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The Four Books of Sentences of Master Bandinus


Most Learned Theologian


In which the sum of all theology and the compendium of our faith is treated purely, simply, and methodically; now published much more correctly than before, for the benefit of all students of Christian piety. Summaries have been added to each book indicating what is contained in each one.


At Louvain, from Petrus Colonaeus, sworn bookseller. In the year 1557. With royal privilege for four years.





Petrus Colonaeus Sends Greetings to the Kind Reader


Under the auspicious patronage of the most pious and most illustrious Emperor Maximilian of blessed memory, ever Augustus, Christian reader, there were published at Vienna nearly 40 years ago the four books of Theological Sentences of the most learned and very ancient theologian Bandinus, in which that author, most versed in sacred letters, wove together the sum of all theology and the compendium of our faith briefly but diligently and exactly, in a style not inelegant. When a certain friend made a copy available to us, and I observed that it greatly pleased everyone who had seen it -- because it expounded the doctrine of religion, which lies scattered far and wide throughout the Scriptures, most skillfully organized, purely, simply, and methodically -- I thought it would be no small service if, having removed by the judgment and diligence of learned theologians the innumerable errors of the first printer, who, as those times were, was excessively careless and unpolished, I should command a corrected and more elegantly typeset Bandinus to come forth into the light, so that as many people as possible could more easily enjoy such a treasure.


And indeed I had at first resolved to present only the first small work of this author, which is on the Trinity, printed separately for the benefit of students, so that from this the studious might form a conjecture about what should be thought of Bandinus -- an ancient, most learned, and most compendious teacher, but hitherto seen by few. But when this little book was scarcely finished and read by students, they did not cease to demand most eagerly the remaining works as well, which they had no doubt were written with no less skill and conciseness. In complying with their wishes, we do not spare our great expenses. Therefore, kind reader, accept in good part our labor and expenditures, uniquely dedicated to your studies, and farewell. And aid our endeavors if you can, rescuing from moths and bookworms copies of both these little books and other as yet unpublished works of Bandinus lying hidden in libraries, especially handwritten and ancient ones. Again, farewell.





Dedicatory Epistle


To the most unconquered and magnanimous Emperor Maximilian Caesar Augustus, Benedictus Chelidonius, Abbot of Vienna at the Scots, his tireless servant, wishes happiness.


That those devoted to wisdom ought to preside over commonwealths so that they may stand safe is the opinion of Plato, most pious Caesar Maximilian. How true and how useful this is, setting aside Greek and Latin examples, the histories of the Barbarians also indicate. But a wise mind, which is the leader and commander of mortal life, seems to me to be truly such only if it is religious. Hence it comes about that wisdom, which the Greeks call philosophy, which as Seneca attests forms the mind and orders life and, as the guide of our actions, shows what should be done and what should be omitted -- since it is knowledge not only of human but also of divine things -- has an indissoluble kinship with religion. Whoever is imbued with it lives rightly and acts successfully. For such a person all fortune is despised, and heaven itself serves. If you entrust to such a person the management of the highest affairs, it is a most beautiful empire to behold. The Roman jurists, not unaware of this, frequently combined the imperial height with pontifical dignity. And that august majesty is called sacred even to this day. Out of this regard for holiness, the ancients -- among whom, besides what was publicly administered, nothing against the enemy was conducted successfully without auspices, as their opinion held -- believed that the Roman Republic had grown as great as we know it to have been. Nevertheless, their religion was not sacred but rather execrable, their wisdom foolish, and their devotion profane superstition.


Therefore we, who are instructed not in pagan but in orthodox piety, and invoke not Mars but Christ upon our fortunes -- since it is established that things have happened in your times which were seen in no previous ages, and which all posterity will admire, being most beneficial to public welfare and almost incredible unless seen with one's own eyes -- why should we not think these should be ascribed also to your most sacred auspices?


I pass over the new institutions of military discipline which your enemies have experienced in many ways, by which their stubborn pride has always been subdued from your adolescence to your old age, as your countless triumphs testify -- which Joannes Stabius, historian of your majesty, collected in the great work he calls the Triumphal Arch. The commentary of which we translated from German into Latin at your command.


