Reply Obj. 3. The people of Israel were one people, and

had but one temple, so that there was no need for a dis-

tinction in priestly jurisdiction, as there is now in the

Church which comprises various peoples and nations

Secokd Article.

wbsthbk a pri£st can always absolve his subject ?

We pfocud Umt to the Second Article .—
OhjecHon z. It seems that a priest cannot always absolve

his subject. For, as Augustine vtys (De Vera eifalsa Panit.)»^

no man tkottld exerdu the pfietUy office, miUtt he be free

from thou thingt which he condemnt in othert. But a priest

might happen to share in a sin committed by his subject,

e.g. by loiowledge of a woman who is his subject. Therefore

it seems that be cannot always use the power of the keys on

his subjects.

* Work o( an unknown aathor.
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Okj. 3. Further, by the power of the keys a man it healed

of all his shortcoming. Now it happens •ometimct that

a sin has attached to it a delect of inegnlarity or a sentence

of eaooaunimicaticMi. from which a simple priest cannot

absolve. Therefore it seems that he cannot use the power

of the keys oo soch as are shackled by these things in the

above manner.

06/. 3. Further, the judgment and power of our priest-

hood was foreshadowed by the judgment of the ancient

priesthood. Now according to the Law, the lesser judges

were not competent to decide all cases, and bad recourse

to the higher judges, according to Exod. xxiv. 14: // any

qmiUfm dtmll arise among you, ycm thaU refer it to ihem. It

seems, therefore, that a priest cannot absolve his subject

from graver sins, but should refer him to his superior.

On the contrary. Whoever has chaige of the principal has

charge of the accessory. Now priests are charged with the

di^MOsatkn of the Eucharist to their subjects, to which

sacrament the absohitioo of sins is sobordinate.* There-

fore, as far as the power of the keys is conoemed, a priest

can absolve his subject from any sins whatever.

Further, grace, however small, removes all sin. But a

priest dispensfs sacraments whereby grace is given. There-

fore, as fsr as the power of the keys is concerned, he can

absolve from all sins.

/ mmtm§r thai. The power of Order, considered in itself.

exteods to the remission of all sins. But since, as stated

above, the use of this power requires jurisdiction which

iafofion derive from their supeficai» it loUows that the su-

perior can reserve certain matten to himself, the judgment

of which he does not commit to his inferior; otherwise any

simple priest wko has jurisdiction can absolve from any sin.

Now there are five cases in which a simple priest must refer

his penitent to his superior. The first is when a public

penance has to be imposed, becanse in that case the bishop

is the proper minitter of the sacrament. The second is

tte case of those who are excommunicated, when the in-

• a.Q. XVII.. A. i.md i.
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fchor priflit cunot abiolvc m penitent through the latter

Wng «DOHHnniicatad by hit superior. The third case is

«tai he findf thet an imgukrity has been contracted, lor

tks dispensation of which he has to have recxNifBe to his

•operior. The fourth is the case of arson. The fifth is

when it is the custom in a diocese for the more heinous

crimes to be reserved to the bishop, in order to inspire fear.

because custom in these cases either gives the power or takes

It away.

Rsply 06/. I. In this case the priest shouhl not hear the

confession oi his aooomplice, with regard to that particukr

sin. but must refer him to another: nor should be confess

to him, but should ask permission to go to another, or shoohl

have recourse to his superior if he refused, both on account

of the danger, and for the sake of less shame. If, however,

he were to absolve her it would be valid:* because when
Augustine says that they should not be guilty of the same

sin. he is speaking of what is congruous, not of what is

essential to the sacrament.

lUply Obj. a. Penance dehvers man from all defects of

guilt, but not from all defects of puniihimt, sinceeven after

doing penance for murder, a man renains irragnlar. Hence

a priest can absolve from a crime, but for the wnrission ol

the punishment he must refer the penitent to the superior,

except in the case of excommunication, absohition Irani

which should pvsoede absolution from sin, for aa kng as a

man is exf«mmuniratf)d, he cannot receive any sacrament

of the Church.

R^y Obj. 3. This objection considers those catss in which

•Qpsfion reserve the power of jurisdiction to tlwimilim

* Benedict XIV. daclared the abeolatioa of ao aooompBoe im

«Mfifte IM^ to be tanraUd.
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Third Article.

wiiFTtfFD A MAV CAM USB THE KEYS WITH RKOARD TO

HIS SUPERIOR ?

Wt proccsd tkm lo Ikt Third AfHcU :~
ObjecUoH I. It seems that a man cannot use the keys in

leipect of a superior. For every sacramental act requires

its proper matter. Now the proper matter for the use of

the keys, is a person who is subject, as stated above

(Q. XIX., A. 6). Therefore a priest cannot use the keys in

respect of one who is not his subject.

06;'. 2. Further, the Church Militant is an image of the

Church Triumphant. Now in the heavenly Church an

inferior angei never cleanses» enlightens or perfects a higher

angel. Therefore neither can an inferior priest exercise on

a superior a hierarchical action such as absolution.

Obj. 3. Further, the judgment of Penance should be better

r^ulated than the jixlgment of an external court. Now
in the external court an inferior cannot excommunicate or

absolve his soperior. Therefore, seemingly, neither can he

do so in the penitential court.

On the contrary, The higher prelate is also campaswed wilh

infinnUy, and may happen to sin. Now the power of the

keys is the remedy for sin. Therefore, sinoe he cannot

use the key on himself, for he cannot be both jud^e and
accused at the same time, it seems that an inferior can use

the power of the keys on him.

Further, absolution which is given through the power of

the keys, is oidained to the reception of the Eucharist. But
an inferior can give Communion to his superior, if the latter

asks him to. Therefore he can use the power of the keys on

him if he submit to him.

/ nnnnr thai, The power of the keys, considered in itself,

is applicable to aH as stated above (A. 2) : and that a priest

is unaUe to use the keys 00 some particular person is doe to

his power beiqg linitted to certain individuals. Therafore

he niio UmKed his power can exlmd it to whoni he wills.
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•o that be ctn give him poww over himself, ahhoagh he

cannot use the power of the keys on himself, because this

power lequires to be exercised oo a subject, and therefore

OQ tomeooe else, for no man can be tubfect to himself.

Rsply Obj. X. Although the bishop whom a simple priest

absolves is his superior absolutely speaking, yet he is beneath

him in so far as he submits himself as a sinner to him.

lUply Ohf. 2. In the angels there can be no defect by
reason of which the higher angel can submit to the lower,

such as there can happen to be among men; and so there

is no oomparisoa.

Reply Obj. 3. External judgment is according to men,

whereas the judgment of confession is accocding to God.

in Whose sight a man is lessened by smning, which is not

the case in human prelacy. Therefore just as in external

judgment no man can pass sentence of excommunication

on himself, so neither can he empower another to excom-
mimicate him. On the other band, in the tribunal of con-

science he can give another the power to absolve him. though

he camiot use that power himself.

It may also be repUed that absolution in the tribunal of

the ooofessiooal belongs principally to the power of the

keys and conseqiieDtly to the power of jurisdiction, whereas

excommunication regards jurisdiction exclusively. And. as

to the power of Orders, all are equal, but not as to juris-

diction. Wherefore there is no comparison.



QUESTION XXI.

THE DEFINITION. CONGRUITY AND CAUSE OF
EXCOMMUNICATION.

{In Fom ArhcUs.)

We miifl now treat of excommunication : we shall consider

(i) the definition, congmity and cause of excommunication,

(2) who has the power to excommunicate, (3) communica-

tion with excommimicated persons, (4) absolution from

excommunicatioa.

Under the fint bead there are four points of inquiry:

(i) Whether excommunication is suitably defined ?

(2) Whether the Church should excommunicate anyone ?

(3) Whether anyone should be excommunicated for in-

flicting temporal harm ? (4) Whether an excommunication

unjustly pronounced has any effect ?

First Article.

whbthtr excommuhicanon is suitably defined as

separation from the communion of the church.

ETC.?

W0 pnc4$d iMmt to tlu Fint ArHeU :—
ObjidUm I. It teems that exoommnnicatton it unsuitably

defined by tome thus: ExcomnmmcaHon it i0pafit$ion from
ihs ccmmmmom o/tks Ckttrch, us to fruit and gtmral Mi0fmg$i,

For the tnfiraftt of the Church avail for those for whom
they are oOend. But the Church prays for those who
are outside the Church, as. for instance, for heretics and

ptfuit. TbtvBfon tlw prayt alw for the eaoomnnBikated.

SBoe they ivb outside the Church, and so the sufbafes of

the Church avail for them.
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Obj. 2. Further, do one lotet the nftifei of the Church

except by their own fault. Now ezoominiiiucatioii » not

a iauH. but a punishment. Therefoie exoooununicatk»

does not deprive a man of the general sufbnges of the

Chttrch.

Obj. 3. Further, the fruit oi the Church seems to be the

same as the Churches tuArages. for it cannot mean the fruit

of temporal goods, since excommunication does not deprive

a man of these. Therefoie there is no leaaoo lor mentioiiing

both.

Obj. 4. Further, there is a kind of excommunication

called minor.^ by which man is not deprived of the nrfbaget

of the Church. Therefore this definition is onsoitable.

/ antmer iMai, When a man enters the Church by Baptism,

he is admitted to two things, viz. the body of the faiithful

and the participation of the sacraments; and this latter pie-

suppoees the fonner. since the faithful are united together

in the participation of the sacraments. Consequently a

person may be cxpelkid from the Church in two ways. First

by being deprived merely of the participation of the sacra*

ments. and this is the minor excommunication. Secondly,

by being deprived of both, and this is the major excomnmai-
cation, of which the above is the definition. Nor can there

be a third, consisting in the privation of communion with

the faithful, but not of the participation of the sacra-

ments, for the reason already given, because, to wit. the

faithful communicate together in the sacraments. Now
communion with the faithful is twofold. One consists in

spiritual things, such as their praying for one another, and

nwf*h *c together for the reoeptiaii of sacred things; while

another ooositte in certain legitimate bodily actions. These

different manners of communion are signifie<! ' verK

which declares that those who are exconr t<r are

deprived of,

—

Oi, i.e. we niiBt not give them tokens of good-will; orare,

i.e. we must not pray uith them; vale, we must not give

• Minor wmmmmikatioo is no loogw reoognbed by Canon Law
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them marks of mpect ; commmmo, ijt. we must not oommtmi-

cate «nth them in the sacraments; mema, i.e. we must not

take meah with them. Accordingly the above definition

indiideii pmation of the sacraments in the words as to the

firmi, and from partaking together with the faithful in

spiritual things, in the words, and tk€ general prayert of the

Ckmck.

Another definition is given which expresMS the pri-

vation of both kinds of acts, and is as foUows: Excom-

nmmcmium is the frivoHon of all lawful comnmmon with the

faithful.

Reply Ohj. i. Prayers are said for unbelievers, but they

do not receive the friiit of those prayers unless they be con-

verted to the ^ith. In like manner prayers may be offered

up for those who are excommunicated, but not among the

pcayen that are said for the members of the Church. Yet

they do not receive the fruit so k»g as they remain under

the excommunication, but prayers are said for them that

they may receive the spirit of repentance, so that they

may be kxjsed from excommunication.

Reply Ohj. 2. One man*s prayers profit another in so ^r
as they can reach to him. Now the action of one man may
reach to another in two ways. First, by virtue of charity

which unites all the faitthful, making them one in God,

according to Ps. cxviii. 63: I am a partaker with all them

thai fear Thee. Now excommunication does not interrupt

this union, since no man can be justly excommunicated

eaoept for a mortal sin, whereby a man is already sepa-

rated from charity, even without being excommunicated.

An unjust excommunication cannot deprive a man of

charity, since this is one of the greatest of all goods, of

which a man cannot be deprived agaimt his will. Secondly,

throogh the intention of the one who pny%, which in-

tention is directed to the person he prays for, and this

union is interrupted by excommunication, because by passing

sentence of excommunication, the Church seven a man from

the whole body of the faithful, for whom she prays. Hence

those prayers of the Qmith which are offered up for tha
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whok Church, do not profit thoM who are eaoommoib-

cated. Nor can prayen be laid for tbem among the maai-

ben of the Church, as ttpfalring in the Church's name,

although a private individual may say a prayer with the

intentioo of offering it for their conversion.

Reply Ohj. 3. The spiritual fruit of the Church is derivwi

not only from her prayers, but also from the sacraments

received and from the ^thful dwelling together.

R0ply Obj, 4. The minor exoonununication does not fulfil

all the conditians of excommunication but only a part of

tbem. hence the definition of excommunication need not

apply to it in every respect, but only in some.

Sbcond Article,

whbthbr the church should excommuhicats
ANYOKE ?

We proceed thus to the Second ArticU :—
Objection I. It seems that the Church ought not lu ex-

communicate anyone, because exoommmiication is a kind

of curse, and we are forbidden to curse (Rom. xii. 14).

Therefore the Church should not excommunicate.

Obj. 2. Further, the Church Biilitant should imitate the

Church Triumphant. Now we read in the epistle of Jude

{veru 9) that when Michael the Archangel disputing with the

devil contended aboui the body of Moses» he durst not bring

against him the judgment of raiUng Bpeech, but said : The

Lord command thee. Therefore the Church Militant ought

not to judge any man by cursing or excommunicating

him.

Obj. 3. Further, no man should be given into the hands of

his enemies, unless there be no hope for him. Now by ex-

oonununication a man is given into the hands of Satan, as

is clear from i Cor. v. 5. Since then we should never give

up hope about anyone in this life, the Chiu-ch should not

excommunicate anyone.

On the contrary. The Apostle (i Cor. v. 5) ordered a man to

be excommunicated.
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Further, it it written (Bfatth. zviii. 17) about the man
who refuses to hear the Church: Ld kim be to Hue m ihs

haUken or ^ubUcmn, But heathens are outside the Church.

Therefore they also who refuse to hear the Church, should

be banished from the Church by excommunication.

/ Mnnnr thai. The judgment of the Church should be con-

fonned to the judgment of God. Now God pimishes the

simier in many ways, in order to draw him to good, either

by fha^sing him with stripes, or by leaving him to himself,

so that being deprived of those helps whereby he was kept

out of evil, be may acknowledge his weakness, and humbly
return to God Whom he had abandoned in his pride. In

both these respects the Church by passing sentence of ex-

conununication imitates the judgment of God. For by
severing a man from the communion of the faithful that he

may blush with shame, she imitates the judgment whereby

God rhastisfs man with stripes; and by depriving him of

prayers and other spiritual things, she imitates the judgment

of God in leaving man to himself, in order that by humility

he may learn to know himself and return to God.

R§ply Ohj. I. A curse may be pronounced in two ways:

first so that the intention of the one who curses is fixed on

the evil which he invokes or pronounces, and cnrsing in this

•enae is altogether forbidden. Secondly, so that the evil

which a man invokes in cursing is intended for the good of

the one who is cursed, and thus cursing is sometimes lawful

and sahitary: thus a physician makes a sick man undergo

pain, by cutting him. for instance, in order to deUver him
from hit sicknea.

tUp^ Ohj. 2. The devil cannot be brought to repentance.

wfaerefofv the pain of excommunication cannot do him any
good.

Rtply Obj. ^. hrom the very fact that a man is dcpnved
of tbe prayers of the Chnrcfa. he incurs a triple lost, corre-

sponding to the three things which a man acquires through

the Choich't prayen. For they bring an incmae of grace

to those who have it. or merit grace for those who have it

not; and in this respect the Master of the Sentences says
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(hr. SeiU. D. 18): The grace of God it tskm ttrnty by «r-

commumc4Ui(m. They abo prove a nfeguard of virtue;

tnd in this respect he says that proUeHon is Ukm mnty,
not that tiie exoommnnicated person is withdrawn alto-

gether from God's providenoe. but that he is exchxted from

that protectioD with which He watches over the children

of the Church in a more special way. Moreover, they are

naefol as a deience against the enemy, and in this respect

be says that the devil receives greater power of atsemtHng the

excommumcaUd person, hoik spiritually and corporally.

Hence in the early Church, when men had to be enticed to

the faith by means of outward signs (thus the gift of the

Holy Ghost was shown openly by a visible sign), so too ex-

communication was evkknoed by a person being troubled

in his body by the devil. Nor is it unreasonable that one,

for whom then is still hope, be given over to the enemy,

for he is surrendered, not unto damnation, but unto correc-

tion, since the Church has the power to rescue him from the

hands of the enemy, whenever he is willing.

Third Article.

WliFrnFR AMVONE SHOULD BE EXCOMMUNICATRD FOR IM-

FUCTING TEMPORAL HARM ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article ;—
Ohjection i. It seems that no man should be excommuni-

cated for inflicting a temporal harm. For the punishment

should not exceed the Csuft. But the punishment of exoom-

mimication is the privation of a spiritual good, which sur-

passes all temporal goods. Therefore no man should be

excommunicated for temporal injuries.

Obj. 2. Further, we should render to no man evil for evil,

according to the precept of the Apostle (Rom. xii. 17).

But this would be rendering evil for evil, if a man were to

be excommunicated for doing such an injury. Therefore this

ought by no means to be done.

On the contrary, Peter sentenced Ananias and Sa|rfiira to

death for keeping back the price of their piece of land
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(Acts V. i-io). Tbeielof« it is lawful for the Church to ex-

oommumcate for temporal injuries.

/ mmtmtrUuU, By cjwxwnmnnication the eccle&ia ?>ticaJ jud^
exdndes a man. in a leoie, from the Jdngdom. Wherefore,

since he ought not to exclude from the kingdom others than

the uniA'orthy. as was made clear from the definition of the

keys {Q. XVll.. A. a), and since no one becomes unworthy,

unless, through committing a mortal sin, he lose chanty

which is the way leading to the kingdom, it ioUows that no

man shoukl be excommunicated except for a mortal sin.

And since by injuring a man in his body or in his tempor-

ahties. one may sin mortally and act against charity, the

Church can excommunicate a man for having inflicted

temporal injury on anyone. Yet, as excommunication is

the most severe punishment, and since punishments are

intended as remedies, aocofding to the Phik»opher {Etkic. ii)

.

and again since a prudent physician begins with lighter

and less risky remedies, therefore excommunication should

not be inflicted, even for a mortal sin, unless the sinner be

obstinate, either by not coming up for judgment, or by

going away before judgment is pronounced, or by failing

to obey the deciiioD of the court. For then, if, after due

warning, he refuse to obey, he is reckoned to be obstinate,

and the judge, not being able to proceed otherwise against

him, mutt excommunicate him.

lUpiy Obj. X. A lauh is not measured by the extent of the

damage a man does, but by the will with which he does it,

acting against charity. Wherefore, thotigh the puniahment

of excommwiiifiatinn exceeds the harm done, it does not

exceed the meeeura of the sin.

R*ply Obj. 2. When a man is corrected by being punished,

evil is not wriiwwl to ton, but good : since ptiniihrnents u%
remedies, as stated above.
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FoUBTtl AmcLE.

WHETHER AW BXCOMMUNICAHOir UKJUSTLY PROHOUMCBO
HAS ANY EFFECT ?

iVe proceed thms to ilu Famih AHicU

:

—
OhjtcHon X. It seems that an ezoommunication which is

pronounced unjustly has no eflect at all. Because ezcom-

municatioo deprives a man of the protectkm and gnux of

God, which cannot be forfeited unjustly. Therefore ex-

communication has no effect if it be unjustly pronounced.

Obj. 2. Further, Jerome says (on Matth. xvi. 19. / will

give to thee the keys) : It is a Pharisaical seoerity to reckon as

really botmd or loosed, that which is botmd or loosed mwjmttly.

But that severity was proud and erroneous. Therefore an

unjust excommunication has no effect.

On the contrary. According to Gregory {Horn, ncvi. in

Evang.), the sentence of the pastor is to be /eared whether it be

jusl or unjust. Now there would be no reason to fear an

unjust excommunication if it did not hart. Therefore, etc.)

/ answer that, An excommunication may be unjust for

two reasons. First on the part of its author, as when any-

one excommunicates through hatred or anger, and then.

neverthekss, the excommunication takes effect, though its

author sins, because the one who is excommunicated suffers

justly, even if the author act wrongly m excommunicating

him. Secondly, on the part of the excommunication,

through there being no proper cause, or through the sentence

being passed without the forms of law being obaerved.

In this case, if the error, on the part of the sentence, be such

as to render the sentence void, this has ik> effect, for there is

no fftwpmifnk*»^'** ; bat if the error does not annul the

sentence, this takes effect, and the perMO exoommunicated

should humbly submit (which will be credited to him as a

merit), and either seek abaolation from the person who has

cxcommnnicatfid him, or appeal to a hi^ier judge. If,

however, he were to contemn the sentence, he would ipso

facto sin mortally.
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But tometimes it happen that there it tnffident cause on

the part of the exconununicator, but not on the part of the

exoommunicated. as when a man is exoommunicated lor

a crime which he has not oommxtted, but which has been

proved against him : in this case, if he submit humbly, the

merit of his humihty will compensate him for the harm of

excommunication

.

R^ply Obj. I. Although a man cannot lose God*s grace

unjustly, yet he can unjustly lose those things which on our

part dispose us to receive grace; for instance, a man may
be deprived of the instruction which he ought to have. It

is in this sense that excommunication is said to deprive a

man of God*s grace, as was explained above (A. 2. oi 3).

R^ply Obj. 2. Jerome is speaking of sin, not of its punish-

ments, which can be inflicted unjustly by ecclesiastical

superiors.



QUESTION .NJUl.

OF THOSE WHO CAN EXCOBOfUNICATE OR BE
EXCOMMUNICATED.

(In SiM ArHcUs.)

We must now consider those wbo can ezcommitiiicate or

be excommunicated. Under this head there are six points

of inquiry: (i) Whether every piiest can excommunicate ?

(2) Whether one who is not a priest can excommunicate ?

(3) Whether one who is excommunicated or suspended, can
excommunicate ? (4) Whether anyone can excofir «c

himself, or an equal, or a superior ? (5) Whetherai..i.....wJe

can be excommunicated ? (6) Whether one who is already

excommimicated can be excommunicated again ?

First Article.

WHETHER EVERY PRIEST CAN EXCOMMUNirATf- >

We proceed thm to the Firsi Article :—
Objection I. It seems that every priest can excommuni-

cate. For excommunication is an act of the keys. But
every priest has the keys. Therefore every priest can ex-

communicate.

Ohj. 2. Further. It is a greater thing to loose and bind in

the tribunal of penance than in the tribunal of judgment.

But every priest can loose and bind his subjects in the

tribunal of Penance. Therefore every priest can excommuni-

cate his subjects.

On the contrary. Matters fraught with danger should be

left to the decision of superiors. Now the punishment of

excommnniration is fraught with many dangers. unlMs it

388
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be inftrtfri with moderatHm. Therefore it should not be

entrusted to every priest

/ ^mmtr UuU, In the tribunal of comcienoe the i>ka is be-

tfVMo mmn and God. whereas in the outward tribunal it

is between man and man. WherefoR the loosing or binding

of oiM man in rektioo to God alone, belongs to the tribunal

of Penance, whereas the binding or loosing of a man in re-

lation to other men. belongs to the public tribunal of external

judgment. And since excommunication severs a man from

the commimion of the faithful, it bek»gs to the external

tribunal. Consequently those alone can excommunicate

who have jurisdiction in the judicial tribunal. Hence, of

their own authority, only bishops and higher prelates.

aooording to the more common o(Mnion, can excommunicate.

whereas parish priests can do so only by commission or in

certain cases, as those of theft, rapine and the like, in which

the law allows them to excommunicate. Others, however,

have maintained that even parish priests can excommuni-

cate: but the former opinion is more reasonable.

Reply Obj. I . Excommunication is an act of the keys, not

directly, but with respect to the external judgment. The
sentence of excommunication, however, though it is promul-

gated by an external verdict, still, as it belongs somewhat
to the entrance to the kingdom, in so far as the Church

Militant is the way to the Church Triumphant, this juris-

diction whereby a man is competent to excom: '<>,

can be called a key. It is in this sense that some cl...>.:.o>..:Ji

between the key of Orden, which all priests have, and the

key of jurisdiction in the tribunal of judgment, which none

have but the judges of the external tribunal. Nevertheleai

God bestowed both on Peter (Matth. xvi. 19), from wbom
they are derived by othere, whichever of them they have.

lUply Obi. 3- Parish priests have juritdictioii indeed over

their subjects, in the tribunal of comdence, but not in the

jodidal tribunal, for they cannot summons them in con-

tentious cases. Hence they cannot excommunicate, but

they can abeoive them in the tribunal of Penance. And
though the tribunal of Penance is higher, yet moie solemnity

liU 4 19
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is requisite in the judicial trihansl, because tlwran it is

necessaiy to make satjtfafftina not only to God but also to

man.

Sbcond Article,

whether those who are not priests can ex-

communicate ?

Wg pfocted thus to the Second ArHcU ;—
Objechom i. It seems that those who are not priests can-

not exconmiunicate. Because excommunicatioo is an act

of the keys, as stated in iv. Sent. D. 18. But those who are

not priests have not the keys. Therefore they cannot

excommunicate

.

Obj. 2. Further, more is required for excommunication

than for absolution in the tribunal of Penance. But one

who is not a priest cannot absolve in the tribunal of Fr-
ance. Neither therefore can he excommunicate.

On the con^ary, Archdeacons, legates and bishops-elect ex-

oommumcate, and yet sometimes they are not priests.

Therefore not only priests can excommunicate.

/ answer thai. Priests akme are competent to dispense

the sacraments wherein grace is given : wherefore they alone

can loose and bind in the tribunal of Penance. On the

other hand, excommunication regards grace, not directly

but consequently, in so ^ as it deprives a man of the

Churches prayers, by which he is disposed lor grace or pre-

served therein. G)nsequcntly even those who are not

priests, provided they have jurisdiction in a contentious

court, can excommunicate.

Reply Obj. i. Though they have not the key of Orders,

they have the key of jurisdiction.

Reply Obj. 2. These two are related to one another as

something exceeding and something exceeded,^ and conse-

quently one of them may be within the competency of

someone while the other is not.

• CI A. I, «tf. a. Q. XXIV., A. I. mL I.
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Third Articlb.

whether a man who is excommunicated or suspended
can excommunicate another ?

We prousd tkms to ikt Third ArHcU .'—

Obf^diom I. It seems that one who is excommunicated
or wipendfd can eaoommumcate another. For such a

one hat kst neither Orders nor jarisdictiofi, since neither is

he ordained anew when he is absolved, nor is his jurisdiction

renewed. But excommunication requires nothing more

than Orders or jurisdiction. Therefore even one who is

excommunicated or suspended can excommunicate.

06/. 2 . Further, it is a greater thing to consecrate the body

of Christ than to excommunicate. But such persons can

consecrate. Therefore they can excommunicate.

On the contrary. One wIkmc body is botmd cannot bind

another. But spiritual gyves are stronger than bodily

letters. Therefore one who is excommunicated cannot

excommunicate another, since excomnmnication is a spiritual

chain.

/ antMwr that, Jurisdiction can only be used in relation

to another man. Consequently, since every excommuni-

cated person is severed from the communion of the faithful.

he is deprived of the use of jurisdiction. And as excom-

monication requires jurisdiction, an excommunicated per-

son cannot excommunicate, and the same reason applies

to one who is suspended from jurisdiction. For if he be

suspended from Orders only, then he cannot exereise his

Order, but be can use his jurisdiction, whik, on the other

hand, if he be suspended from jurisdiction and not from

Orders, he cannot use his jurisdiction, though he can exerdw
his Order: and if he be suspended from both, he can exeraw
neither.

JUply Ohj. I. Although an excommunicated or sospended

person does not lose his jurisdiction, yet be does lose its

use.

lUply Obj. 2. The power of consecration results from the
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poivcr of the diwartw which ii indelible, whcmfa», liroin

the very hd that a man has the character of Order, he can

ahvayt oonaeciate, thou^ not always lawfully. It is

diflerent with the power of ejMomnmnication which results

from jurisdiction, for this can be taken away and bound.

Fourth Article.

WHETHER A MAM CAN BXCOMllUinCATE HIMSELF, HIS EgOAL.

OR HIS SUPERIOR }

We proceed thut to the Fourth Article .*—

Objection i. It seems that a man can excommunicate

himself, his equal, or his superior. For an angel of God
was greater than Paul, according to Ifatth. xi. it: He thai

ii lesser in the kingdom 0/ heaven is greater than he, a greater

than whom hath not risen among men that are bom o/ woman.

Now Paul excommunicated an angel from heaven (Gal.

i. 8). Therefore a man can exoooununicate his superior.

Obj. 2. Further, sometimes a priest pronounces a general

exoommimication for theft or the like. But it might

happen that he, or his equal, or a superior has done such

things. Therefore a man can excommunicate himself, his

equal, or a superior.

Obj. 3. Further, a man can absolve his superior or his

equal in the tribunal of Penance, as when a bishop confesses

to his subject, or one priest confesses venial sins to another.

Thefefore it seems that a man may also excommunicate

his superior, or his equal.

On the contrary, Excommunication is an act of jurisdiction.

But no man has jurisdiction over himself (since one cannot

be both judge and defendant in the same trial), or over his

superior, or over an equal. Therefore a man cannot excom-

mnnicate his superior, or his equal, or himself.

/ amsmar thai, Since, by jurisdiction, a man is placed above

those over whom he has jurisdiction, through being their

judge, it follows that no man has jurisdiction over himself,

his superior, or his equal, and that, consequently, no one can

excommunicate cither himself, or his superior, or his equal.
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lUply Obf. X. The Apostle is speaking hypotbetically. i.e.

supposiiig an angel were to sin. for in that case he would not

be higher than the Apostle, but lower. Nor is it absurd

that, if the antecedent of a conditional sentence be im-

possible, the consequence be impossiUe also.

Reply Obj. 2. In that case no one would be CKCommimi-

cated, since no man has power over his peer.

R^y Obj. 3. Loosing and binding in the tribunal of con-

fessioo afiects our relation to God only, in Whose sight a

man from being above another sinks below him through sin

;

while on the other hand excommunication is the affair of an

external tribunal in which a man does not forfeit his superi-

ority on aocoimt of sin. Hence there is no comparison

between the two tribunals. Nevertheless, even in the

tribunal of confession, a man cannot absolve himself, or his

superior, or his equal, unless the power to do so be com-

mitted to him. This does not apply to venial sins, because

they can be remitted thnnigfa any sacraments which confer

grace, hence remission of venial sins follows the power of

Orders.

Fifth Article.

whbthsr sbirrbnce of excommunication can be passed

on a body of men ?

We proceed thm to the Fifth Article ;—
ObjecMom i. It seems tfcust sentence of excommunication

can be paaed on a body of men. Because it is possible for

a number of people to be united together in wickedness.

Now when a man is obstinate in his wickedness he should

be excommunicated. Therefore a body of men can be ex-

communicated.

Obj. 3. Further, the most grievous effect of an excommuni-
cation is privation of the sacraments of the Church. But

sometimes a whole country is laid under an interdict . There-

fore a body of people can be exconwmnicatfkl

.

On the contrary, A gkMS of Augottine* 00 Matth. xii.

• a. Bp, od.



Q. ta. A«T. 6 THE " SUMMA THEOLOGICA "
294

Wfrts that the sovereign and a body of people cannot be

excommunicated.

/ «fiMMf iJuU, No man should be excommunicated except

for a mortal sin. Now sin consists in an act : and acts do

not belong to communities, but, generally speaking, to indi-

viduals. Wherefore individual members of a community

can be excommunicated, but not the community itself.

And although sometimes an act belongs to a whole multi-

tude, as when many draw a boat, which none of them could

draw by himself, yet it is not probable that a community
would so wholly consent to e\'il that there would be no

dissentients. Now God, Who judges all the earth, does not

condemn the just with the wicked (Gen. "^"
re-

fore the Church, who should imitate the y..^^......: _: .od,

prudently decided that a community should not be excom-

municated, lest the wheat be uprooted together with the

tares and cockle.

The Reply to the First Objection is evident from what

has been said.

Reply Obj. 2. Suspension is not so great a punishment as

excommunication, since those who are suspended are not

deprived of the pras^ers of the Church, as the excommuni-

cated are. Wherefore a man can be snqwndtd intiiwit

having conunitted a sin himself, just as a whole Idnfdaai

is laid under an interdict on account of the king's crime.

Hence there is no onnparison between excommimication

and suspension.

Sixth Asticlb.

whbthbr a man can be excommunicated who is already
under sentence of excommunication ?

»i e proceed Urns to the Sixth ArHcU

:

—
Objtctum z. It seems that a man who is already under

sentence of exconununication cannot be excommunicated

any further. For the Apostle 9»y% (i Cor. v. 12): What

hene I to iotc ptige them that are without ? Now those who
are excommunicated are already outside the Church.
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Therefore the Church cannot exercise any further judgment
on them, so as to exoonununicate them again.

Obj. 2. Further, Excommunication is privation of divine

things and of the communion of the faithful. But when
a man has been deprived of a thing, he cannot be deprived

of it again. Therefore one who is excommimicated cannot

be firommunicated again.

On the conirtay. Excommunication is a punishment and

a healing medicine. Now pimishments and medicines are

repeated when necessary. Therefore excommunication can

t>e repeated.

/ ansMttf tJuU, A man who is under scntijice oi one cx-

comnio^i^^tion, can be excommunicated again, either by
a ri

,

1 of the same excommunication, for his greater

confusion, so that he may renoimce sin, or for some other

cause. And then there are as many principal excom-

nnmicatiofis, as there are causes for his being excommuni-
cated.

Reply Obj. I. The Apostle is speaking of heathens and of

other unbelievers who have no (sacramental) character,

whereby they are numbered among the people of God.

But since the baptismal character whereby a man is num-
bered among God's people, is mdelible, one who is baptized

always belongt to the Church in some way. so that the

Chun:h is always competent to sit in judgment on him.

Reply Obj. 2. Although privation does not receive more
or k» in itself, yet it can. as regards its cause. In this

way an excommunication can be repeated, and a man who
has been excommunicated several times is further from the

Church's prayers than one who has been excommunicated

only once.



QUESTION XXIII.

OF COMMUNICATION WITH EXCOMMUNICATED
PERSONS.

{In Tkr9$ ArtUUs,)

Wb must now consider oonununication with those who are

excommunicated. Under this head there are three points

of inquiry: (i) Whether it is lawful to commnnicate in

matters purely corporal with one who is excommanicat'-* ^

(2) Whether one who communicates with an excoran

cated person is excommunicated ? (3) Whether it is always

a mortal sin to communicate with an exconummicated

person in matters not p<rinitt»d by law ?

First Article.

whether rr is lawful. in matters purely corporal, to
comiunicate with an excomiiunicatbd pikson ?

We procud thus to the First Article :—
Objection i. It seems that it b lawful, in matters purely

corporal, to communicate with an excommunicated person.

For excommunication is an act of the keys. But the power
of the ktys extends only to spiritual matters. Thoefore

excommunication does not prevent one from communi-
cating with another in matters ocnporaL

Obj. 2. Further, Whal is instiiuUd for the take oj chmriiy,

does not militaU against charity. (Cf. Q. XL. A. I. Obj. i).

But we are bound by the precept of charity to suooonr our

enemies, which is impossible without some sort of r'>m-

munication. Therefore it is lawful to communicate

an excommunicated pencMi in corporal matters.

296
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On tk* cmntMay, It is written (i Cor. v. ii): WUk mck •%

fm$ «of » mmtk as io uA,

I mnmm thai. Excommunication is twofold: there is

minor eaooamnmicatioo, which deprives a man merely of

a share in tlie tacrameiits. but not of the communion of the

faithful. Wherefore it is lawful to communicate with a

penon lying under an enoonnanication of this kind, but

not to give him the saomaenta. The other b major ex-

communication, which deprivea a man of the sacraments

of the Churdi and of the communion of the ftuthful. Where-

fore it b not lawful to communicate with one who lies under

such an excommunication. But. since the Church resets

to excommunication to repair and not to destroy, exception

is made from this general law. in certain matters wherein

cooummication is lawful, viz. in those which concern salva-

tion, for one is allowed to speak of soch matters with an

exoooiBiiiiiicated person; and one may even speak of other

matters to as to put him at his ease and to make the wofds

of salvation more acceptable. Moreover exception is made
in favour of certain people whose business it is to be in

attendance on the excommunicated person, vix. his wife,

child, slave, vassal or subordinate, lliis. however, is to be

understood of children who have not attained th< : ity.

else they are forbidden to communicate with tltc.i .«^iher:

and as to the others, the exception applies to them if they

have entered his service beion Us excommunication, but

not if they dki to afterwards.

Son» iindtnfind this exception to apply in the opposite

way, vix. that the master can oonununicate with his sub-

jects: while others hold the contrary. At any rate it is

lawful for them to ooomiunicate with others in matters

wherein they are under an obligation to them, for ju&t as

subjects are bound to serve their master, so is the roaster

bound to look after his subjects. Again certain cases art

eaotpttd; as when the fact of the excommunication is

uaknawn. or in the case ol strangers or travellers in the

oonntiy of those who are excommunicated, for they are

allowed to buy from theoi, or to receive alms from thtm
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LikflwiM if anyone were to tee an escomnninicated penon

m distnai; lor then he would be boqnd by the pteMpt of

diarity to asAist him. Theae are all contained in the

following line

UHiUy. torn, lomKntUt ifmommc» offmci, n«e$sniy,

where flrfiUly refers to salutary wofdi, Um to marriage.

lomUntu to sabjection. The others need no explanation.

R^Pfy Obj. X. Corporal matters are subordinate to spiritual

matters. Wherefore the power which extends to spiritual

things, can also extend to matters touching the body:

even as the art which considers the end commands in

matters ordained to the end.

Reply Obj. 2. In a case where one is boimd by the pre-

cept of charity to hold communication, the prohibition

ceases, as is dear from what has been said.

Second Akticlb.

whbtrbr a person incurs excommunication for com-

municahng with one who is excomml'nicated.

W$ procsed ihm to the Second ArHcle .*—

Objedum z. It seems that a person does not incur ex-

communication for communicating with one who it excom-

municated. For a heathen or a Jew is more separated

from the Qiurch than a person who is excommunicated.

But one does not incur excommunication for oommnnicat-

ing with a heathen or a Jew. Neither, therefore, does one

for communicating with an excommunicated Christian.

Obj. 2. Further. If a man incurs excommnnicatiaii for

communicating with an excommunicated person, for the

same reason a third would incur excommunication for

communicating with him. and thus one might go on inde-

finitely, which would seem absurd. Therefore oos does

not incur exoonununication for communicating with one

who is excommunicated.

On the conirofy. An excommunicated person is banished
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from cofHiwuniMiL Thereforo wboevcr ofwnnwrfaiiw with

him leaves the commtinion of the Qrarcfa: and hence be

seems to be ezeommunicated.