I say nothing of the new and astounding war machines invented by you, endowed with divine industry in all things, whose thunder and lightning would make even the Alps tremble and collapse, and which nothing can withstand. Meanwhile, how great was your zeal for peace -- for whose sake all your wars were undertaken -- can be gathered from the fact that you drew so many kings and so many princes into your alliances and family connections by the great skill of your genius, and especially recently at Vienna.


For we beheld so many notables clothed in purple and decorated with insignia, summoned by you from the entire Roman world, then flowing together there, as no age records having ever assembled anywhere. This most illustrious convention, worthy of being celebrated in eternal memory, we described in two books in heroic verse, and offered into your most sacred hands. These things, I say, I pass over, and deliberately so, because they surpass not only my powers but even themselves. On account of which I also see that Virgilian verse, in which the same poet embraced the best prince, being fulfilled in you.


Remember, Roman, to rule the peoples with your authority: these shall be your arts -- to impose the custom of peace, to spare the conquered, and to subdue the proud.


Let me come to that one thing which surpasses the fates of all princes from the beginning of the world. We know that Bacchus and Hercules forced the most remote peoples into their empires. Likewise that Pompey and Julius and many other Roman princes conquered very many nations, though not unknown to us, and added them to the Latin empire. But when you were scarcely born, and then under your most valiant father the emperor, and afterwards with you most valiantly ruling, another world of lands and other peoples known in no previous ages and not even dreamed of, have been added to the Christian empire -- with the Spaniards, and the Portuguese from whom your maternal lineage derives, especially by naval and almost insane exploration (if I may say so), crossing both tropics and the farthest sea of the antipodes.


In those same times a new kind of writing, unknown I think even to Pallas herself until then, which we call printing, came to light. By this occasion those most illustrious talents now widely flourish, letters grow, and libraries are everywhere filled to a Philadelphian emulation.


Whoever would wish to worthily commemorate each of these and many more things, rightly to be ascribed to your destiny and your auspices, would need a summer's day and a hundred tongues and a voice of iron. Nor less -- whoever would attempt to speak, even selectively, of the most ample renown of your lineage, which is most ancient and which we read descends from the great Ham, extending to your grandsons, than whom the entire world now has nothing more precious, and of the royal genealogies -- would be anxious not so much about the beginning as about finding an end; and would need to call Calliope to his aid, and Apollo himself from whom no history is hidden, and would nevertheless laugh at his own powers striving in vain.


Let us omit the others of your line, everywhere celebrated with the greatest praises. Who among mortals does not know that Charles, a specimen most like you, the thunderbolt of tyrants and king of the West now, and soon, by your effort, of the East -- whom it is right to call Catholic -- is a most powerful and very great increase of your glory? Who could pursue him with worthy praises? After whom Ferdinand, younger in birth, equal in natural gifts, born and destined for the scepter most worthily alongside his brother. Both are outstanding emulators of your virtues. For all Christians, the one by the excellent hope he offers of himself, the other also in reality, stirs up immense joy.


On account of these and very many other most great gifts of glory granted to you from heaven as a uniquely divine prince, and above all on account of the worship of the Christian religion which you zealously support and most valiantly defend, our Bandinus -- found long ago at Melk among many other very ancient volumes, and brought to light by Lord Sigismund, a man most adorned with excellent morals and the best studies, master of the liberal arts and most vigilant abbot of that same monastery -- presents himself most joyfully, with me leading him by the hand, and ascribes to your happy auspices the fact that he has at last been freed from his long imprisonment.


Happy auspices indeed, for you in whom living justly and piously, taken up as a habit from boyhood, has turned into nature. Than whom no one is now found braver or more prudent, no one more cautious, more upright and more holy, no one more merciful to the conquered, and more loving of letters, which you know most excellently. Deem him worthy of your favor, most sacred Caesar -- small indeed in weight, but filled with the holy doctrines of our religion.


From which, as is the opinion of myself and many other not inexpert men, that Peter Lombard seems to have derived his great and fourfold volume. Likewise we also, for whom it is considered the most beautiful honor to serve so great a prince, and the safest protection to enjoy you as patron -- deign to enroll us, your majesty's most ready servants, in the number of your clients, whom you always regard as the best.