/ mumtr tktU, A person may incor excommunication in

two ways. First, so that the exoomnranicatioo includes

both Umelf and wfaoeoevvr oommuiicates with him: and

then, whhoat any doubt, whoever communicates with him,

incurs a major excommunication. Secondly, so that the

exoommonicatkm is simply pronoimced on him; and then

a man may communicate with him either in his crime, by
coonad. help or favour, in which case again he incurs the

major excommunication, or he may communicate with him
in other things by speaking to him, greeting him, or eating

with him. in which case he incurs the minor excommunica-

tion.

Reply Obi. i. Tlie Church has no intention of c<»Tecting

unbelievers as well as the faithful who are tmder her care:

hence she does not sever those, whom she excommunicates,

from the fellowship of unbelievers, as she does from the

communion of the faithful over wliom she exercises a certain

power.

Rfply Obj. 2. It is lawful to hold communion with one

«dx> Itts incurred a minor excommunication, so that ex-

comnnmicstion does not pass on to a third person.

Third Article

whttbsr it is always a mortal sin to communicatb
with am bxcommunicateo pesson in othbr casts
than tbosl of which it is allowed ?

Wt proemi thus to tJu Third ArticU :—
Objedum i. It seems that it is always a mortal sin to

bold communion with an exconummicated person in other

cases than those in which it is alknied. Because a certain

decretal (Cap. Smcrit : D$ his put vi, mtktot, etc.) declares

that not evtm tknmgh fmr of doMk tkouU mtyom hold com-

MMifiMMi wuh on $xcotittititntcoi§d ponon, tinco on§ ought to

die rother thon commit « mortol tin. But this would be no
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raMQo uiikM it were always a mortal tin to bold coamniiioo

with an <^»ooinniiiiiMWti>d peraoo. XlMnlore dc.
Ohj. 2. Portlier, it b a mortal tin to act againit a com-

mandmeat of the .Church. But the Church forbids anyone

to bold coramunion with an exoommunicated person.

Therefofe it is a mortal sin to bold oonmmnion with nn<>

wbo it exoommonicated.

Obj. 3. Further, No man is debarred from receiving the

Eucbarist 00 accoont of a venial sin. But a man ¥rfao holds

oommnmon with an excommunicated person, outside tboee

cases in which it is allowed, is debarred from receiving

the Eucharist, since he incurs a minor «aoommunicatioo.

Thereiore it is a mortal sin to bold communion with an

WBomnniunicated penon, save in those cases in which it is

allowed.

Obj. 4. Further, No one should incur a major eacom-

munication save for a mortal siiL Now according to the

law (Can. PrtBcipHe, u^'* caus. xi.) a man uiMy incur a

major excommunication for holding communion with an

eaoomnmnicated penon. Therefore it is a mortal sin to

hM communion vrith one who is excommunicated.

On the c<m4rmy. None can absolve a man from mortal sin

unless be have jurisdiction over him. But any priest can

absolve a man for holding communion with those «dio are

excommnnicrted. Therefore it is not a mcMtal sin.

Farther, The measore d the penalty should be according

to the measure of the sin, as stated in Deut. xxv. 3. Now
the punishment appointed by common custom for holding

conmnmion with an excommunicated person is not that

which is inflicted for mortal sin. but rather that which is

due for venial sin. Therefore it is not a mortal sin.

/ JUtttHT UuU, Some hold that it is always a mortal sin

to hold communion with an excommunicated person, by

word or in any of the forbidden ways mentioned above

(A. 2). except in those cases allowed by law (Cap. Quomiam).

But since it seems very hard that a man should be guilty

of a mortal sin by uttering just a sU^t word to an excom-

municated person, and that by excommunicating a penon
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one would i iMJiiigf r the lalvrntion of many, and lay a snare

which m%ht turn to one's own hnrt, it seems to others more
probahle that he is not always guilty of a mortal sin, but only

when he holds «xnmanion with him in a criminal deed, or

in an act of Divine worship, or through contempt of the

Church.

Ii»pfy Obj. I. This decretal is speakmg oi hoidmg com-

munioo in Divine wonhip. It may also be replied that

the same reason apples both to mortal and venial sin,

ainoe just as one cannot do well by committing a mortal

tin, so neither can one l^ committing a venial sin : so that

just as it is a man's duty to fiifier death rather than commit
a mortal sin. so is it his duty to do so sooner than commit
a venial sin, inasmuch as it is his duty to avoid venial sin.

Reply Obj. 2. The commandment of the Church regards

spiritual matters directly, and legitimate actions as a

ooosequence: hence by holding communion in Divine wocih^
one acts against the commandment, and commits a mortal

sin; but by holding communion in other matters, one acts

bende the commandment, and sins venially.

R^pfy Obj. 3. Sometimes a man is debarred from the

Eucharist even without his own fauih, as in the case of

those who are suspended or imder an interdict, because

these penalties are sometimes inflicted on one person for

the sin of another who is thus punished.

R»Pfy Obj. 4. Although it ii a venial sin to hold com-
mu&ioo with one who is excommunicated, yet to do so

ohetintyity is a mortal sin: and for this reason one may
be excommunicated according to the law.



QUESTION XXIV.

OF ABSOLUTION FROM EXCOMMUNICATION.

[In Thrt* ArtieUs.^

We must now consider absoltttion from excomni n:

onder which head there are three points ol
, y :

(i) Whether any priest can absolve hb subject from ex-

communication ? (2) Whether a man can be absolved

from exconununication against his will ? (3) Whether a

man can be absolved from one excommunication without

being absolved from another ?

First Article.

WHPTHFR AW PRIEST CAN ABSOLVE HIS SUBJECT FROM

EXCOMMUNICATION ?

We proued thus to the First ArticU ;—
Objection i. It seems that any priest can absolve hi^

mblect from excommunication. For the chains of sin arc

«trooger than those of exconununicatioo. But any priest

can absolve his subject from sin. Therefore much more

can he absolve him from excommuniratinn,

Obj. 2. Further, If the cause is removed the efiect is

removed. But the cause of exconuntmication is a mortal

sin. Therefofe sinoe any priest can absolve (his labiect)

from that mortal sin, he is able likewise to absolve him

from the excommunication.

On the eonifmy. It belongs to the same power to excom-

municate as to absolve from exoommimkatioiL But prietts

of inferior degree cannot exconununicate their subjects.

Neither, therefore, can they absolve them.

3»
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/ muwtr ikait Anyone can abtolv« from minor exoom-

monication who can abiolv« from the im of participation

in the sin of another. But in the case of a major excom-

munication, this it pronotmced either by a judge, and then

he wtio proooonoed tentence or his nperior can absolve,

—

or it is pronounced by law. and then the bishop or even a

priest can absolve except in the six cases idiich the Pope,

who is the maker of laws, reserves to himself :—the first is

the case of a man who lays hands on a cleric or a religious;

the seoQod is of one wbo breaks into a church and is de-

nounced for so doing; the third is of the man who sets fire

to a church and is denounced for the deed; the fourth is

of one who knowingly ccHumunicates in the Divine worship

with those ynhom the Pope has excommunicated by name;
the fifth is the case of one who tampers with the letters of

the Holy See ; the sixth b the case of one who ocmununi-

cates in a crime of one who is exoomnnmicated. For he

sboohl not be absolved except by the person who excom-

municated him, even though he be not subject to him,

unless, by reason of the difficulty of appearing before him,

he be absolved by the bishop or by his own priest, after

binding himself by oath to submit to the command of the

judge who pronounced the excommunication on him.

There are homtw ei^ exceptions to the first case:

(I) In the hour of death, when a person can be absolved

by any priest from any excommunication : (2) if the striker

be the door-keeper of a man in authority, and the blow be

given neither through hatred nor of set purpose: (3) if the

striker be a woman: (4) if the striker be a servant, whose
master is not at fault and wouki sofier from his absence:

(5) if a religknis strike a religious, unless he strike him vay
grievously: (6) if the striker be a poor man: (7) if he be a
minor, an old man, or an invalid: (8) if there be a deadly

feud between thwni

There are, beskies, seven cases in which the person who
strikes a cleric does not incur exooamnmication: (1) if he

do it for the sake ci discipline, as a teacher or a superkv:

(a) if it be done for fun: (3) if the striker find the cleric
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bdiaviiig with impropriety tofwards his wife, his mother,

his sister or his daughter : (4) if he return blow lor

hlow at once: (5) if the striksr be not aware that
'

striking a cleric : (b) if the latter be guilty of apoata>,

the triple adroofiition : (7) if the cleric exercise an act which
is altogether contrary to the clerical life. e^. if he become
a soldier, or if he be guilty of bigamy.*

R9ply Ohj. I. Althou^ the chains of sin are in themselves

graater than those ol excommunication, yet in a certain

respect the diains of excommunication are greater, inas-

much as they bind a man not only in the sight of God, but

also in the eye of the Church. Hence absolution from

exocmummication requires jurisdiction in ih^ '-^'^nial

foran, whereas absolution from sin does not. N .ere

need of giving one's word by oath, as in the case of absolu-

tion from excommunication, because, as the Apost ' ' '

(Heb. vi. 16), controversies between men are decid<

Reply Obj. 2. As an exoommnnicated perKm has no
share in the sacraments of the Church, a pri«

absolve him from his guilt, unless he be first abi><

exoommunication.

Second Article,

whether amyonb cam be absolved against his will?

We proceed thus to the Second A rticU :—
ObjecHon i. It seems that no man can be absolved

against his will. For spiritual things are not conferred on

vayoat against his will. Now absolution from excommuni-
cation is a spiritual favour. Therefore it canixit be granted

to a man against his wiD.

Obj. 2. Further, The cause of excommimication is con-

tumacy. But when, through contempt of the excomonmi-

catioo. a man b unwilling to be absolved, he shows a

high degree of contumacy. Therefore hecannot be absolved.

On the contrary. Excommunication can be prooounced on

a man against his will. Now things that happen to a man
against his wiD. can be removed from him against his will,

* Namely, that which is known by canonists as similar bigamy.



3PS ABSOLUTION FROM EXCOMM. Q. 34. Art. 3

as in the case of the goods of fortune. Therefoxeexcom-

imtnication can be removed from a man against his will.

/ MHtmer thai, Evil of fault and evil of punishment differ

in this, that the origin of fault b within us, since all sin is

voluntary, whereas the origin of punishment is sometimes

without, since punishment does not need to be voluntary,

in fact the nature of punishment is rather to be against the

will. Wliercfore, just as a man commits no sin except

willingly, so no sin b forgiven him against his will. On
the other hand just as a person can be exconununicated

against hb will, so abo can he be absolved therefrom.

Reply Obj. I. The assertion b true of those spiritual goods

which depend on our will, such as the virtues, which we
cannot lose unwillingly; for knowledge, although a spiritual

good, can be lost by a man against hb wilt throiigh sickness.

Hence the argument b not to the point.

Reply Obj. 2. It b possible for excommuDiiauwii to be

renooved from a man even though he be contumacious, if it

seem to be for the good of the man for whom the excom-

munication was intended as a medicine.

Third Article.

whethbk a man can be absolved from one excom-
munication without being absolved from all ?

We proceed Urns U> the Third Article :—
Objection z. It seems that a man cannot be absolved

from one excommunication without being absolved from
all. For an efliect should be proportionate to its cause.

Now the cmae of exoommunicatioo it a sin. Since then a
man cannot be absolved from one tb without being absolved

from all, neither can this happen as regards excommuni-
cation.

Obj. 2. Further. Abiohition from excommunratfam is

pcoooonced in the Church. But a man who is nnder the

ban of one «soomnnmication is ovtside the Church. There-

fore so long ts one remains, a man cannot be kMMod from

another.

to 4 »0
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On tM4 eemtrtuy, Exoonununication is a ponishinent. Now
a man can be loosed from one punishment, while another

remains. Therefore a man can be loosed from one exoom»

nranication and yet remain nnder another.

/ amsmer thai, Excommunications are not connected

together in any way. and so it is possible for a man to be

absoK^ed from one, and yet remain under another.

It must be observed however that sometimes a man lies

under several exconmiunications pronounced by one judge

:

and then, when he is absolved f -i^. he is understood

to be absolved from all, unless ; trary be expressed ,

or unless he ask to be absolved from excommunication on

one count only, whereas he was excommunicated under

several. On the other hand sometimes a man lies under

several sentences of excommunication pronounced by
several judges; and then, when absolved from one •

munication, he is not therefore absolved from the ^ ... .

unless at his pra3rer they all confirm his absolution, or

unless they all depute one to absolve him.

Reply Obj. i. All sins are connected together in aversion

from God, which is incompatible with the forgiveness of

sin: wherefore one sin cannot be forgiven without another.

But exconmnmications have no such connection. Nor

again is absohition from exconununication hindered by
contrariety of the will, as stated above (A. 2). Hence the

argument does not prove.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as such a man was for several reasons

outside the Church, so is it possible for his separation to

be removed on one count and to remain on another.



QUESTION XXV.

OF INDULGENCE ITSELF.

{In Tkrt9 ArticUs.)

Wb must now consider indulgence, (i) in itself; (2) those

who grant indulgence; (3) those who receive it.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(i) Whether an indulgence remits any part of the punish-

ment due for the satisfaction of sins ? (2) Whether in-

dulgences are as effective as they claim to be ? (3) Whether
an indoJ^enoe should be granted for temporal assistance r

First Articlb.

whethbk an indulgence can remit any part of the
punishment due for the satisfaction op sins ?

Weinoc€athu$ to the First ArHcU :—
ObjtcHon I. It seems that an indulgence cannot remit

any part of the punishment due for the satisfaction of sins.

Became a gloss on 2 Tim. ii. 13, He cannot deny Himself,

says: He wotM do this i/ He did not keep Hit word. Now
He said (Deot. xxv. a): According to the meiuure of the tin

thaU the meatmre also of the stripes be. Therefore nothing

can be remitted from the satisfactory punishment which is

appointed according to the meaiure of sin.

Obj. 2. Further, An inferior cannot absolve from an

ohiiptinn imposed by his nperior. But when God absolves

us from sin He binds as to temporal punishment, as Hugh
of S. Victor declares {Tnut, vL Sum. Semt,). Therefore no
man can absolve from that punishment, fa^ remitting any
part "f t«

3»7
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Obf, 3. F^irther, Tbe gruiting of the tacnunenUl effect

without the ncnunents betoogi to the power of exoeOeooe.

Now none hut Christ hat the power of excellence in the

Mcrunents. Since then Mtisfictk» it 1 part oi the lacra-

ment of Penance, condnring to the rrniriwion oi theponkh-
ment due, it leemt that no mere man can remit thedebt

of punishment without satisfaction.

Obj. 4. Further, The power of the ministers of the Church

was given them, not mUo lifstfrwefcon. but tmio tUfuHion
(2 Cor. X. 8). But it would be coodncive to deetniction,

tf satisfaction, which was intended for our good, inasmuch

as it serves for a remedy, were done away with. Therefore

the power of the ministers of the Church does not extend

to this.

On the contrary. It is written (2 Cor. ii 10): For, wkM I

ham pardoned, if I have pardoned anything, for yonr iokes

have I done it in the person of Christ, and a gloss adds:

le. as though Christ Himsetf had pe^doned. But ChriM

could remit the punishment of a sin without any satisfaction,

as evidenced in the case of the adnHeroas woman {^cAxn viii.).

Therefore Paul could do so likewise. Therefore the Pope

can too, since his power in the Church is not less than

PftnlV

Further, The universal Church cannot err, since He Who
was heard for His reoerenu (Heb. v. 7) said to Peter, on

whose profession of faith the Church was founded (Luke

xzii32): I have prayed for thee thed thy faitk fail not. Now
the universal Church approves and grants indulgences.

Therefore indulgences have some value.

/ antmer that. All admit that indulgences have some value;

for it would be blasphemy to say that the Churdi does

anything in vain. But some say that they do not avail to

free a man from the debt of punishment iiHiidi he has

deserved in Purgatory according to God's judgment, and

that they merely serve to free him from the obligation

imposed on him by the priest as a punishment for his sins,

or from the canonical penalties he has incurred. But this

opinion does not seem to be true. First, because it is
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expressly oppostd to the privilege granted to Peter, to

whom it was said (Ifatth. xvi 19) that whatsoever he

sboold loose on earth should be loosed also in heaven.

Wherefore whatever remission is granted in the court of

the Church holds good in the court of God. Moreover the

Church by granting such indulgences would do more harm
than good, since, by remitting the punishment she had

enjoined on a man, she would deliver him to be punished

more severely in Purgatory.

Hence we must say on the contrary that indulgences bold

good both in the Church's court and in the judgment of

God, for the remission of the ptmishment which remains

after contrition, absolution, and confessbn. whether this

punishment be oijoiiied or not. The reason why they so

avail is the oneness of the mystical body in which many
have performed works of satisfaction exceeding the require-

ments of their debts; in which, too, many have patiently

borne unjust tribulaticms whereby a multitude of punish-

ments would have been paid, had they been incurred. So

great is the quantity of such merits that it exceeds the

entire debt of punishment due to those who arc living at

this moment: and this is especially due to the merits of

Christ: for thoo^ He acts through the sacraments, yet

His efficacy is nowise restricted to them, but inhnitely

surpasses their efficacy.

Now one man can satisfy for another, as we have explained

above (Q. XIII., A. 2). And the saints in ¥du>m this super-

abandanoe of satisfactions is found, did not perfonn their

good works for this or that particular person, who needs

the renUHion of his punishment (else he would have received

this rfifwiwinn without any indulgence at all), but they per-

formed them for the whole Church in general, even as the

Apottle declares that he fills up ihou tkingg ikai Mrt mmtify
o/ iks wmffmingt 0/ Cknti . . . /or Hit body, wkiek i$ lk$

Ckmnk to whom be wrote (C6L i 24). These merits, then,

are the cnmnKni property of the whole Church. .Now those

thtngs which an the comrnnii property of a number axe

distributed to the various individnals acoording to the
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judgment of him who rakt than all. Hence, just u one

man would obtain the rnnittton of his punishment if an-

other were to satisfy for him. so would he too if another's

satisfactions be applied to him by one who has the power

to do so.

Reply Oh). I. The remission which is granted by means of

indulgences does not destroy the proportion between

punishment and sin, since someone has spontaneoaaly

taken upon himfwJf the punishment due for another's

guilt, as explained above.

Reply Ohj. 2. He who gains an indulgence is not, strictly

speaking, absolved from the debt of punishment, but is

given the means whereby he may pay it.

Reply Ohj. 3. The effect of sacramental absohitioQ is the

removal of a man's guilt, an effect which is not produced

by indulgences. But he who grants indulgences pays the

debt of punishment which a man owes, out of the common
stock of the Church's goods, as ejqdained above.

Reply Ohj. 4. Grace affords a better remedy for the

avoidance of sin than does habituation to (good) works.

And since he who gains an indulgence is disposed to grace

through the love which he conceives for the cause for which

the indulgence is granted, it foUows that indulgences provide

a remedy against sin. Consequently it is not harmful to

grant indulgences unless this be done without discretion.

Nevertheless those who gain indulgences should be advised,

not, on this account, to omit the penitential works imposed

00 them, so that they may derive a remedy from these

also, even thou^ they may be quit of the debt of punish-

ment : and all the more, seeing that they are often more in

debt than they think.
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Second Article.

wbetheh inoulcencbs are as sffecttve as thby
claim to be ?

W$ procmi thus to Uu Stcond Article ;—
OhjmiUm i. It seems that indulgences are not as efiective

as they claim to be. For indulgences have no effect save

from the power of the keys. Now by the power of the keys,

he who has that power can only remit some fixed part of

the punishment due for sin, after taking into account the

measure of the sin and of the penitent's sorrow. Since then

indulgences depend on the mere wiU of the grantor, it seems

that they are not as efiective as they claim to be.

Obj. 2. Further, The debt of punishment keeps man back

from the attainment of glory, which he ought to desire

above all things. Now, if indulgences are as efiective as

they claim to be. a man by setting himself to gain indul-

genoes might become immime from all debt of temporal

ponishnwnt. Therefore it would seem that a man ought

to put aside all other kinds of works, and devote himself

to gain indulgences.

Obf. 3. Further. Sometimes an indulgence whereby a
man is remitted a third part of the punishment due for his

sins is granted if he contribute towards the erecticm of a

certain building. If, therefore, indulgences produce the

effect which is claimed for them, he who gives a penny.

and then another, and then again another, would obtain

a plenary absolution from all punishment due for his sins,

which seems absurd.

Obj. 4. Further, Sometimes an indulgence is granted, so

that for visiting a cfamdi a man obtains a seven years'

ifniwkin . U, then, an indulgence avails as much as is

claimed for it. a man who Uvea near that church, or the

clergy attached thereto who go there every day, obtain as

mocfa indulgence as one who comet from a distance (which

would appear unjust); moraovw, seemingly, they would

gain the indolfence several timet a day. since they go there

repeatedly*
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Obj. 5. Further, To remit a man's paniahmeiit beyood
a just eiCimate, seems to amomit to the same as to remit

it without reason; because in so far as he eaoeeds that

estimate, he limits the compensation. Now he who grants

an indulgence cannot without cause remit a man's punish-

ment either idioUy or partly, even though the Pope wvre to

say to anyone: / wmmi loyomM tks pumihmmlyau omfm
ycm MM. Tbeniore it seems that he cannot remit any-

thing bejrood the just estimate. Now indulgences are

often published which exceed that just estimate. Therafoce

they do not avail as much as is claimed for them.

On the amirtry. It is written (Job xiii. 7) : Umth God any
nt§d 0/ your lU, thai you should tpomh daceUfuUyfor Him ?

Therefore the Church, in publishing indulgences, does not

lie; and so they avail as much as is claimed for them.

Further, The Apostle says (i Cor. zv. 14): If ... our

prtmehing is ost», your fmih is also vain. Therefore who-
ever utters a falsdiood in preaching, so far as he is concerned,

makes faith void; and so sins mortally. If therefore in-

dnlgnces are not as effective as they claim to be, all who
publish indulgences would commit a mortal sin: which is

absmd.

/ antmir thai. On this point there axe many opinions.

For some maintain that indulgences have not the efficacy

claimed for them, but that they simply avail each indi-

vidnal in proportion to his faith and devotion. And
consequently those iHio maintain this, say that the Church
publisbes her indulgences in such a way as, by a kind of

pious fraud, to induce men to do wdl, just as a mother
eatioeB her child to walk by holding out an apple. But
this seems a very dangerous assertkm to make. For as

Ai^;ustine states {Ep. ad Hisron. LXXVIII.) t/ any trror

ware diuoomtd in Holy Wrii, the mUhorUy of Holy Writ

would perish. In like manner, if any error were to be

found in the Church's preaching, her doctrine would have
no authority in settling questions of faith.

Hence others have maintained that indulgenoes avail as

much as is claimed for them, according to a just estimate.
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not of him who grants it,—who perhaps puts too high a

vahie on it,—nor of the recipient.—for he may prize too

highly the gift he receives. Imt a just estimate according to

the estimate of good men who consider the condition of the

person affected, and the uCifity and needs of the Church.

for the Church's needs are greater at one time than at

another. Yet, neither, seemingly, can this opinion stand.

First, because in that case indulgences would no longer be

a remisBon. bat rather a mere commutation. Moreover

the preaching of the Church would not be excused from

untruth, since, at times, indulgences are granted far in

excess of the requirements of this just estimate, taking into

consideration all the aforesaid conditions, as. for example,

when the Pope granted to anyone who visited a certain

church, an indulgence of seven years, which indulgence

was granted by Blessed Gregory for the Roman Stations.

Hence others say that the quantity of remrwinn accorded

in an indulgence is not to be measured by the devotion of

the recipient, as the first opinion suggested, nor according

to the quantity of what is given, as the second opinion

held; but according to the cause for which the indulgence

is granted, and according to which a person is hdd deserving

of obtaining such an indulgence. Thus according as a man
approached near to that cause, so would he obtain remission

in whole or in part. But neither will this explain the

custom of the Church viho assigns, now a greater, now a

lesser indnlgeaoe, for the same cause: thus, under the

sane circmmtancei, now a yiear's indulgence, now one of

only forty days, according to the gracioiiiDess of the Pope,

who grants the indolgenoe, is granted to those wlio vUt
a church. Wherefore the anxmnt of the remiiBioii granted

by the indulgence is not to be measured by the cause for

vAkkh a person is worthy of an indulgenoe.

We must therefore say otherwise that the quantity of

an effect it propottiopte to the quantity of the cauae.

Now the cause of the rmniwiion of punishment effected by

indulfencea is no other than the abundance of the Church's

mtrits, and this aboDdtMa nflloaa for the remiHic» of all
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pmuahment. The efifective cause of the remiisioo is not

the devotioo, or toil, or gift of the recipient; nor, again,

is it the cause for which the indulgence was granted. We
cannot, then, estimate the quantity of the remission by
any of the foregoing, but sdely by the merits of the Church

—and these are always superabundant. Consequently,

according as these merits are applied to a person so does

he obtain remisftion. That th^ should be so applied

demands, firstly, authority to dispense this treasure;

seooodly, union between the recipient and Him Who merited

it—and this is brought about by charity; thirdly, there is

required a reason for so dispensing this treasury, so that

the intention, namely, of those who wrought these meri-

torious works is safeguarded, since they did them for the

honour of God and for the good of the Church in general.

Hence whenever the cause assigned tends to the good of

the Church and the honour of God. there is sufilcient reason

for granting an indulgence.

Hence, according to others, indulgences have precisely

the efficacy claimed for them, provided that he who grants

them have the authority, that the recipient have ch:
-

and that, as regards the cause, there be piety wtueh incl^a^ .

the honour of God and the profit of our neighbour. Nor

in this view have we too great a market 0/ the Divine mercy*

as some maintain, nor again does it dm>gate from Divine

justice, for no punishment b remitted, but the punishment

of one is imputed to another.

Rsply Obj. z. As sUted above (Q. XIX., A. 3) there are

two keys, the key of Orders and the key of jurisdiction.

The k^ of Orders is a sacramental: and as the effects of

the sacraments are fixed, not by men but by God. the

priest cannot decide in the tribunal of oonfessbn how much
shall be remitted by means of the key of Orders from the

punishment due; it is God Who appoints the amount to

be remitted. On the other hand the key of jurisdiction

is not something sacramental, and its effect depends on a

man's decision. The remission granted through indulgences

• S. Booairantnre. Stmt. IV., D. 2a
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if the effect oi Urn key, «nee it does not beiong to the

daprmation of the saamiiMOts. but to the distribotion of

the common property of the Church: hence it is that

legitctk even though they be not priests, can grant indul-

geooea. Consequently the decision d how much punish-

ment is to be remitted by an indulgence depends on the will

of the one who grants that indulgence. If, however, he

remits punishment without sufficient reason, so that men
are enticed to substitute mere nothings, as it were, for

works of penance, he sins by granting such indulgences,

although the indulgence is gained fully.

R^y Obj\ 2. Although indulgences avail much for the

pwniwion of punishment, yet works of satisfaction are more

meritorious in respect of the essential reward, which in-

finitely transcends the remission of temporal punishment.

R^ply Obj. 3. When an indulgence is granted in a general

way to anyone that helps towards the building of a church,

we must understand this to mean a help proportionate to

the giver: and in so far as he approaches to this, he will

gain the indulgence more or less fully. Consequently a

poor man by giving one penny would gain the full indulgence.

not so a rich man, whom it would not become to give so

bttle to so holy and profitable a work; just as a kmg would

not be said to help a man if he gave him an obol.

tUp^ Obj. 4. A person who lives near the church, and

the priests and clergy of the church, gain the indulgence as

much as those who come perhaps a distance of a thousand

days* journey: because the remisirion, as stated above, is

proportionate, not to the toil, but to the merits which are

applied. Yet he who toik moet gains most merit. This,

however, is to be uadeiitood of thoae cases in which an

indulgence is given in an undeterminate manner. For

sometanes a disttnctioo is ezpiessed: thus the Pbpe at the

time of general absohition gnats an indulgence of five years

to thoM who come from acn»s the teas, and one of three

years to those who eome from across the moontains, to

otbeit an indalgsnoe ci one year. Nor does a person gun

the indnlgenoe each time he visiu the church during tha
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term o! indiilgenrr. becaote onwtinwf H it granted for a

find time: thus when it is said, Wkontr winit titch mnd

tuck m ckmck umkl mck and wmh m imy, tktdl gmn to mtiek

indmliencs, wt must undentand that it can be gained only

once. On the other hand if there be a oootiniial indulgenoe

in a certain church, as the indulgence of forty dajrs to be

gained in the church of the Blessed Peter, then a penoo

fiiBB the indulgenoe as often as he visits the church.

Rspiy Obj. 5. An iodiilfBiioe leqairet a cause, not as a

imjuuwi of the remiHioo of fwiirislimwrt, but in order that

the intention of those whose merits are applied, may reach

to this particular individuaL Now one person's good is

applied to another in two ways:—first, by charity; and in

this way, even without indulgences, a person shaures in all

the good deeds done, provided he have charity: secondly,

by the intention of the person who does the good action

;

and in this way, provided there be a lawful cause, the in-

tention of a person who has done something for the profit

of the Church, may reach to some individual through

indulgences.

Third Article.

whether an indulgence ought to be granted for

temporal help ?

We proceed Urns to the Third Article :—
Objection i. It seems that an indulgence ought not to be

granted for temporal help. Becanse the remission of sins

is something spiritual. Now to exchange a spiritual for a

temporal thing is simony. Therefore this ought not to be

done.

Ohf. 2. Further. Spiritual SMistince is more necessary

than temporal. But indulgences do not appear to be

granted for spiritual assistance. Much lest theiefcxe ought

they to be granted for temporal help.

On the contrary, stands the common custom of the Church

in granting indulgences for pilgrimages and almsgiving.

/ antwer that. Temporal things are subordinate to spiritual

matters, since we must make use of temporal tfabtgs 00
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•ooouni Qt spiritua] thingi. Cooteqnently an indulgaioe

mail not be grmnted for the sake of temporal matteiB as

tncfa, but in io fatf as they are subordinate to spiritual

thiilgs: such as the qoelliiig of the Church's enemies, who
disturb her peace; or such as the building of a church, of

a bridge, and other forms of almsgiving. It is therefore

evident that there is no simony in these transactions, since

a spiritual thing is exchanged, not for a temporal but for a

spiritual commodity.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear.

Reply Obj. 2. Indulgences can be, and sometimes are,

granted even for purely spiritual matters. Thus Pope

Innocent TV. granted an indulgence of ten days to all who
prayed for the king of France; and in like manner some-

times the same indulgence is granted to those who preach

a crusade as to those who take part in it.



QUESTION XXVI

OF THOSE WHO CAN GRANT INDULGENCES.

(/h Fcm ArMu.)

Wi must now rmwwlfr thoie who can grant indulgences:

under which head theie are lour points of inquiry: (i)

Whether every parish priest can grant indulgences? (2)

Whether a deacon or another, who is not a priest, can grant

indulgences ? (3) Whether a hishop can grant them ?

(4) Whether they can be granted by one who is in mortal

ni?

FxssT Article.

WRBTHER EVBRY PARISH PRIEST CAM GRANT INDULGENCES ?

We proceed Urns to the First Article :—
Objection i. It seems that every parish priest can grant

indulgences. For an indulgence dorives its eflficacy from

the superabundance of the Churches merits. Now there is

no congregation without some superabundance of mr-*^

Therefore every priest, who has charge of a oongrega

can grant indulgences, and. in like manner, so can every

prelate.

Ohj. 2. Further. Every prelate stands for a multitude.

just as an individual stands for himself. But any individual

can assign his own goods to another and thus offer satis-

faction for a third person. Therefore a prelate can assign

the property of the multitude subject to him, and so it

seems that he can grant indolgenoea.

On the contrary. To excommnnicate is less than to grant

indulgences. But a parish ^priestfcannot do the former.

Therefore he cannot do the latter.

31«
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/ mumw Oi0t, IndtilgeDoes are effective, in as much as the

works of satisfaction done by one person are applied to

another, not only by virtue of chanty, but also by the

intention of the person who did them being directed in

some way to the person to whom they are applied. Now
a person's intention may be directed to another in three

ways, spedficaDy, generically and individually. Individu-

ally, as when one person offers satis&ction for another

particular person; and thus anyone can apply his works to

another. Specifically, as when a person prays for the con-

gregatioo to which he belongs, for the members of his house-

hold, or for his benetectors, and directs his works of satis-

faction to the same intention : in this way the superior of a

oo^pregation can apply those works to some other person, by

applying the intention of those who beknig to his congrega-

tion to some fixed individual. Generically. as when a

person directs his woilcs for the good of the Church in

general; and thus be who presides over the whole Church

can communicate thoae works, by applying his intention

to this or that individual. And since a man is a member
of a congregation, and a congregation is a part of the Church,

hence the intention of {Mrivate good includes the intenti<m

of the good of the congregation, and of the good of the whole

Church. Therefore he who presides over the Church can

commonicate what belongs to an individual congregation or

to an individual man : and he who pretides over a congrega-

tion can commnnicate what belongs to an individual man.

but not conversely. Yet neither the first nor the second

communication is caDed an indulgence, but only the third;

and tliit for two reasons. First, because, although those

conunmiications kx»e man from the debt of punishment in

the iigbt of God. yet he b not freed from the obligation of

fulfilling the satitbction en|oined. to which he is bound by

a commandment of the Church; whereas the third com-

mvnicition fraea man even fatMn this obligation. Secondly,

because in one person or even in one congregation there is

not inch an inrfailingwipply of merits as to be sufficient both

for the one person or oongngitkn and for all others; and
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ooowque&Uy the individual it not freed Irom the entire

debt of punishment untees aatisfactioo is ofiered for him

individuaUy, to the very amount that he owes. Ontheother

hand in the whole Church there is an unfailing supply of

merits, chiefly on account of the merit of Christ. Conse-

quently he akme who is at the head of the Church can {rant

indulgences. Since, however, the Church is the congrega-

tion of the faithful, and since a congregation of men is of

two kinds, the domestic, composed of members of the same
family, and the civil, composed of members of the same
nationality, the Church is like to a civil congregation, for

the people themselves are called the Church; while the

various assemblies, or parishes of one diocese are likened

to a congregation in the various families and services.

Hence a bishop alone is properly called a prelate of the

Church, wheiefoce he alone, like a bridegroom, receives the

ring of the Church. Consequently full power in the dis-

pensation of the sacraments, and iurisdiction in the public

tribunal, belong to him alone as the public person, but to

others by delegation from him. Those priests who have

charge of the people are not prelates strictly speaking, but

assistants, hence, in consecrating priests the bishop sa]^:

The mor« fragile w€ ar$, the more we need tkeu ttsisUtfUi :

and for this reason they do not dispense all the sacra-

ments. Hence parish priests, or abbots or other like pre-

lates caimot grant indulgences.

This suffices for the Repha to the ObjecUone.

SECOlfD AmcLB.

WHETHER A DEACON OR ANOTHER WHO IS NOT A PRIEST

CAN GRANT AN INDULGENCE ?

We proceed tkm to the Second Articie .—
Ohjedum i. It seems that a deacon, or one that is not a

priest caimot grant an indulgence. Because remission of

sins is an effect of the keys. Now none but a priest has the

keys. Therefore a pnest alone can grant indulgences.

Obj. a. Further, A fuller remis&ion of punishment is
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gnnted by indnlgeaoes than by the tribunal of Penance.

Bat a priest alone has power in the latter, and. therefore,

he alone has power in the former.

On thg conifitry, The distribution ot tnc ^iiurcn s ireasuiy

is entrasted to the same perM» as the government of the

Church. Now this is entrusted sometimes to one who is

not a priest. Therefore he can fi^rant indulgences, since

theydcrive their eflficacv from the distribution of t ho Church's

treasury.

/ mntrntf thai. The power of granting indulgences follows

jurisdictioo, as stated above (Q. XXV.. A. 2). And since

deacons and others, who are not priests, can have juris-

diction either delegated, as legates, or ordinary, as bishops-

elect, it follows that even those who are not priests can grant

indttlgenoes. although they cannot absolve in the tribunal

of Penance, since this follows the reception of Orders.

This soflfees for the Rspkm to the Obfteiions, because the

granting of indulgences belongs to the key of jurisdiction

and not to the key of Orders.

Third Article,

whbther a bishop can grant indulgences ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—
Objection i. It seems that even a bishop cannot grant

indulgences. Because the treasury of the Church is the

connnon property of the whole Church. Now the common
property of the whole Church cannot be distributed save

by him who presides over the whole Church. Therefore

the Pope alone can grant indulgences.

Ohj. 2. Further. None can remit punishments fixed by
Uw. save the one who has the power to make the bw. Now
punishments in satisfactioo for sins are fixed by law. There-

fore th^ Pope alone can remit these punishments, since he
is the maker of the Uw.
On the contrary stands the custom of the Church in

accordance with which bishops grant indulgences.

/ •ntm€r that. The Pope has the plenitude of pontilk:al

III. 4 at
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power, being like a long in his Idngdom : whereas the tMahofis

re appointed to a share in his sohcitude, like judfet ovar

each city. Hence them akxie the Pope, in his ktten,

addresses as brtiktrm, whereas he calls all others his iont.

HMeiore the plenitude of the power of granting indul>

feneea resides in the Pope, because he can grant them, as

he hsts, provided the cause be a lawful one: while, in bishops,

this power reades iab|ect to the Pope's ordination, so that

they can grant them within fixed limits and not beyond.

This suffices for the iUpUa to the Ob§mM<nu.

Fourth Article.

whether indulgences can be granted by one who is

in mortal sin ?

We proceed Urns to the Fomtk ArticU ;—
ObfecHoH I. It seems that indulgences cannot be granted

by one who is in mortal sin. For a stream can no kmger
flow if cut off from its source. Now the sooroe of grace

which is the Holy Ghost is cut off from one who is in mortal

sin. Therefore such a one can convey nothing to othen

by granting indulgences.

Obf. 2. Father, It is a greater thing to grant an indnlgrnff

than to receive one. But one who is in mortal sin cannot

receive an indulgence, aswe shall show presently (Q. XXVII.,

A. I). Neither, therefore, can he grant one.

On ike comtrary. Indulgences are granted in virtue of the

power conferred on the prelates of the Church. Now mortal

sin takes away, not power but goodness. Therefore one who
is in mortal sin can grant indulgences.

/ ansmer that. The granting of indulgences beloQgi to

jurisdiction. But a man does not, through sin, lose juris-

diction. Consequently indulgences are equally valid,

whether they be granted by one who is in mortal sin, or

by a most hoty person; since he remits punishment, not

by virtue of his own merits, but by virtue of the merits laid

up in the Church's treasury.

Rsply Obj. I. The prelate who, while in a state of mortal
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sin, grants an indulgeooe, does not pour forth anjrthing of

his owB, and so it is not necessary that he should receive

an inlloiw froin the source, in order that he may grant a valid

indul^enoe.

lUply Obj. 2. Further. To giant an indulgence is more

than to receive one. if we consider the power, but it is less,

if we coosader the prmonal profit.