At Vienna at the Scots, 1518.





Epistle of Benedictus Chelidonius to Abbot Sigismund


To the most reverend Father and Lord, Lord Sigismund, abbot at Melk, a man most adorned in both letters and religion, bound to him by most pleasing familiarity and to be most highly esteemed, Brother Benedictus Chelidonius, Abbot of Vienna at the Scots, sends greetings.


Concerning the literary disputation which recently took place at Vienna between Dr. Johann Eck, doctor of sacred theology, and the Viennese doctors of the same faculty, in a very large gathering of scholars: when recently during a meal at your place, most worthy Abbot Sigismund, conversation was being held in your usual manner with some other professors of good letters, and I myself, as very often before, had sat down at your invitation according to the longstanding custom of familiarity between your paternity and myself, through mention of Dr. Eck we digressed to the memory of your library, which you had newly built, full of very ancient and handwritten codices.


From among these, your Reverence brought forth a certain book full of age, whose title was 'The Book of Sentences of Master Bandinus,' found a few days before on the indication of Dr. Eck. When we had all judged by unanimous opinion that it was worthy of publication, the task of reviewing it and -- what it most needed -- correcting it was entrusted to me, since you, best father, were at that time wholly occupied with domestic cares, and I happened then to be less busy.


This task I, owing very much to your Paternity for your great benevolence and many benefactions, undertook readily, relying more on boldness than on skill, having taken with me into this work Martinus Milius, a regular canon and then pastor of our monastery, a man abundantly skilled in every literary matter. I organized it in the manner of Peter Lombard as far as was possible, and rescued it from errors, with which it was fuller than a leopard with spots; and finally I annotated most of the sources of the authorities cited.


In the course of reading, therefore, I discovered most certainly that Peter himself, in his four books, used our Bandinus throughout in order. For Peter in his fourth book, which is about the sacraments, discusses confirmation, though little, yet somewhat. If Bandinus had abbreviated him, as some have supposed, he would not have been silent about the same sacrament, being a matter necessary to the subject, in the way that he was.


As to whose countryman Bandinus was and of what fortune, although I investigated long and much with the help of the most learned men -- Georgius Collimitius, doctor of medicine and astronomy, Sebastianus Vunderhi, licentiate of laws, Masters Ambrosius Salser and Andreas de Mergentem, and also Johann Eck by letter -- we discovered nothing about a man worthy of enduring glory. And if he had not left behind this monument of his genius, he would perhaps lie entirely buried in eternal oblivion.


Let us therefore be content with the volume, since we have nothing certain about the author. It is now in the hands of the printers and will come to light as quickly as possible, as you commanded. Farewell, abbot most renowned as a lover of letters.


Given at Vienna at the Scots, the first day of July 1518.





Testimony of Johann Eck Concerning Master Bandinus


We came to Melk, a distinguished monastery of Saint Benedict, where while at the inn my traveling companions cared for their bodies and horses, I, out of my love for good letters, ascended to the monastery to see the paper furnishings. There I found very many codices. But above all I was wonderfully delighted by the theological summa of Master Bandinus. When I had read it more carefully, I discovered that, apart from elegance of style, he differed not at all, or very little, from Peter Lombard the Master of the Sentences, pursuing each opinion in the very same order as the Master, most learnedly.


For I immediately compared book with book, in more than one place, so that no small doubt arose in me as to which of them was the cuckoo, substituting another's offspring as his own. For Peter has been accepted for so many centuries as the certain and primary author of this summa. But on the other hand, Bandinus's codex is very ancient, in a most ancient monastery, composed in such a manner that someone would more easily have added something than taken something away.


Thus Eck.


(1) This doubt as to which of these two owes his work to the other is resolved by a codex from Upper Altaich (Ober-Altaich), written in the 13th century, in large quarto, in which Bandinus's work is clearly and affirmatively called an 'Abbreviation of the book of sacraments of Master Peter, Bishop of Paris, faithfully executed.' D. B. Pez, Dissertation in vol. I of the Thesaurus Anecdotorum, pp. XLV-XLVII. See the Literary Notice prefixed to the Works of Peter Lombard, in the preceding volume, col. 22.