QUESTION XXVII.

OF THOSE WHOM INDULGENCES AVAIL.

{In Fom ArHelt*.)

We must now consider those whom indulgences avail

:

which head there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether
indulgences avail those who are in mortal sin ? (2) Whether
they avail religioas ? (3) Whether they avail a person who
does not fulfil the conditions for which the indulgence is

given ? (4) Whether they avaU him who grants them ?

First Article,

whether an ikdulgence avails those who akb of

MORTAL SDf ?

Wt proceed Urns to the First Article :—
Objection i. It seems that an indulgence "avails those

who are in mortal sin. For one perMm can merit grace and
many other good things for another, even thou|^ he be in

mortal sin. Now indulgfnoes derive their efficacy from the

application of the saints* merits to an individual. Theiefora

they are effective in one who is in mortal sin.

Obj. 2. Further, The greater the need, the mofe room
there is for pity. Now a man who is in mortal sin is in

very great need. Therefore all the more should pity be

extended to him by indulgence.

On the contrary, A dead member receives no initow from

the other members that are living. But one who is in mortal

sin. is like a dead member. Therefore he receives no inflow,

through indulgences, from the merits of living members.
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/ Mnsmer ikai. Some hold that indulgences avail thoie

even who are in mortal sin, for the acquiring of grace, but

not for the remission of their punishment, since none can

be freed from punishment who is not yet freed from guilt.

For he who has not yet been reached by God's operation

unto the remission of guilt, cannot receive the remission

of his punishment from the minister of the Church, neither

by indulgences nor in the tribunal of Penance

But this opinion seems to be untrue. Because, although

those merits which are apphed by means of an indulgence,

might possibly avail a person so that he could merit grace

(by way of congniity and impetration). yet it is not for this

reason that they are apphed, but for the remission of punish-

ment. Hence they do not avail those who are in mortal

sin. and consequently, true contrition and confession are

demanded as conditions for gaining all indulgences. If

however the merits were apphed by such a form as this:

/ grant you a share in the merits of the whole Church,—or of

one congregation, or of one specified person, then they might

avail a person in mortal sin so that he conld merit some-

thing, as the foregoing opinion holds.

This suffices for the Reply to the hir^t ubjection.

Reply Obj. 2. Although he who is in mortal sin is in greater

need of help, yet he is less capable of receiving it.

Second Article.

whether indulgences avail religious?

We proceed thus to the Second ArUcie ;—
Objection i. It seems that indulgences do not avail

religious. For there is no reason to bring supphes to those

who supply othen out of their own abundance. Now indul-

gences are derived from the abundance of works of satis-

tectioo to be found in religious. Therefore it is unreasonable

for them to profit by indulgences.

Obj. 2. Further, Nothing detrimental to religious Ufe

should be done in the dnirch. But, if indulgenoet were to

avail religious, this would be dutriawotal to regular discipUne,
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wMgioui would become Ux on account of tndul-

aad would negkct the priumof impoted in Chapter.

TlMrafoffe tndttlipeiioet do not avail rehgioas.

On tks contrary. Good bringi harm to no man. But the

raKfioat liie is a good thing. Therelore it does not talce

aeway from rdigioos the |irofit to be derived from indul-

/ answer that. Indulgences avail both secularsand religious,

provided they have chanty and satisfy the cooditions ior

gaining the indulgences: for religious can be helped by

indnlgenoes no less than persons living in the world.

Papiy Ohf. I. Although religious are in the state of per-

fection, yet they cannot live without sin : and so if at times

they are liable to punishment on account of some sin, they

can expiate this debt by means of indulgences. For it is

not onieasonable that one who is well off absolutely speaking,

should be in want at times and in some respect, and thus

need to be supplied with what he lacks. Hence it is

written (Gal. vi. 2) : Bear ye ong anoiker^t bmdens.

Reply Obj. 2. There is no reason why indulgences should

be detrimental to religious observance, because, as to the

reward of eternal bfe. religious merit more by observing

their rule than by gaining indulgences; although, as to the

remission of punishment, which is a lesser good, they merit

less. Nor again do indulgences remit the punish"""^

enjoined in Chapter, because the chapter is a judicial i

.

than a penitential tribunal; hence even those ndio are not

prietts hold chapter. Absolution from punishment en-

joined or due for sin it given in the tribunal of Penance.

Third Article,

whether an indulgence can ever be granted to one
WHO DOES NOT FtHJ^IL THft CONDmONS REQUIRED ?

We proceed thus to the Third ArHcie ;—
Objection i. It seems that an indulgence can sometimes

be granted to one who does not fulfil the required condi-

tMMis. Because when a person is unable to perform a certain
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acckm tut wiD is taken for the deed. Now lomctimei an

indolgenoe is to be gained by giving an afans, whidi a poor

man is unable to do. though he would do so willingly.

Therelore he can gun the indulgence.

(My. 3. Further, One man can make satisfeiction for

another. Now an indulgrncr ia directed to the remission

of puniihroent, jurt at satisfaction it. Therefore one man
can gain an inrtwigrn<y for another; and so a man can gain

an indulgence without doing that for which the indulgence

is given.

On iks amirary, If the cause is removed, the effect is

removed. If therefore a person fails to do that for which

an indnlgrnnr is granted, and which is the cause of the

indulfsace, he does not gain the indulgence.

/ Mnimmr iJuU, Failing the condition of a grant, no grant

«Miet. Hence, as an indulgence is granted on the condition

that a perwn does or gives a certain thing, if he fails in this,

he does not gain the indulgence.

Reply Obj. i. This is true of the essential reward, but not

of certain accidental rewards, such as the remission ol

punishment and the like.

Rep^ Obj. 2. A person can by his intention apply his

ownaction to whomever he lists, and so he cao make satis-

factaon lor whomever he chooses. On the other hand an

indiilffnre cannot be apphed to someone, except in accord-

ance with the intention of the grantor. Hence, since he

applMt it to the doer or giver of a particular action or thing,

the doer cannot transfer this intention to another. If.

however, the indulgeniy were expressed thus: Wkosotvtf

dom HHt, Of /cr whomtotvtf thi$ is iont» skaU §mn to mmch
indulftnu, it would avail the person for whom it is done.

Nor woukl the penon who does this action, give the indul-

gnoe to another, but he who grants the indulgence in this

form.
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Fourth Article.

whether am iitdulcbncb avails trb pbrsqn who
grahts it?

Wt f^roceed thus to the Fourth Artich :—
ObfecHon i. It seems that an indulgence does not avail

him who gnmts it. For the granting of an indulgence

bekmgs to jurisdiction. Now no one can eiEerdae juris-

diction on himself; thus no one can excommunicate himself.

Therefore no one can participate in an indulgence granted

by himself.

Obj. 2. Further. If this were possible, he who gnats an
indulgence might gain the remission of the panWyneitt of

all his sins for some smaU deed, so that be would sin with

impunity, which seems senseless.

06/. 3. Further. To grsnt indulgenoes and to excom-
municate belong to the same power. Now a man cannot

excommunicate himself. Therefore he cannot share in the

indulgence of which he is the grantor.

On the contrary. He would be worse off than others if he

could not make use of the Churches treasury which he

dispenses toothers.

/ answer thai. An indulgence should be given ior some
reason, in order for anyone to be enticed by the indolfenfis

to perform some action that conduces to the good of the

Church and to the honour of God. Now the prelate to whom
is committed the care of the Churches good and of the further-

ing of God*s honour, does not need to entice himself thereto.

Therefore he cannot grant an indulgence to himself alone;

Init he can avail himself of an indulgence that he grants

for othen, since it is based on a cause for granting it to

them.

fitply Obj. X. A man cannot exercise an act of juhbdiction

on himself, but a prelate can avail himself of those thiiigs

which are granted to others by the authority of his juris-

diction, both in temporal and in spiritual matters: tlnisalso

a priest gives himself the Eucharist which he gives to others.
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And so a bbhop too can apply to himielf the suffraf^ of

the Church which he dispenses to others, the immediate

effect of which sufirages, and not of his jurisdiction, is the

remiiakm of punishment hy means of indulgences.

The Rtpfy to the Second OhjecHon is dear from what

had heen said

lUply Obj. J. Excommunication is pronounced by way
of sentence, which no man can pronounce on himself, for

the reason that in the tribunal of justice the same man
cannot be both judge and accused. On the other hand an

indulgence is not given under the form of a sentence, but

by way of dispensation, which a man can apply to himself.



QUESTION XXVIII.

OF T»fi SOLEMN RITE OF PENANCE.

{In Tknt ArtieUs.)

We must now consider the solemn rite of Penance: under

which head there are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether
a penance can be published or sofemnixed? (2) Whether

a solemn penance can be repeated ? (3) Whether pubhc

penance should be imposed on women ?

First Article.

whether a penance should be published or

solemnized ?

W$ proceed thus to the Firtl AfticU ;—
ObjecHon i. It seems that a pmanor should not be

published or solemnized. Because it is not lawful for a

pfiest, even through fear, to divulge anyone*» sin, however

notorious it may be. Now a sin is published by a solemn

penance. Therefore a penance should not be solwnniBwL

Obj. 2. Further. The judgment should follow the nature

of the tribunal. Now penance is a judgment pfoooonoed

in a secret tribunal Therefore it should not be pubhsbed

or solemnized.

Obj. 3. Further. Every defidemcy is m4uU good by fonanu
as Ambrose states (cf. Hypogmoti. vL, among the worics of

S. Augustine). Now solemnization has a contrary effect.

stDoe it involves the penitent in many deficiencies: lor a

lajrman caimot be promoted to the ntnks of the clergy

nor can a cleric be promoted to higher orders, after doing

33»
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solemn penance. ' should not be solem-

niaed.

On tkt cotUrmry, Penance is a tacrament. Now some kind

of solemnity is observed in every sacrament. Therefore

there should be some solemnity in Penance.

Further. The medidne should suit the disease. Now
a sin is sometimes public, and by its example draws many
to sin. Therefore the penance which is its medicine should

abo be public and scdemn so as to give edification to many.

/ mntmer that. Some penances should be public and solemn

for four veatooa. First, so that a public sin may have a
public remedy; secondly, because, he who has committed
a very grave crime deserves the greatest confusion even in

this life; thirdly, in order that it may deter others; fourthly,

that he may be an example of repentance, lest those should

despair, who have committed grievous tint.

Reply Ohj. I. The priest does not divulge the confession

by imposing such a penance, though people may suspect

the penitent of having committed some great sin. For a man
is not certainly taken to be guilty, because he is punished,

sinoe sometimes one does penance for another: thus we
read in the Lives of the Fathers of a certain man who. in

order to incite his companion to do penance, did penance

together with him. And if the sin be pubhc, the penitent,

by fulfilling his penance, shows that he has been to con-

iMsioii.

Rsply Obj. 2. A 6okmn penance, as to its imposition,

does not 90 bejrond the limits of a secret tribunal, since,

just as the ooofestioo is made secretly, so the penance is

imposed secretly. It is the execution of the penance, that

goes beyond the limits of the secret tribunal: and there is

nothing objectionable in this.

R»ply Ohj. 3. Ahhoogh Penance cancels all deficienciea,

by rettoring nan to hit lanaer itate of grace, yet it does not

always reatan him to bit locmer dignity. Hence fronen

after doing penance for fomicatioa are not given the fciU

because they do not reoover tba honour of viiglnity. In

like manner, after doing public penance, a sinner doee not
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noowr lib Uxma dignity so as to be eUgibk for the ckhcal

state, and a bishop who would ordain such a one ought to

be deprived of the power of ordaining, unless perhaps the

needs of the Church or custom require it. In that case

such a one would be admitted to minor orders by way of

exoeptioQ, but not to the sacred orders. Firrt, on account

of the dignity of the latter; secondly, for fear of relapse;

thirdly, in order to avoid the scandal which the people

might take through recollection of his former sins; fourthly,

because he would not have the face to correct others, by

reason of the publicity of his own sin.

Second Arhcle.

whetheb a solemn penance can be repeated ?

We proceed thta to the Second ArtUk :—
Objedion i. It seems that a solemn penance can be

repeated. For those sacraments which do not imprint a

character, can be solemnized a second time, such as the

Eucharist, Extreme Unction and the hke. But Penance

does not imprint a character, therefore it can be solemnised

over again.

Obj. 2. Further. Penance is solemnized on account of the

gravity and publicity of the sin. Now, after doing penance,

a person may commit the same sins over again, or even

more grievous sins. Therefore the solemn penance should

be imposed again.

On ike contrary. Solemn penance signifif» the expulsion of

the first man from paradise. Now this was done but once.

Therefore solemn penance should be imposed once only.

/ mntmer thai. Solemn penance ouf^t not to be repeated,

lor three reasons. First, lest frequency bring it into con-

tempt. Secondly, on account of its signification; for it

signifies the expolsioo of the first man from paradise, which

happened only once; thirdly, because the solemnization

indicites, in a way, that one makes profession of continual

repentance. Wherefore repetitioo is inconsistent with

snlpmnJMtion. And if the tinner fall again, he is not
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pKchided from doing peunoe. but a solemn penance should

not be imposed on him again.

R0ply Obj. I. In those sacraments which are solemnized

again and again, repetition is not inconsistent with solemnity,

as it is in the present case. Hence the comparison fails.

R^y Obj. 2. Although, if we consider his crime, he

ought to do the same penance again, yet the repeated

solemnization is not becoming, for the reasons stated above.

Third Article.

whether solemn penancb should be imposed on women
and clerics. and whether any priest can imposf !t '

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—
OhjecUon i. It seems that solemn penance should not be

imposed on women. Because, when this penance is imposed

on a man. he has to cut his hair off. But this becomes not

a woman, according to i Cor. xi. 15. Therefore she shoold

not do solemn penance.

Obj. 2. It abo seems that it ought to be imposed on

clerics. For it is enjoined on account of a grievous

crime. Now the same sin is more grievous in a cleric than

in a layman. Therefore it ought to be imposed on a cleric

more than on a layman.

Ohj. 3. It also seems that it can be imposed by any priest.

Becanae to absolve in the tribunal of Penance belongs to

one who has the keys. Now an ordinary priest has the keys.

Therefore be can administer this penance.

/ emamer that. Every solemn penance is public, but not

vice vcru. For solemn pfnancr is done as follows: On the

firti dmy of Lent, tkeu penitgnis clothed in tackcloih, with

hetrefeei, thmr/ace$ to the ground, and their hair thorn away»

accompanied by their prietit» preteni tham$ehe$ to the bithop

of the city at the door of the ckmth. Hning brought them

into the church the bishop with all hit clergy recites the seven

penitential psalms, and them imposes his hand on them,

sprinkles them with holy water, putt ashes on their heads,

cowers their shoulders with a hmr-shirt, and sorrowfully
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Anmommctt lu Hum iktU a» Adam wot sspeiisJ /torn paradiu,

90 m$ they exfeiUi from tkt chmck. H* thtm cwisn iks

mmmitimm to ptU tiem otitoftho chmck, mnd the cltrgy foikm

rediing the respatuory :* Jnthe tweat 0/ thy brow, etc.* Eoeey

yeear 0% the day of Our Lord*t Supper they mre broufki boch

imio the church by their priests, and there shmtl they be uuHt

the ocUne dey ojf Eester, without howeeer beinf edmitted to

Commumion or to the hiu 0/ peace. This shell be doue eeery

yeer es long as entrance into the church is forbidden them . Thf

final reconciliaUon is reserved to the bishop, who alone can

impou solemn penance.

This penance can be imposed on men and women; but

not on clerics, for fear of scandal. Nor ought socb a penance

to be imposed except for a crime which has disturbed the

whole of the city.

On the other hand pubhc but not solemn penanop is

that which is done in the presence of the Church, but without

the foregoing solemnity, such as a pilgrimage throughout

the world with a staff. A penance of this kind can be

repeated, and can be imposed by a mere priest, even on a

cleric. Sometimes however a solemn penance is taken to

signify a public one: so that authorities speak of solemn

penance in different senses.

Reply Obj. I. The woman*8 hair is a sign of her subjection,

a man*s is not. Hence it is not proper for a woman to put

aside her hair when doing penance, as it is for a man.

Reply Obj. 2. Although in the same kind of sin, a cleric

offends moce grievously than a layman, yet a sotemn pimancr

is not imposed on him. lest his Orders shoukl be an obfect

of contempt. Thus deference is given not to the penKm

but to his Orders.

Reply Obj. 3. Grave sins need great care in their cure.

Henoe the imposition of a solemn penance, which is only

applied for the most grievous sins, is reserved to the bishop.



QUESTION XXIX.

OF EXTREME UNCTION. AS REGARDS ITS ESSENCE AND
INSTITUTION.

{In Nint ArtieUs.)

We must now consider the sacrament of Extreme Unction:

in respect of which five points have to be considered: (i) Its

essentiaJs and institution; (2) Its effect; (3) Its minister;

(4) On whom should it be conlened and in what parts;

(5) Its repetition.

Under the first head there are nine points of inquiry:

(I) Whether Extreme Unction is a sacrament ? (2) Whether

it is one sacxaroent ? (3) Whether this sacrament was

instituted by Christ ? (4) Whether ohve oil is a suitable

matter for this sacrament ? (5) Whether the oil ofught to

be cooMOftted ? (6) Whether the matter of this taoammf
should be comecnited by a bishop? (7) Whether this

sacruneot has any form ? (8) Whether the form of this

sacrament should take the shape of a deprecatory phrase ?

(9) Whether this is a suitable form for this sacrament ?

First Axticle.

whaihe» bxtkeme unction is a sacrament?

Wt proctsd Una lo tks First ArHcU ;—
ObitcUon I. It seems that Eirtreme Unction is not a

sacrament. For just as oil is used on sick people, so is it

oo catechmneiii. But anointiag of catechumens with oil

is not a Maminent. Therefore neither is the Extreme

Unction of the sick with oil.

355
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Obf. 2. Further. The Bftcnunenls of the Old Law were

figuras of the sacmnenti of the New Law. But there was no
figiire of Extreme Unction in the Old Law Thcrrfoir it

is not a sacrament of the New Law.
Obj. 3. Further. According to Diony&ius {hcU. Ilur.

iii.. V.) every sacrament aims at either cleansing, or en-

lightening, or perfecting. Now Extreme Unction does not

aim at either cleansing, or enlightening, for this is ascribed

to Baptism akme, or perfecting, for according to Dionytius

{ibid, ii) this belongs to Conilnnatioo and the Encfaaritt.

Therefore Extreme Unction is not a sacrament

.

On the conirofy. The sacraments of the Church supply

man*s defects sufficiently with respect to every state of

life. Now no other than Extreme Unction does this for

those who are departing from this life. Therefore it is a

sacrament.

Further. The sacraments are neither more nor less than

spiritual remedies. Now Extreme Unction is a spiritual

remedy, since it avails for the remission of sins, according

to James v. 15. Therefore it is a sacrament.

/ answer thai. Among the visible operations of the Church,

some are sacnunents, as Baptism, some are sacramentals,

at Exorcism. The difference between these is that a

sacrament is an action of the Church that reaches to the

principal effect intended in the administration of the sacra-

ments, whereas a sacramental is an action which, though it

does not reach to that effect, is nevertheless directed towards

that principal action. Now the effect intended in the

administration of the sacraments is the healing of the disease

of sin: wherefore it is written (Isa. xxvii. 9) : This is ail ike

fruit, thai the sin . . . should be taken away. Since then

Extreme Unction reaches to this effect, as is clear from the

words of James, and is not ordained to any other sacrament

as an accessory thereto, it is evident that Extreme Unction

is not a sacramental but a sacrament.

Reply Obj 2 The oil with which catechumens are anointed

does not convey the remission of sins to them by its unction,

for that belongs to Baptism. It does, however, dispose
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them to reoeivr Baptism, as stmted above (P. III.. Q.LXXI.,
A. 3). HencT that unction is not a sacrament as Extreme
Unction is

Rfpiy Obj. X. Tlui» sacrament prepares man for glory

immediately, since it is given to those who are departing

from this life. And as. mider the Old Law. it was not yet

time to ent(>r into glory, because the Law brought nobody

{VM\g..^nothing) to perfection (Heb. vii. 19), so this sacra-

ment had not to be foreshadowed therein by some cor-

responding sacrament, as by a figure of the same kind.

Nevertheless it was someviiat foreshadowed remotely by
all the healings related in the Old Testament.

Reply Obj. 3. I>ion3rsius makes no mention of Extreme
Unction, as neither of Penance, nor of Matrimony, because

he had no intention to decide any question about the sacra-

ments, save in so for as they serve to illustrate the orderly

disposition of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, as regards the

ministers, their actions, and the recipients. Nevertheless

since Extreme Unction confers grace and remission of sins,

there is no doubt that it possesses an enlightening and
cleansing power, even as Baptism, though not so copious.

Second Article,

whether extreme umction is one sacrament '

\V. proceed thus to the Second Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that Extreme Unction is not one

SMmnent. Because the oneness of a thing depends on its

matter and form, since being and oneness are derived from

the same soorce. Now the form of this sacrament is said

several times during the one administratioo, and the matter

IS applied to the perMm anointed in respect of various parts

of his body. Tberefofe it is not one sacrament.

Obf. 2. Further. The unction itself is a sacrament, for

it woukl be absurd to say that the oil is a sacrament. But

there are several onctions. Therefore there are seve al

sacraments.

Obj. 3. Further, One sacrament should be performed by
m. 4 la
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one minister. But the case mi^t occur that Eirtnsine

Unctioo could not be conlerrcd by one minister: thus if

the priest die after the first unctioo. another priest iniukl

have to proceed with the others. Therefofe Extrame

Unction is not one sacrament

On ths contrary. As immersion i& in relation to Baptism,

so is unction to this sacrament. But several immerrioos

are but one sacrament of Baptism. Therefore the several

unctions in Extreme Unctioo are also ooe sa(

Further, if it were not one sacrament, then «lU. ihe first

unction, it would not be essential for the perfection of the

sacrament that the second unction should be performed,

since each sacrament has perfect being of itseH But that

is not tme. Therefore it is one saaiment .

/ answer UuU, Strictly speaking a thing is one numerically

in three ways. First, as something indivisible, which in

neither actually nor potentially several.—as a point, and

unity. Secondly, as something continuous, which is actually

one. but potentially several,—as a line. Thirdly, as some-

thing complete, that is composed of several parts.—as a

house, which is, in a way, several things, even actually,

although those several things go together towards making one.

In this way each sacrament is said to be one thing, in asmuch
as the many things which are contained in one sacrament.

are united together for the purpose of signifying or causing

one thing, because a sacrament is a sign of the effect it

produces. Hence when one action suffices for a perfect

signification, the unity of the sacrament consists in that

•i^xm only, as may be seen in Coofirmation. When, how-

ever, the signification of the sacrament can be both in one

and in several actions, then the sacrament can be compleC*

both in one and in several actions, even as Baptisni in one

immersioo and in three, since washing which is signified

in Baptism, can be completed by one immerrion and by

several. But when the perfect signification cannot be

ezpnased except by means of sevecal nctioni^ then these

several actions are essential for the perfectioo of the sacra-

ment, as is exemplified in the Eucharist, for the refreshment
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of the body which signifies that of the soul, can only be
attained by means of meat and drink. It Ib the tame in

th» Mcrament. because the healing of the internal wounds
cannot be perfectly signified save by the application of

the remedy to the various sources of the wounds. Hence
several actions are essential to the perfection of this sacra-

Ji^ply Obj. I. The unity of a complete whole is not

destroyed by reason of a diversity of matter or form in the

parts of that whofe. Thus it is evident that there is neither

the same matter nor the same form in the flesh and in the

booes of which one man is composed. In hke manner too,

in the sacrament of the Eurharist, and in this sacrament,

the diversity of matter and form does not destroy the

unity of the sacrament.

Reply Obj. 2. Although those actions arc several simply.

yet they are united together in one complete action, viz.

the anointing of all the external senses, whence arises the

internal malady.

Reply Obj. 3. Although, in tut l:.uchahst, if the
;

die after the consecxatioo of the bread, another phiM •
. •

go on with the consecration of the wine, beginning where

the other left off, or can begin over again with fresh matter,

in Extreme Unction, he cannot begin over again, but should

always go on. because to anoint the same part a second time

WDukl produce as much effect as if one were to consecrate

a host a second time, which ought by no means to be done.

Nor does the pluruluy of ministers destroy the unity of this

sacrament, because they only act as instruments, and the

unity of a smith*s work is not destroyed by his using several

hammers.

Third Article,

whsthkb this sacrament was instituted by christ ?

We proceed tkm lo the Thifd ArHcU :—
Objechon i. It seems that this sacrament was not mstj-

tutcd by Christ. For mention is made in the Gospel of

the institotko of those saciameots which Christ instituted.
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for instance the Eocfaaritt and Baptisn. But no mention
it made of Eictreme Unction. Tbereifofe it was not instituted

by Christ.

Obj. 2 . Further, The Blaster says expUdtly (i\ .

.

that it was institnted by the apostles. Tbeief<

did not institute it Himself.

Obj. 3. Further, Christ showed forth the tacnmer*^ ••^'ich

He instituted, as in the case of the Eucharist and n.

But He did not bestow this sacrament on anyone. There-

fore He did not institute it Himself.

On the contrary. The sacraments of the New Law are more
excellent than those of the Old Law. But all the sacraments

of the Old Law were instituted by God. Therefore much
more do all the sacraments of the New Law ow^ tht'ir

institution to Christ Himself.

Further, To make an institution and to remove • N
to the same authority. Now the Church, who cujoy:> .iu

tame authority in the successors of the apostles, as the

apostles themselves possessed, cannot do away with the

sacrament of Extreme Unction. Therefore the apostles did

not institute it. but Christ Himself.

/ answer thai, There are two opinions on this point. For

some hold that this sacrament and Confirmation were not

instituted by Christ Himself, but were left by Him to be

instituted by the apostles; for the reason that these two
sacraments, on account of the plenitude of grace conferred

in them, could not be instituted before the mission of the

Holy Ghost in perfect plenitude. Hence they are sacra-

ments of the New Law in such a way as not to be fore-

shadowed in the Old Law. But this argument is not very

cogent, since, jntt as Christ, before His Passion, promised

the mission of the Holy Ghost in His plenitude, so could

He institute these sacraments.

Wherefore others hold that Christ Himself instituted all

the sacraments, but that He Himself published some, which

present greater difficulty to our behief, while he reserved

some to be published by the apostles, such as Extreme
Unction and Confirmation. This opinion seems so much
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Uie more pcobaUe. as the sacraments belong to the founda-

tion of the Law, wherefore their institution pertains to the

lawgiver; bfridet. they derive their efficacy from their

imtitatioo. which efficacy is given them by God alone.

Repiy Obj. I. Our Lord did and said many things which

are not related in the Gospel. For the evangelists were

intent on handing down chiefly those things that were

milwary lor salvation or concerned the building of the

Ecclemttkal edifice. Hence they related the institution

by Christ of Baptism. Penance, the Eucharist and Orders.

ralber than of Extreme Unction and Confirmation, which are

not necessary for salvation, nor do they concern the building

or division of the Church. As a matter of fact however

an anointing done by the apostles is mentioned in the

Gospel (Mark vi. 13) where it is said that they unoinUd

the sick with o%l.

Rsply Obj. 2. The Master says it was instituted by the

apostles because its institution was made known to us by

the teaching of the apostles.

Reply Obj. 3. Christ did not show forth any sacrament

except such as He received by way of example : but He ctjuld

not be a recipient of Penance and Extreme Unction, since

there was no sin in Him : henoe He did not show them forth.

Fourth Article.

wh£th£r olive oil is a suitable matter for this

sacrament ?

We proceed Urns to the Fourth Article ;—
Objection i. It seems that olive oil is not a suitable

matter for this sacrament. For this sacrament is ordained

immediately to the state of incomiption. Now inooimp-

tion is signified by balsam which is contained in chrism.

Therefore cfarism woukl be a more suitable matter for this

sacrament.

Obj. 2. Further. This sacrament is a spiritual healing.

Now spiritual hsaling it signified by the ms ol wine, as

iiiay be gathered from the parable of tV** wounded man
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(Luke X. 34). Therefore wise uSao woald be more soitmbie

a matter for this mcrunent.
Ohj. 3. Further. Where there is the greater danger, the

remedy sbonld be a common one. But olive oil is not a

oommoD remedy, since the olive is not found in every

country. Therefore, since this sacrament is given to the

dying, who are in the greatest danger, it seems that oUve

oil is not a suitable matter.

On the contrary, Oil is appointed (James v. 14) as the

matter of this sacrament. Now. properly speaking, oil is

none but olive oil. Therefore this is the matter of this

sacrament.

Further. Spiritual healing is signified by anointing with

oil. as is evident from Isa. i. 6 where we read: . . . tmeiUng

sores : they are not . . . dressed norfomenied with oil. There-

fore the suitable matter for this sacrament is oil.

/ ansmer thai. The spiritual healing, which is given at

the end of life ought to be complete, since there is no other

to follow; it ought also to be gentle, lest hope, of which

the dying stand in utmost need, be shattered rather than

fostered. Now oil has a softening effect, it penetrates to

the very heart of a thing, and spreads over it. Hence, in

both the foregoing respects, it is a suitable matter for this

sacrament. And since oil is. above all, the name of the

Uquid extract of olivet, for other liquids are only called oil

from their likeness to it. it follows that olive oil is the matter

which should be employed in this sacrament.

Reply Obj. I. The incorruption of glory is something not

contained in this sacrament : and there is no need for the

matter to signify such a thing. Hence it is not neoenary

for balsam to be included in the matter of this sacrament,

because on account of its fragrance it is indicative of a good

name, which is no longer necessary, for its own sake, to

those who are dying; they need only a dear conicience

which is signified by oil.

Repiy Ohj. 2. Wine heals by its roughness, oil by its soft-

ness, wherefore healing with wine pertains to Benanoe

rather than to this sacrament.
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f^y Okj. 3. Though obve oil is not pfodnoed every-

wiMfe. yet it can easily be tiansported from one place to

another. Moreover this sacrament is not so neoeBsary that

the dying cannot obtain sahration without it.

Fifth Article,

whether the oil ought to be consecrated ?

W€ ^roe0§i ikms to the Fifth ArHcU :—
OkfecMcn i. It seems that the oil need not be consecrated.

Because there is a sanctification in the use of this saorament.

through the form of words. Therefore another sanctifica-

tion is superfluous if it be applied to the matter.

06f. 3. Further. The efficacy and signification of the

sacraments are in their very matter. Bat the signifkatioo

of the effect of this sacrament, is suitable to oil on account

of its natural properties, and the efficacy thereof is due to

the Divine institution. Therefore its matter does not

need to be sanctified.

Obj. 3. Farther. Baptism is a more perfect sacrament

than Extreme Unction. But, so far as the esscntiah of

the sacrament are concerned, the baptismal matter needs

no SHHtiAoRtioo. Neither therefore does the matter of

Extreme Unction need to be sanctified.

On the contrary. In all other anointings the matter is

previously consecrated. Therefore since this sacrament is

an anointing, it re(|uires consecrated matter.

/ jnmor tkmi. Some hold that mere oil is the matter of

this saciament. and that the sacrament itself is perfected

in the conascration of the oil by the bishop. But this is

dearly false since we proved when treating of the Eucharist

that that safiimtint alone ooosiits in the oonsecratioa of

the mitlM'. (Q. II., A. x. U 2.)

We most therefore say that this sacrament cooilfts in

the anointing itself, just as Baptism consisu in the washing,

&mk thBt thn flaatter ol this tacnunant is coosecrated oil.

Thne reasons may be assigned why oonsecrated matter is

Bssdtid in this sacrament and in certain oChm. The first
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is that all lacrainaital efficacy is derived from Christ:

wfaevsiore those sacrameiits which He Himself used,

derived their efficacy from His use of them, even as, by the

contact of His flesh. He bestowed the loroe of regenetmtion

on the waters. But He did not use this sacrament.

nor any bodily anointing, wherefore in all anointings a

consecrated matter is required. The second reason isthat this

sacrament confen a plenitude of grace, so as to take away
not only sin but aho the remnants of sin« and bodily

sickness. The third reason is that its effect on the body,

vis. bodily health, is not caused by a natural property of

the matter; wherefore it has to derive this efficacy from

being consecrated.

Rtply Ohj. I. The first consecration sanctifies the matter

in itself, but the second regards rather the use of the matter

oonsideied as actually producing its effect. Henoe neither

is superflooos, because instruments also receive their

efficacy from the craftsman, both when they are made,

and n^en they are used for action.

Rtpiy Ohj. 2. The efficacy which the sacrament derives

from its institution, is applied to this particular matter

when it is consecrated.

The Reply to the Third Objection is gathered from what
has been said.

Sixth Article.

whether the matter of this sacrament need be
consecrated by a bishop?

We proceed thus to the Sixik ArUcU ;—
ObjecHoH I. It seems that the matter of this sacrament

need not be consecrated by a bishop. Because the con-

secration of the Eucharistic elements surpasses that of the

matter in this sacrament. But a priest can consecrate

the matter in the Eucharist. Therefore he can do so in

this sacrament also.

Ohj. 2. Further. In matcriai works the higlKr art n* \< r

prepares the matter for the lower, because the art w':.:'

applies the matter is more excellent than that wi
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puw it, as tteted in Phy$. ii. Now a bisbop is above a

priest. Tbcrefore be does not prepare the matter of a

sacrainent whicb is apipbed by a priest. But a priest

dispemcs tbis sacrameot. as we sball state furtber on

(Q. XXXI.). Tberefore tbe consecration of the matter

does not belong to a bishop.

On tki coninay. In other anoinUngs also tbe matter is con-

secrated by a bishop. Therefore the same apphes to this.

/ antmtr tkmi. The minister of a sacrament produces the

effect, not by his own power, as though he were the principal

agent, but by tbe efficacy of the sacrament which he dis-

penses. This efficacy cotnes. in the first place, from Christ,

and from Him flows down to others in due order, viz. to

the people through the medium of the ministers who dis-

pense the sacraments, and to the lower ministers through

the medium of the higher ministeii who sanctify the matter.

Whcicfare, in all the sacraments which require a sanctified

matter, the first consecration of the matter is performed

by a bishc^, and the application thereof sometimes by a

priest, in order to show that the priest's power is derived

from the biabop*s. according to Ps. cxxxii. 2: Like the

precious oiutmeni on the head, i.e. Christ, that ran down
upon Ike heard of Aaron first, and then to the skirt 0/ his

garmeni.

Reply Obf. I. The sacrament of the Eucharist consists

in the oonsecration of the matter and not in its use. Con-

sequently, strictly speaking, that which is the matter of

tbe saanament is not a consecrated thing. Hence no

consecration of the matter by a bisbop is required before-

hand: bat the altar and suchhke things, even the priest

himself, need to be consecrated, all of which can be done

by none but a bisbop: so that in this sacrament also, tbe

priest's power is shown to be derived from the bishop's.

as Dionysius observes {Ecci. Uier. iii.). The reason why
a priest can perform that consecration of matter which is a

sacrament by itself, and not that which, as a sacramental,

is directed to a sacrament consisting in something used by

the faithful, is that in respect of Christ's true body no order
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k above the priesthood, whemt, in rapect of Chrisft

mystic body the episcopate is above the priesthood, as ne
shall state further on (Q. XL.. A. 4).

R^piy Obj. a. The sacramental matter is not one that is

made into something else by him that uses it. as oecun in

the mechanical arts: it is one. in virtue of which somsthiag

is done, so that it partakes somewhat of the nature of an
efBdant cause, in so far as it is the instrument of a Divine

operation. Hence the matter needs to acquire this virtue

from a higher art or power, stnoe among efficient causes,

the more prior the cauee the more perfect it is, whereas in

material causes, the more prior the matter, the more im-

periect it is.

SiTBNTH Article.

WHETHER THIS SACRAMENT HAS A POKM ?

liV proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—
Objection i. It seems that this sacrament has no form.

Because, since the efficacy of the sacraments is deriNvd from

their institution, as also from their form, the latter must

needs be appointed by the institutor of the sacrament.

But there is no account of the form of this sacrament being

instituted either by Christ or by the apostles. Therefore

this sacrament has no form.

Obj. 2. Further. Whatever is essential to a sacrament is

observed ever3rwhere in the same way. Now nothing is so

essential to a sacrament that has a form, as that very ionn.

Therefore, as in this sacrament there is no form commonly
used by aH. since various words are in use. it seems that this

sacrament has no form.

06/. 3. Further. In Baptism no form is needed except for

the sanctification of the matter, because the water i$ smncH-

fiti hy the word of life so as to wash sin away, as Hu^^ states

{De Sacram. ii.). Now the matter of this sacrament is

already consecrated. Therefore it needs no form of woids.

On the contrary. The Master says (iv. Sent. D. i) that every

sacrament of the New Law consists in things and words.

Now the words are the sacramental form. Therefore, since
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th» is a sacrament of the New Law, it seems that it has a

flonn.

Further, this is confirmed by the rite of the Univenal

Church, who uses certain words in the bestowal of this

sacrament.

/ «fitwvr ih4U, Some have held that no form is essential

to this sacrament. This, however, seems derogatory to the

effect of this sacrament, since every sacrament signifies

its effect. Now the matter is indiHerent as regards its

effect, and consequently cannot be determined to any

particular effect save by the form of words. Hence in all

the sacraments of the New Law. since they efiect what they

rignify, there must needs be things and words. Moreover

James <v. 14, 15) seems to ascribe the whole force of this

sacrament to prayer, which is the form thereof, as we shall

state further on {ad 2 : AA. 8, q). Wherefore the foregoing

opinion seems presumptuous and erroneous; and for that

reason we should hold with the common opinion that this,

hke all the other sacraments, has a fixed form.

Reply Ohj. i. Holy Writ is proposed to all alike: and so.

the form of Baptism, which can be conferred by all. should

be ezprened in Holy Writ, as also the form of the Eucharist,

which in regard to that sacrament, expresses faith which is

III I > Mirjr for salvation. Now the forms of the other sacra-

ments are not contained in Holy Writ, but were handed down
to the Church by the apostles, who received them from

Ix>rd. as the Apostle declares (i Cor. xi. 23) : Far I have

rrtritMf o/ Uu Lofi tMot wkick tUo I idivtTtd to you, etc.

R»ply Ohf' 2- The words which are evential to the form.

viz. the prayer of deprecation, are said by all; but other

wonb which pertain to the well-being thereof, are not said

by an.

R^y Ohj. 3. The matter of Baptism has a certain sancti-

ficttion of its own from the very contact of our Savioitr*s

fiesh; but the form of words sanctifies it so that it hat a

sanctifying force. In like manner when the matter of this

sacnunent has been sanctified in itself, it requires sanctiftca-

tinn \i\ its uw, so that it may sanctify actuially.
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Eighth Article.

whether the form of this sacrament should be

expressed by way op assbstion or of petition?