Master Bandinus: On the Most Holy Trinity, Which Is the First Book of the Sentences


Summary. -- In this first book (just as in all the others) Bandinus, using wonderful brevity and clarity, a man (as his writings clearly demonstrate) most versed in sacred letters and in the reading of the orthodox Fathers, from these very sources by a clear method (having first set out the general subject matter of all Scripture) discusses the Most Holy Trinity most concisely and most clearly: teaching that God is one in essence, three in persons. Then how these persons are distinguished from one another, and how some derive their origin from others: meanwhile being truly equal in eternity, greatness, and power. Finally, concerning God's knowledge, providence, predestination, power, and will, he raises and clearly resolves various abstruse but very pleasant to read, and no less useful, questions in few words.



Distinction I: The General Subject Matter of All Scripture: Things and Signs


Concerning divine things, desiring to hand down to students some compendium by heavenly favor, we are advised that there are first of all two things in which the teaching about God principally consists, namely things and signs. For as Augustine says: All teaching is either of things or of signs. Now things are those which are not employed to signify something; signs, however, are those whose use consists in signifying -- such as the sacraments of both laws.


The Division of Things


Concerning these two, with God the Lord of knowledge bearing aid, we intend to treat. And first of things, afterward of signs we shall discourse. Concerning things Augustine says: Some things are those which are to be enjoyed, others which are to be used, and others which enjoy and use. By the things which are to be enjoyed, we are made blessed. Those are the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. Yet the same Trinity is a certain supreme thing. To enjoy is to cling in love to something for its own sake. This is recognized as belonging to the Trinity alone.


The things which are to be used are those by which we are aided so that we may cling to the things that make us blessed; these are the world and all things created in it. These are to be used so that in them the invisible things of God, through what has been made, may be seen by the understanding -- that is, so that from temporal things eternal things may be grasped (Rom. 1). For to use is to direct whatever has come into use toward obtaining that which is to be enjoyed. Finally, the things which both enjoy and use are the holy angels, and we are placed as if in the middle between both kinds.


Whether Human Beings Are to Be Enjoyed


But it is asked whether human beings ought to enjoy one another? To which Augustine responds thus: If a person is to be loved for his own sake, we enjoy him; if for the sake of something else, we use him. Therefore it does not seem that a person should be loved for his own sake, because in that which is loved for its own sake, which alone we enjoy, the blessed life is constituted. The hope of which also consoles us in this time. But hope is not to be placed in a human being. Therefore a human being is not to be enjoyed, not even by oneself.


But it is objected that the Apostle says to the Romans (15): If I shall first have enjoyed you in part. It should be understood that "in the Lord" is implied, as the same Apostle says to Philemon (20): Yes, brother, let me enjoy you in the Lord. Finally, when you enjoy a person in God, you enjoy God rather than the person, as Augustine says.


Whether God Enjoys Us


Likewise it is asked whether God enjoys us? Augustine denies this, because He has no need of our good. For the prophet says: You have no need of my goods (Psalm 15). Therefore He does not enjoy us, but uses us; otherwise, if He does not even use us, I do not find how He loves us. We also use one another, but differently from Him. For He uses us by showing mercy, so that we may fully enjoy Him; but we use one another by cooperating, so that we may fully enjoy Him.


Whether the Virtues Are to Be Enjoyed


Nor are the virtues to be enjoyed either, because what we enjoy we love only for its own sake, as has been said; but we love the virtues for the sake of blessedness, not for their own sake. Whence Augustine says: Perhaps the virtues, which we love for the sake of blessedness alone, dare to persuade us not to love that very blessedness. But if they do this, we certainly cease to love even the virtues themselves, when we do not love that for the sake of which alone we love them.


But against this it is objected what Ambrose says in his commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians: The Apostle does not call these works virtues, but fruits, because they are to be sought for their own sake. If this is so, then they are to be loved for their own sake, not solely for blessedness.