Ws pfocstd thui to ikt Eighih ArHcU ;—
OhjiciUm I. It seems that the fonn of this «•crunent

should be expcessed by way of assertion rather than of

petition. Because all the saciainents of the New Law
have a sure effect But sureness of effect is not expiessed

in the sacramental fonns except by way of assertion, as when
we say: Tki$ is My body, or / bapHu tkee. Therefore the

form of this sacrament should be expressed as an assertion.

Obj. 2. Further, The intention of the minister should be

expressed in the sacramental forms, because it is essential

to the sacrament. But the intentiop of conferring a sacra-

ment is notexpressed except by an assertion. Therefore. etc.

Obj. 3. Further. In some Churches the following words

are said in the conferring of this sacrament: / anoint these

eyes with consecrated oil in the name of the father, etc.. which

is in keeping with the forms of the other sacraments. There-

fore it seems that such is the form of this sacrament.

On the contrary. The form of a sacrament must needs be

one that is observed eveiywhere. Now the words employed

according to the custom of all the Churches are not those

quoted above, but take the form of a petition, viz. : Through

this holy unction, and His most tender mercy, may the Lord

pardon thee whatever sins thou hast committed, by sight, etc.

Therefore the form of this sacrament is expressed at a

petition.

Further. This seems to follow from the words of James,

who ascribes the effect of this sacrament to prayer: The

prayer offaith, says he (v. 15). shedl save the sick man. Since

then a sacrament takes its eflBcacy from its form, it seems

that the form of this sacrament is expressed as a petition.

/ answer that. The form of this sacrament is expressed

by way of a petition, as appears from the wofds of James,

and from the custom of tlie Koman Church, who ums no
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other than v^urd» uf supplication in conferring this sacra-

meat. Several reasons are assigned for this: first, because

the recipient of this sacraoient is depnvcd of his strength,

so that he needs to be helped by prayers; secondly, because

it is given to the dying, who are on the point of quitting

the courts of the Church, and rest in the hands of God
alone, for which reason they are committed to Him by

prayer; thirdly, because the effect of this sacrament is not

such that it always results from the minister's prayer, even

when all essentials have been duly observed, as is the case

with the character in Baptism and Confirmation, tran-

substantiation in the Eucharist, remission of sin in Penance

(given contntion), which remission is essential to the sacra-

ment of Penance but not to this sacrament. Consequently

the form of this sacrament cannot be expressed in the

indicative mood, as in the sacraments just mentioned.

lUply Obj. I. This sacrament, hke the others mentioned.

conndered in itself, is sure of its effect; yet t! t can

be hindered through the insincerity of the reci^.v... v^iiough

by his intention he submit to the sacrament), so that he

r« « Mves no effect at all. Hence there is no parity between

this sacrament, and the others wherein some effect always

ensues.

Reply Obj. 2. The intention is sufficiently expressed by

the act which is mentioned in the f^rr^ : By this holy

unchon.

Reply Obj. 3. These words in the mdicative mood, which

some are wont to say before the prayer, are not the sacra-

mental form, but are a preparation for the form, in so far

as they determine the intention of the minister.

Ninth Article.

WHETU£K Tlie rOtt£G01NG PRAYER IS A SUITABLE FORM FOR

THIS SACRAMENT ?

We pnemd ikm lo Ut$ Ninth ArtUU ;—
oi'iecUim X. It leemi that the foiegoing prayer is not a

smtafaAa form for this Motnent. For in the fonns of the
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oClierfaaBiiieiits mention is made of the matter, for imtafr
in Confinnation. whereas this is not done in the albretaid

wofds. Therelore it is not a suitable lorm.

Obj. 2. Further. Just as the effect of this sacannant is

bestmved on us by the mercy oi God. so are the eflecta of

the other sacraments. But mentioii is made in the forms

of the other sacraments, not of the Divine mercy, but rather

of the Trinity and of the Passion. Therefore the same

should be done here.

Obj, 5. Further. This sacrament is stated in th<

(hr. Semi. D. 23) to have a twofold effect. But in the

fong wocds mention is made of only one effect, vix. the

wmiwion of sins, and not of the healing of tht- :

which end James directs the prayer of faith to

(v. 15) : Tk4 ftayer offmth shall %mv the tick man. There-

fore the above form is unsuitable.

/ answer thai. The prayer given above (A. 8) is a suitable

form for this sacrament, for it includes the sacrament by

the words: By tint holy nncHon, and that which works in

the sacrament, vis. the mercy of God, and the eflect w
remimon o/ tins.

Reply Obj. I. The matter of this sacrament may be

understood in the act of anointing, whereas the matter of

Omlirmation cannot be implied by the act cKprtssed in

the form. Hence there is no parity.

Reply Obj. 2. The object of mercy is misery: and because

this sacrament is given when we are in a state of misery.

i.e. of sickneea, mention of mercy is made in this rather

than in other sacraments.

Reply Obj. 3. The form should contain mention of the

principal effect, and of that which always ensues in virtue

of the sacrament, unless there be something lacking on the

part of the recipient. Now bodily health is not an effect

of this kind, as we shaD state further on (Q. XXX.. AA. i. 2),

though it does ensue at times, for which reason James

ascribes this effect to the prayer which is the form of this

sacrament.



QUESTION XXX.

OF THE EFFECT OF THIS SACRABIENT.

(In Tktrtt ArticUs.)

Wb miat now n^fff^^^ the effect of this sacrament:

tuider which head there are three points of inquiry: (i)

Whether Extreme Unction avails for the remission of sins ?

(2) Whether bodily health is an effect of this sacrament ?

(3) Whether this SKmneiit imprints a character ?

First Article.

wbbtbbk bxtteme unction avails for thb remission

OF SINS ?

We pnKSfd tkm io the First ArticU :—
ObiecHon i. It seems that Extreme Unction does not avail

for the remiMion of sins. For when a thing can be attained

by one means, no other is needed. Now repentance is

required in the recipient of Extreme Unction, for the

wwniMJnn of fan sns. Tbeieiore sins aie not remitted by

Extreme Unction.

Obj. 2. Further. There are no more than three things in

sin. the stain, the debt of punishment, and the remnants

of sin. Now ExtJMne Unction does not vsmit the stain

without cflolritioa, and this ventts ain even witlKNtt Unction

:

nor does it remit the punishment, for if the recipient recover,

he is still bound to fuUU the satisfaction enjoined; nor does

it take away the remnants of sin. since tlie diapoaitioiis
remaining Irom preceding act» still remain, as may easily

be seen alter recovMy. Therefore iimJMinii ol sins is by
no myans ths afisct ol Ejctsnne Unction*

35>
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Ob;. 3. Further, RemittioD of sins takes place, not succes-

sively, but instantaneously. On the other hand, Extiane
Unction is not done all at once, since several anointings

are required. Therefore the remission of sins is not its

6fiect.

On the contrary. It is written (James v. 15): If hi he in

»n$, they skaU be /orgivm him.

Farther. Every sacrament of the New Law confen f^nice.

Now grace effects the forgiveness of sins. Therefore since

Extreme Unction is a sacrament of the New Law, its effect

is the remission of sins.

/ ansmer tkeU, Each sacrament was instituted for the pur-

pose of one principal effect, though it may. in consequence,

produce other effects besides. And since a sacrament

causes what it signifies, the principal effect of a sacrament

most be gathered from its signification. Now this sacra-

ment is conferred by way of a kind of medicament, even as

Baptism is conferred by way of washing, and the purpose

of a medicament is to expel sickness. Hence the chief

olqect of the institution of this sacrament is to lie

sjokness of sin. Therefore, just as Baptism is a . lal

regeneration, and Penance, a spiritual resurrection, so

Extreme Unction is a spiritual healing or cure. Now just

as a bodily cure presupposes bodily life in the one who is

cured, so does a spiritual core presuppose spiritual life.

Hence this sacrament is not an antidote to those defects

mfuch deprive man of spiritual life, namely, original and

mortal sin, but is a remedy for such defects as weaken

man spiritually, so as to deprive him of perfect vigour for

acts of the life of grace or of glory; which defects consist

in nothing else but a certain weakness and nnfitnfss, the

result in us of actual or original sin ; against m^ch weaknev
man is strengthened by this sacrament. Since, however,

this strength is given by grace, which is incompatible with

sin, it foUows that, in consequence, if it finds any sin, either

mortal or venial, it removes it as far as the guilt is con-

cerned, provided there be no obstacle on the part ol the

recipient; just as we have stated to be the case with regard
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to the Eticharist and Confinnation (P. III.. Q. LXXIII..
A. 7; Q. LXXIX.. A. 3). Hence, too, Jamet speaks of the

remission d sin as being conditional, for he says: I/ he be

in tint, tkey tfmU be forpven him, vis. as to the guilt.

Becaose it does not always blot out sin. since it does not

ahiayt find any: but it always remits in respect of the

afaroaaid weakness which some call the remnants of &in.

Some, however, maintain that it is instituted chiefly as a

wmmAf far venial sn whidi cannot be oned perfectly in

this lifetime : far which reason the sacrament of the djring

is ordained specially against venial sin. But this does not

seem to be true, since Penance also blots out venial sins

sofldently during this life as to their guilt, and that we
cannot avoid them after doing penance, does not cancel the

efiect of the previous penance; moreover this is part of the

weakness mentioned above.

Coneeqnently we must say that the principal efiect of

this sacrament is the remission of sin, as to its renmants,

and. cooaequently. even as to its guilt, if it find it.

R^pty Ob). I. Although the principal effect of a sacra-

ment can be obtained without actually receiving that

sacrament (either without any sacrament at all, or indirectly

by means of some other sacrament), yet it never can be

obtained without the purpose of receiving that sacrament.

And so. since Penance was instituted chiefly against actual

sin, whichever other sacnuneBt may blot out sin indirectly,

it does not exclude the necesaity of Penance.

lUply Obj. 2. Extreme Unction remits sin in some way
as to those three thinfs. For, although the stain of sin is

not washed out without contrition, yet this sacrament, by
the grace which it bestows, makes the movement of the

liee will towaidi sin to be one of oootrition, just as may
occur in the BiMfaariit and Confirmation. Again it dimi-

nishes the debt of temporal punishment ; and this in-

directly, in as much as it taltes away weaknecs. for a
strong man bears the same puniriimeni more easily than a

weak man. Hence it does not follow that the meaawe of

ictiihrliDn is rlhniniihnd. As to the VBOttHyila of sin, they

m. 4 aj



do not mean here tho^ itions which resv

and are inchoate habit. .„ :^ ^peak, but a cert—:.
,

debility in the mind, which debQity being removed, t)

«BChKke habits or dispontiooa rwnain. the mind is n<

easily prone to sin.

Reply Obj. 3. >Mien many actions are ordained t

efiect, the last is formal with respect to all the otben that

pracede, and acts by virtue of them : wherefore by the last

anoiattng is infnsed grsoe which gives the sacrament its

eflect.

Second Article,

whether bodily health is an effect of this sacbament ?

H> proceed thus to Hu Second Article .*—

ObjecUom i. It seems that bodily health is not an effect

of this sacrament. For every sacrament is a spihttial

remedy. Now a spiritual remedy is ordained to spiritual

health* just as a bodily remedy is ordained to health of the

body. Therefore bodily health is not an efifect of this

sacrament.

Obj. a. Further, The sacraments always prod' ' ir

efiect in those who approach them in the propet «i:s^^,&i.

tions. Now sometimes the recipient of this sacrament does

not receive bodily health, no matter how devoutly he re-

ceives it. Therefore bodily health is not its efiect.

Obj. 3. Further, The efficacy of this sacrament is notified

to us in the fifth chapter of James. Now beahng is ascribed

there as the effect, not of the anointing, but of the prayer,

for be says: The prayer of faUk skaU tave the tick mem.

Therefore bodily healing is not an effect of this sacrament.

0% the comtreary. The operation of the Church is more

efficacious since Christ's Passion than before. Now. before

the Passion, those whom the apostles anointed with oil

were healed (Mark vi. 13). Therefore unction has its efiect

now in healing bodies.

Further, The sacraments produce their efiect by signi-

fying it. Now Baptism signifies and efiects a spiritual

washing, thioogfa the bodily washing in which it consists
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ookwardly. Therefore Extreme Unctiao Mgnifiet and cai

a ipirinMd healing through the bodily healiBg which it

efiects externally.

/ mtnttr Umi, Jtat aa Baptim caoaea a ipiritual riranaing

from apiritual stains by means of a bodily washing, so this

lacnunent causes an inwaxd healing by means of an oot-

waid sacramental healing: and even aa the baptismal

washing has the effect of a bodily washing, since it efiects

even a bodily cleansing, so too. Extreme Unction has the

effect of a bodily remedy, namely a healing of the body.

But there is a difference, for as much as the bodily washing

canses a bodily cleansing by a natural property of the bodily

element, and cooseqoently always causes it. whereas

Ejctreme Unction causes a bodily healing, not by a natural

property of the matter, but by the Divine power which

works reaaooahiy. And since reasonable working never

produces a secondary effect, except in so &r aa it is required

for the principal effect, it follows that a bodily healing does

not always ensue from this sacrament, but only when it is

requisite for the spiritual healing: and then it produces it

ahrayi, provided there be no obstacle on the part of the

recipient.

Rsply Obj. I. This objection proves that bodily health

is not the principal effect of this sacrament : and this is true.

The Reply to the Second ObfecHon is clear from what has

been said above (cf . Q. XXIX.. A. 8).

Rsply Obj. 3. This prayer is the form of this sacrament

aa slated above (Q. XXIX.. AA. 8, 9). Hence, so far aa iu

iom ia COMBSrnad, this sacmneiil derivea from it its

efficacy in healing the body.

Third Akticle.

wbstmsr this sackambnt dcfriktt a charactbs ?

We procstd tJmt to Ikt Third ArUeU ;—
Objiciiom i. It seema that this saonameat impnnt» a

character. For a rhaiaintar ia a dirtinctive sign. Now
just as one who is baptised ia diitlBguiahed from one who
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It BOt. to it oot who M tiionttd* iroin one ii^io it not.

Thtnlote. )«tt tt Btptism impiinU a character to doet

Exinnie Unction.

06/. 2. Further, There is an anointing in the tacnnentt
of Older and Coofinnatiao, at there it in thit

Art a character it inprteltd in tiiote ttcrameBta.

fen a character it imprinted in this one alto.

Obj. 3. Further. Every sacrament containt tomething

that it a reality only, something that it a tacramant only.

and tonething that it both reality and ttcfamtot. Now
nothing in thit tacrament can be astigned at both reality

and tacnunent except a character. Therefeie in thit

tacrament also, a character is imprinted.

On the conlrttry. No tacrament that imprints a character

it repeated. But thit tacrament is repeated as wt shall

lUte further on (Q. XXXIII.). Therefore it doet not

imprint a character

Fxntber. A sacramental character caotet a dtttinctioa

among thote who are in the pretent Church. Bat Extreme
Unction it given to one who is departing from the present

Church. Therefore it does not imprint a character.

/ answer thai, A character it not imprinted except in

thote sacramentt whereby man it deputed to tome taoed
duty. Now this sacrament is for no other purpote than

a remedy, and man it not deputed thereby to do or receive

anjTthing holy. Therefeie it doet not imprint a character.

R^ply Obj. I. A character markt a distinction of states

with regard to duties which have to be perfermed in the

Church; a distinction which a man doet not reoetve by

being anointed.

Rspiy Obj. 2. The unction of Orders and Confirmation, it

the unction of contecratioQ whereby a man it deputed to

some sacred duty, whereas this unction is remedial Hence

the comparison talk.

Rsply Obj. 3. In this sacrament, that which is both reality

and tacrament it not a fhtrtctur, but a certain inward

devotion which it a kind of spiritual anointing.



QUESTION XXXI.

OF THE MINISTER OF THIS SACRAMENT.

{in Tkrt$ AfHeits.)

Wb moft now comnder the nunitter of this aacnunent:

tmder which head there are three points of inquiry: (i)

Whether a layman can confer this sacrament ? (2) Whether

a deacon can ? (3) Whether none but a bishop can confer it?

First Article,

whether a layman can confer this sacrament?

W$ fncetd Urn» to ike Fint Arhcie :—
ObjieHcn 1. It seems that even a lasrman can confer this

sacrament . For this sacrament derives its efficacy from

pcaycr, a» James declavet (v. 15). But a ]ayman*s prayer

is sometimes as acceptabk to God as a priest's. Th^^rcfore

be can confer this sacrament.

Ohj. 2. Further. We read of certain fathers in Egypt

that they sent the oil to the sick, and that these weit'

healed. It is also related of the Blessed Genevi^re that

si» anointad the skk with oil. Theiefoce this sacrament

can be ronfcnad evan by lay people.

On tk$ ctmtrmy» Remission of sins is given in this sacra-

tut. But laymen have not the power to forgive sins.

Thudovs etc

/mmm UuU, Acooidiag to Diooynus {Ecci. ttitf. v.) there

avft some who exerdie hierarGhical actioos, and some who
are ladplinla only. Hssee laj^men are officially moonpeltnt

to iffgrrf' aay MCfamaot: and that thev tan bapHt» m
337
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of iMCttiity. is due to the Divine dispensation, in order

that no one may be deprived of spiritual regeneration.

R«piy Obj. I . This prayer is not said by the priest in his

own peiBon. for since sometimes he is in sin. he would not

in that case be heard. But it is said in the penon of the

wfaok Church, in whose person he can pray as a pabbc
offtdal. wbeieas a ]a3^inan cannot, for he is a private indi-

vidual.

R^ply Obj. 2. These unctions were not sacramentaL It

was due to the devotion of the recipients of the unction,

and to the merits of those who anointed them that they

procured the effects of bodily health, through the ffrttee of

ke^Ung (I Cor. xii. 9) but not through sacramental grace.

Second Article,

whether dbacovs cam confer this sacrament ?

We proceed thus to lk$ Second Article ;—
Objection 1. It seems that deacons can confer this ftcim-

ment. For, according to Dionysius {Eccl. Hier. v.) deacons

have the power to cleanse. Now this sacrament was insti-

tuted precisely to cleanse from sickness of the mind and

body. Therefore deacons also can confer it.

Obj. 2. Further. Baptism is a more excellent sacrament

than the one of which we are speaking. But deacons can

baptize, as instanced by the Blessed Laurence. Therefore
they can confer this sacrament also.

On the contrary. It is written (James v. 14) : Let him bring

in the priests of the Church.

I answer that, A deacon has the power to cleanse but not

to enlighten. Hence, since enlightenment is an effect of

grace, no sacrament whereby grace is conferred can be

given by a deacon in virtue of his office: and so he cannot

confer this sacrament, since grace is bestowed therein.

Reply Obj. I. This sacrament rleansrs by enlightening

through the bestowal of grace: wherefore a deacon is not

competent to confer it.

Reply Obj. 2. This is not a neoesMry sacrament, as
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BaptMoi is. Henoe its bestowal is not committed to aU

io cum oi necessity, but only to those wlio tie competent

to do so in virtue of tbeir office. Nor are deacons competent

to baptise in virtue of their office.

Third Articlb.

whetrbk moirb but a bishop can confer this sacrament ?

Wt procmd thus to tks Third ArHcU :—
Obf^dicm x. It seems that none but a bishop can confer

this saciaroent . For this sacrament consists in an anointing,

)nst as Confirmation does. Now none but a bishop can

confirm. Therefore only a bishop can confer this sacra-

ment.