Furthermore, it should be known that the virtues are also to be loved for their own sake, because they delight their possessors piously and holily, and do not sadden them in anything. But one must not stop here; rather, through them, as through certain aids, we proceed further, seeking something in the sole attainment of which the end of joy and delight, which is to be blessed, is proposed. This, however, is the supreme and unchangeable good, God the Trinity. And for this reason it was said that the virtues are to be loved for the sake of blessedness alone. Therefore the virtues are to be used, and through them, not in them, the supreme good is to be enjoyed. Likewise we say the same about the will and all the powers of the soul. Such is the distinction of things, as was touched upon above.


First, therefore, with the help of Him of whom we speak, let us treat of those things which are to be enjoyed: namely, the Most Holy and undivided Trinity.




Distinction II: On the Most Holy Trinity


This, therefore, is to be held by true and pious faith, as Augustine says: that the Trinity is the one and only true God, namely the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. This Trinity is said, believed, and understood to be of one and the same substance or essence, which is the supreme good.


The Trinity Must Be Discussed with Reverence


Let us treat of this most excellent matter with modesty and fear; let us also listen with most attentive and devout ears. For nowhere is error more dangerous, nothing is sought with more labor, and nothing is found more fruitfully.


Let everyone therefore in this matter strive to imitate Augustine speaking about himself: It will not irk me, wherever I hesitate, to inquire; nor will it shame me, wherever I err, to learn.


What the Intention of Those Who Wrote about the Trinity Was


Hence it should be known that all Catholic writers on this matter intended to teach according to the Scriptures that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are of one substance, and in inseparable equality are one God; so that it may be taught that there is unity in essence and plurality in persons. And therefore it should not be believed that there are many gods, but one God. Let us hold, therefore, as Augustine says, that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are naturally one God; yet that the Father is not the same as the Son, nor the Son the same as the Father, nor the Holy Spirit the same as the Father or the Son.


In What Order the Trinity Should Be Treated


Moreover, as Augustine says, in this matter we should proceed in such a way that first it is shown through the Scriptures whether the faith is so; then against the garrulous, we should advance with Catholic arguments and fitting analogies, for asserting and defending the faith, so that by satisfying their inquiries we may more fully instruct the moderate. But if those people cannot find what they seek, let them complain about themselves rather than about the truth itself, or our definition or assertion.


Testimonies of the Old Testament on Divine Unity and Trinity


Let us therefore bring forward the authorities of the Old and New Testaments, by which the truth of unity and Trinity may be demonstrated. And first let the very beginnings of the Law present themselves. Moses therefore says: Hear, O Israel, the Lord your God is one God (Deut. 6). Likewise: I am the Lord your God, who led you out of the land of Egypt (Exod. 20). Behold, here the unity of the divine nature is asserted. For God and Lord, as Ambrose says, are names of nature and power. Likewise elsewhere: I am who I am; and: He who is sent me to you (Exod. 3). By saying "I am," not "we are," and "He who is," not "who we are," He most openly declares the unity of the divine substance.


The Trinity of Persons


The Lord also showed the plurality of persons and the unity of nature at the same time, saying: Let us make man in our image and likeness (Gen. 1). For when, as Augustine says, He says "let us make" and "our," He shows that the same God has not one but several persons. But by saying "in the image," He shows that there is one nature, in whose image man would be made.


Likewise, since it is written: In the beginning God created heaven and earth (Gen. 1), it should be known that the Hebrew original has "Elohim" where "God" is written, which is the plural of the singular "El," and is interpreted as "gods" or "judges." Because Moses said "Elohim," not "El," he indicated the plurality of persons. To this also refers: You will be like gods (Gen. 1), for which the Hebrew again has "Elohim," as if to say: "You will be like the divine persons."


Finally the greatest of prophets, David, understanding above the elders (Psalm 118), testifies to the unity of the divine nature where he says: Lord is his name (Psalm 67), not "Lords." He also indicates the distinction of persons, saying: By the Word of the Lord the heavens were established (Psalm 32). May God bless us, God our God; may God bless us, and may all the ends of the earth fear Him (Psalm 66). For the threefold confession of God expresses the trinity of persons; but when he adds "Him" in the singular, he reveals the unity of essence.


Likewise Isaiah says that the Seraphim cry out: Holy, holy, holy, Lord God (Isa. 6). By saying "holy" three times, he signifies the Trinity; by adding "Lord God," he openly distinguishes the unity.