06/. 2. Fkvther. He who caimot do what is less cannot

do what is greater. Now the use of consecrated matter

the act of consecrating the matter, since the

is the end of the latter. Therefore since a priest

cannot consecrate the matter, neither can be use the matter

after it has been consecrated.

On the ecmttfy. The minister of this sacrament has to be

broogfat in to the recipient, as is clear from James v. 14.

Now a bishop cannot go to all the sick people of his diocese.

Therefore the bishop is not the only one who can confer

this sacrament.

I mmmer that, According to Dionysius {Eccl. Hier. v.). the

office of perfecting belongs to a bishop, just as it belongs

to a priMt to enUghten. Wherefore those sacraments are

reserved to a bishop's dispensation, which place the recipient

in a itata of perfectloe above others. But this is not the

casewidithfeaKnoMBt. ferttisgiventoall. Consequently
it can be given by ordinary priests.

RtPh Obi. !• Coatenatioo imprints a character, whereby

man is placed in a state of perfection, as stated above

(P. 111.. Q. LXIII.. AA. I. 2, 6). But this does not take

place in this sacrament ; henoe there is no comparison.

lUpiy Ohf. 2. Ahhoogh the use of consecrated matter is

of more importance than the oooaeciation of the mattor.
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horn the potnt of view of the fiml CMae; muiiiilmfciM»

fnmi the pomt ol view of eAdent cange. the comaf ration of

the matter is the more important, nnoe the OM of the matter

ii dependent thereon, as on its active canie: henoe the

oooaecration of the matter demands a higher power than

the UK of the matter does.



QUESTION XXXII.

OM WHOM SHOULD THIS SACRAMENT BE CONFERRED
AND ON WHAT PART OF THE BODY ?

{In Sfvfn ArHcits.)

We moit DOW ronrirtw oo whom this sacrament should

be conferred and on what part of the body: under which

head there are seven points of inquiry: (i) Whether this

sacrament should be conferred on those who are in good

haakh ? (a) Whether it should be conferred in any kind

of sicknesa ? (3) Whether it should be oonfened on mad*
men and imbeciles ? (4) Whether it should be given to

children ? (5) MThether. in this sacrament, the whole body

should be anointed ? (6) Whether certain parts are suitably

awipifiil to be anointed ? (7) Whether those who are

deformed in the above parts ought to be anointed thereon ?

First Article.

ufufrnmi THIS aacsAMEirr ought to ra coirfBBSSD on
THOtI WHO ASS IN GOOD HEALTH ?

Wt procMd thm lo Uu FirU Artick :—
ObjtcUon I. It seems that this sacrament should be

conferred even on those who are in good health. For the

healli^; of the mind it a more important effect of this sacra>

mcnt than the hsalkigof the body, as stated above (Q. XXX.,
A. 2). Now even tlMW who am haalthy in body need to be

healed in mind. Tharefore thia sacwaat should be 000-

faired 00 them also.

Okf. a. Fufther. Thia is the sacrament of those who are

departing this hfe. just aa Baptiam ia the sacrament of thoos
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who are entering this life. Now Baptim is given to all

who enter. Theiefoie this sacrament should be given to

aU idw are departing. But sometimes those who are

near departure are in good health, lor jnttancr those who
are to be beheaded. Therefore this sacrament shoold be

conferred on them.

On ike contrary. It is written (James v. 14) : /s any num
nek nmon§ you etc. Therefore none but the sick are com-

petent to receive this sacrament.

/ ansmar ihtU, This sacrament is a spiritual healing, as

stated above (Q. XXX., AA. i. 2). and is signified by way
of a healing of the body. Hence this sacrament should not

be conferred on those who are not subjects for bodily

healing, those, namely, who are in good heahh.

Rsply Obj. X. Although spiritual health is the principal

effect of this sacrament, yet this same spiritual healing

needs to be signified by a healing of the body, althooi^

bodily health may not actually ensue. Conaeqasntly

spiritual health can be conferred by this sacrament on those

alone who are competent to receive bodily healing, vis.

the sick; even as he alone can receive Baptism who is capable

of a bodily washing, and not a child yet in its mother's

womb.
Reply Obj. 2. Even those who are entering into life cannot

receive Baptism unless they are capable of a bodily washing.

And so those who are departing this life cannot receive

this sacrament, unless they be subjects for a bodily healing.

Second Article.

whether this sacrambifr ought to be given in-

kind of sickness ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article

:

—
Objection i. It seems that this sacrament should be given

in any kind of mckntm. For no kind of sickness is defter-

mined in the fifth chapter of James where this sacnment
is delivered to us. Therefore this sacrament shonld be

in all kinds of sickness.
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Ohf, a. Further. The more exoellent a remedy is. the

moie generally should it be available. Now this sacrament

it mon exoellent than bodily medicine. Since then bodily

medicine is given to all manner of sick persons, it seems that

thisMcnuwent shoold be given in like manner to all.

On tilt comiiwy. This sacrament is called by all Extreme

Unction. Now it is not every sickness that brings man
to the extremity of his hit, since some ailments prolong

hie, according to the Philosopher {De Long, et Brev. Vita i.).

Thereloie this sacrament should not be given in every case

/ mnsmer that. This sacrament is the last remedy that the

QnDch can give, since it is an immediate preparation for

^Ofy. Therefore it ought to be given to those only, who
are so sick as to be in a state of departure from this life.

through their sickness being of such a nature as to cause

death* the danger of which is to be ieared.

Rtpiy Obj. I. Any sickness cm cause death, if it be

aggravated. Hence if we consider the different kinds of

disesM, there is none in which this sacrament cannot be

gh^en; and for this reason the apostle does not determine

any particalar one. But if we consider the degree and the

stage of the complaint, this sacrament should not be given

to every sick person.

Rtply Obj. 2. The principal effect of bodily medicine is

bodily health, which all sick people lack, whatever be the

stage of their sickness. But the principal effect of this

ncfaaent is that immunity from disopder which is needed

by thoae who are taking their departure from this life and

settinf out for the hfe of gknry. Hence the comparison fails.

Tmiro Articlb.

u'tiPTiiFu Ttiis saCBAMEMT OUGHT TO BE GtVKN TO MADMEII

AUD IMBBCILIS.'

W$ Pf9cui tims k> tits Third ArHck :—
ObjteUon x. It seems that this lacnuneiit ihookl be given

to madmen and imbeciles. For these diietm aie full of
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and €»mt death quickly. Now when tiMe ii

it it the time to apply the remedy. Therefore thia

oMata whicfa ivaa ffttftt4ftd as a remedy to human
akwld be si^ren to Mch people.

06/. 2. Further. Baptim it a greater lacramMft than

thit. Now Baptitm it ooaiemd oo mad peopte aa atated

ahove (P. III.. Q. LXVIH., A. la). Therefore thia aaoa-

meat abo thould be given to them

On tkt cotHrmy, Thit aacrament thotild be given to none

but toch at acknowledge it. Now thia doet not apply to

madmen and imbedkt. Therefore it aboukl not be gifen

to them.

/ mntmer UhU, The devotion ol the recipient, the pereonal

merit ol the minitter, and the general merits of the whole

Qmich, are of great account towardt the reception of the

effect of thit lacrament. Thit it evident from the fact

that the form of thit tacrament it pronoonoed by way of

a prayer. Hence it sbouki not be given thoee who cannot

acknowledge it, and etpedally to madmen and imbadha,

who might dithonoor the tacrament by their ofhntive

conduct, unlett they have lucid intervalt, when they would

be capable of ackiiowledgiiig the tacrament. for then the

tacrament could be given them when they are in that itate.

Reply Obj. I. Ahhoogh toch peopfe are sometimea in

rttngrir ol death, yet the remedy cannot be applied to them,

on account of their lack of devotion. Hence it ahould not

be given to them.

Rsply Obj. 2. Baptitm does not require a movement of

the tee^viU. becaute it ia given chiefly at a remadj tor

Qfigfaial ain, which, in i». it itot taken away by a movMHOt
of the free-will. On the other hand this sacrament requirea

a movement of the free-will; wherefore the comparison

faib. Moreover Baptitm it a neoeaaary tacrament. whife

Extreme Unction it not.
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Fourth Article.

whether this sacrament should be given to children ?

Wt pfoutd Urns to the Fomih ArHcU .—
OhjecHon x. It aeems that this sacrament ought to he given

to children. Because children suffer from the same ail-

ments sometimes as adults. Now the same disease requires

the same remedy. Therefore this sacrament should be

given to children the same as to adults.

Obj. 2. Further, This sacrament is given in order to

remove the remnants of sin, whether original or actual, as

sUted above (Q. XXX.. A. i). Now the remnants of

origiDal sin are in children. Therefore this sacrament

should be given to them.

On the contrary, This sacrament should be given to none

but those to whom the form applies. But the form of this

sacrament does not apply to children, since they have

not sinned by sight and hearing; as expressed in the

form. Therefore this sacrament should not be given to

them.

/ answer thai. This sacrament, like the Eucharist, requires

actual devotion in the recipient. Therefore, just as the

Eucharist ought not to be given to children, so neither

ought this sacrament to be given to them.

Reply Obj. X. Children's infirmities are not caused by

actual sin, as in adults, and this sacrament is given chiefly

as a remedy for infirmities that result from sins, being the

remnants of sin as it were.

Repiy Obj. 2. This sacrament it not given as a remedy

(or the remnants of original sin. except in so far as they

gather ftrength. to to speak, from actual sins. Hence from

the very form it appears that it » given chiefly as a remedy

for actual sins, vrhich are not in children.
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Fifth Amcui.
UTIFTMFR TUF WHOLE BODY SHOULD BE ANniVT|.:n iN THIS

SACRAMEirr ?

We froctd Urns to the Fifth ArUcU
ObjecUon x. It seems that the whole body should be

anointed in this sacrament. Far, according to Augustine

(De Trin. vi.), tk« whole soul is in every part o/ the body.

Now this sacrament is given chiefly in order to heal the

soul. Therefore the whole body ought to be anointed.

Obj. 2. Further, The remedy should be applied to the part

afiected by the disease. But sometimes the disease is

general and affects the whole body, as a lever does. There-

fore the whole body should be anointed.

Obj. 3. Further. In Baptism the whole body is dipped

under the water. Therefore in this sacrament the whole

body should be anointed.

On the contrary, stands the Rite observed throughout the

Church, according to which in this sacrament the sick

man is anointed, only in certain fixed parts of the body.

/ answer that. This sacrament is shown to us under the

form of a healing. Mow bodily healing has to be effected,

by applying the remedy, not to the whole body, but to

those parts where the root of the disease is seated. Con
tequently the sacramental unction also ought to be

applied to those parts only in which the spiritual sickness

is rooted.

Reply Obj. i. Although the whole soul is. as to its essence,

in each part of the body, it is not as to its powers which are

the roots of sinful acts. Hence certain fixed parts have

to be anointed, those, namely, in which powers have their

being.

Reply Obj. 2. The remedy is not always applied to the

part affected by the disease, but, with greater rt^ason. to

the part where the root of the disease is seated.

Reply Obj. 3. Baptism is given under the form oi >va . 1 . ng

:

and a bodily wasUng rkanift only the part to which it is
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ppfcid; for thii reuoo Btptim it applied to the whok
body. It M diflnwit with Extreme Unction, for the reaaon

pven above.

Sixth Abticlb.

WHETHER THE PARTS TO BE AMOnfTED ARE SUITABLY

ASSIGNED

W$ proceed thus to the Sixth ArHcie :—
O^tcUom I. It teems that these parts are unsuitably

aiiigiied, namely, that the eyes, noae, ears. Kps. hands, and

feet should be anointed. For a wise i^ysician heals the

diiease m its root. Now from the heart come forth thoughU

. . . tkmt defiU • man (Matth. xv. 19. 20). Therefore the

bicast ought to be anointed.

Ohj. 2. Further. Purity of mind is not le« necessary to

those who are departing this life than to those who are

entering therein. Now those who are entering are anointed

with chrism on the head by the priest, to signify purity of

mind. Therefore in this sacrament those who are departing

sboold be anointed on the hean.

Ohj. 3. Further, The remedy should be applied where

the disease is most virulent. Now spiritual sickness is

most vimfent in the kmis in men, and in the navel in women.
accofdtng to Job xl. 11 : Hit strength it in his loins, and his

fotce in the navel of his belly, as Gregory expounds the

passage {Bioral. xxxii.). Therefore these parts should be

anointed.

06;. 4. Further, sins are committed with other parts of

the body, no less than with the feet. Therefore, as the

feet are anointed, so ought other meinbrr* of the body to

bt anointed.

/ mntwm Iked, The pnnapks oi smmng are the same m
OS as the principles of action, for a fin is an act. Nowthere
are in us three principles of action ; the firet is the diracthig

pffnople» namely, the cognitive power; the second is the

commanding prhidple. namely, the appetitive power; the

third is the aaecotivc principle, namely, the motive

power.
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Nofw ftA our koowMfe hM Its crifio in the WBMs. Aad,
•iaoe ths remedy lor tiftshould be appliedwhanda ocigui^^
in us fiist. for that reason the places of the five seaaet are

anointed; the eyes, to wit, on account of the sight, the

eare on account of bearing, the nostrils on account of the

smeD. the mouth on account of the taste, the hands on
aoooont of the touch which is keenest in the finger tips, (in

some places too the loins are anointed on account of the

appetite), and the leet are anointed on account of the

motive power ci which they are the chief instrument. And
since the cognitive power is the first principle of human
activity, the anointing of the five senses is observed by alt

as being essential to the sacrament. But some do not

observe the other unctions,—some also anoint the feet but

not the loins,—because the appetitive and motivi tx^wL-rs

are secondary principles.

lUply Obj. I. No thought arises in the heart without

an act of the imagination which is a movement proceeding

from sensation {De Anima ii.). Hence tbe primary root

of thought is not the heart, but the sensory organs, except

in so fau- as the heart is a principle of the whole body, albeit

a remote principle.

Reply Obj. 2. Those who enter have to receive purity

ol the mind, whereas those who are departing have to

deanie the mind. Hence the latter need to be anointed

in those parts in respect of which the mind's purity may
be sullied.

R$piy Ohf. 3. Some are wont to anoint the loins, because

they are the chief seat of the ooncupiscibfe appetite: how-

ever, as stated above, the appetitive power is not the primary

root.

lUpiy Obj. 4. The bodi^ organs which are the instruments

of sin, are the feet, hands, and tongue, all of which are

ffiwitnt. and the oifuis of generation which it would be

unhaciwning to anoint, on aoooont of tlieir uncleanliness,

and out of respect for the sacrament.
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SiTiirrH Article.

WHBTRS» THOSE WHO ARE DEFORMED IN THOSE PARTS

SHOULD BE ANOINTED ?

W* procstd Urns to tht Sewmtk ArHcU .—
Obi^dion I. It seems that those who are deformed should

not be anointed in those parts. For just as this sacrament

demands a certain disposition on the part of the recipient,

vis. that he should be sick, so it demands that he should be
anointed in a certain part of the body. Now he that is

not sick cannot be anointed. Therefore neither can he be

anointed who lacks the part to be anointed.

06/. 2. Further. A man bom blind does not sin by his

sight. Yet in the anointing of the eyes mention is made
of sins by sight. Therefore this anointing ought not to be

applied to one bom bhnd. and in like manner as regards

the other senses.

On the e&iUfmry, Bodily deformity is not an impediment

to any other sacrament. Therefore it should not be an im-

pediment to this one. Now each of the anointings is essen-

tial to the sacrament. Therefore aU should be applied to

those who are deformed.

/ imtmer thai. Even those who are deformed should be

anointed, and that as near as possible to the part which

ouflit to haire been anointed For though they have not

the ntmbea, ngfWthalaM, they haw. at least radically,

the powers of the soul, corresponding to those members.

and they may commit inwardly the sins that pertain to

those membefs, though they cannot outwardly,

for the R^e$ to the Ohjtaions.

Ill 4



QUESTION XXXIII.

OF THE REPETITION OF THIS SACRAMENT.

(/« Tmo ArticUs.)

Wb mtitt now consider the repetition of this sacnunent:

under which bead there are two points of inquiry: (i)

Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated ? (2) Whether

it ought to be repeated during the same sickness ?

First Article,

wrsthcr trts sacxamsnt ought to bb bbfbatbo ?

Wt proceed thus to the First Article .*—

OhjecHon 1. It seems that this sacrament ooght not to

be repeated. For the anointing of a man is of greater

import than the anointing of a stone. But the •tM*m»wig

of an altar is not repeated, unkas the altar be shattered.

Neither, therefore, should Extreme Unction, whereby a

man is anointed, be repeated.

Obf. 2. Ftffther. Nothing comes after what is extreme.

But this unction is called extreme. Therefore it should

not be repeated.

On the contrary, This sacrament is a spiritual healing

applied nnder the form of a bodily cure. But a bodily

cure is repeated. Therefore this sacrament also can be

repeated.

/ antmer that. No sacnmental or sacrament, having an

effect that lasts for ever, can be repeated, because this

wonkl imply that the sacrament had failed to ptxwiuce that

eflect; and this would be derogatory to the

370
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On the other hand a Momment wfaoie effect does not last

for ever, can be repeated without ditpara^ing that tacra-

meot, in ofxler that the loit effect may be recovered. And
stnoe beahh of body and tool, which is the effect of this

tacrament, can be lost after it has been effected, it foUowi

that this sacrament can, without disparafement thereto, be

repeated.

R^ply Obj. I. The stone is anointed in order that the altar

may be consecrated, and the stone remains consecrated,

as long ai the altar remains, hence it cannot be anointed

afain. But a man is not consecrated by being anointed,

since it does not imprint a character on him. Hence there

IS no comparison.

Rsply Ohj. 2. What men think to be extreme is not always

extreme in reality. It is thus that this sacrament is called

Extreme Unction, because it ought not to be given save to

thon whose death men think to be nigh.

Second Article.

wbktrer this sacsamxmt ought to be repeated during
the same sickness ?

W§ p99e4ti Umt to iks Sscond ArHcU :—
ObjtcMom I. It seems that this sacrament ought not to

be wpea,ted during the same tickneii. For one disease

dwnandi one remedy. Now this sacrament is a spiritual

remedy. Therefore it ought not to be repeated for one

Okf. a. Further. II a sick man oouhl be anointed mon
than onoe during one diieaae, this might be done for a
whole day: which is absurd.

On Iks eomkt^ry, Somethnet a diaenae laalt king after the

sacrament has been rsoaivad* to that iSbn WBinawtt of sin,

against which chiefly this sacrament ii given woukl be con-

tracted. Therefore it ought to ba gifwi agnhL
/ «fuwir !*«<, Thii ywmant ragardi not only tha defc-

nesa. but also the state of the sick man, because it ought not

to be given aaoept to those tick people who seem, in men'a
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estimfttioii. to be nigh to death. Now tome diteaiet do
not last long; so that if this sacrament is givoi at the time

that the sick man is in a state of danger of death, he does

not leave that state except the disease be cured, and thus

he needs not to be anointed again. But if be has a relapse,

it win be a second sickness, and he can be anointed -^"^'^^^

On the other hand some diseases are of long dum
hectic fever, dropsy and the like, and those who lie sick

of them should not be anointed until they seem to be in

danger of death. And if the sick man escape that danger

while the disease continues, and be brought again thereby

to the same stata of diDger, he can be anointed again,

because it is, as it were, another state of sickness, although,

strictly speaking, it is not another sickness. This suffices

for the Repi$e$ to the Ohjedi(mt.

PHmttd im Brnftmid







PLEASE DO NOT REMOVE
CARDS OR SUPS FROM THIS POCKET

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO LIBRARY