Testimonies of the Old Testament on the Eternal Generation of the Son from the Father


Furthermore, David in the person of the Son shows the divine generation there: The Lord said to me: You are my Son, today I have begotten you (Psalm 2). Of this Isaiah says: Who shall declare his generation? (Isaiah 53). Of this generation Clement writes in his first epistle to James the bishop, saying: This secret origin, with His own Son, He alone who begot knows. Nor should God be examined by us, but believed, since in ourselves we do not understand what we know -- namely, how our wisdom generates a word.


It suffices therefore to know that light begot splendor, as the Prophet says: In the splendors of the saints, from the womb before the morning star I begot you (Psalm 109). And elsewhere: This is our God, and no other shall be esteemed compared to him (Baruch 3). In Wisdom also, it is said of her: Before the earth was made, I was already conceived (Prov. 8). When there were not yet springs, mountains, or hills, I was being brought forth. Likewise: I came forth from the mouth of the Most High, firstborn before all creation (Sirach 24). Behold, clear testimonies of the eternal generation.


Testimonies of the Temporal Generation


Micah gives testimony of both generations of the Word, temporal and eternal, thus: And you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, you are small among the thousands of Judah; from you shall come forth for me one who is to be ruler in Israel, and His going forth is from the beginning, from the days of eternity (Micah 5).


Testimonies Concerning the Holy Spirit


Concerning the Holy Spirit also, Scripture specifically testifies thus in Genesis: The Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters (Gen. 1). And David: Where shall I go from your Spirit? (Psalm 138). And in Wisdom: The Holy Spirit of discipline will flee from the deceitful (Wisdom 1). And Isaiah: The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, etc. (Isaiah 61).


Testimonies of the New Testament on the Same Matters


But that the truth may be recognized in the midst of two living creatures, and a coal may be taken with tongs from the altar to touch the lips of the faithful, let us also set forth the testimonies of the New Testament concerning the divine Trinity and unity. The Master of truth therefore says: Go, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 28). By saying "in the name," not "in the names," as Ambrose says, He declares the unity of essence; through the three names He sets forth, He declares that there are three persons.


Likewise: I and the Father are one (John 10). "He said 'one,'" says Ambrose, "lest there be a separation of nature or power. He added 'are,' so that you may recognize the Father and the Son."


John also says: In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God (John 1). Openly showing that the Son is eternally with the Father, as one person with another.


Likewise elsewhere: There are three who bear witness in heaven: the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one (1 John 5).


The Apostle also distinguishes Trinity and unity there: From Him and through Him and in Him are all things, to Him be glory (Rom. 11). "From Him," as Augustine says, he says on account of the Father; "through Him," on account of the Son; "in Him," on account of the Holy Spirit. This is the Trinity. But by the fact that he does not say "to them be glory" but "to Him," he shows that this Trinity is one God. Since indeed nearly every syllable of the New Testament harmoniously suggests this, omitting to adduce further testimonies, let us show by arguments and fitting analogies, as far as our weakness permits, that it is so.




Distinction III: The Creator Could Be Known through Creation in Three Ways


The invisible things of God are clearly seen through the things that have been made, being understood by the creature of the world (Rom. 1) -- that is, by man, who, as the Apostle says, was aided by two things to know the invisible God: namely, by rational nature and by outward works, in which the judgment of the Maker in some measure shines forth.


For Ambrose says: So that God, who is invisible by nature, might be known even from visible things, He made a work which manifested the Maker by its visibility -- which is impossible to be done by a human being or by any creature. It is established, therefore, that He who made creation is above all creation, and through this the human mind was able to recognize that He is God.


The philosophers also recognized that He made all things and was made by none. For they saw that every substance is either body or spirit, and that spirit is better than body, but far better still is He who is the Maker of both. They therefore most rightly believed that He is the principle of all things -- who was not made, and from whom all things were made.


That the truth of God is known through the things that have been made in many ways, the Apostle says "the invisible things of God" in the plural (Rom.), even though the essence is only simple and one: For from the perpetuity of creatures, the Creator God is understood to be eternal; from their greatness, omnipotent; from their arrangement, wise; from their governance, good. Therefore through all these things, man was able to know the unity of the Godhead.


How the Trinity Is Known through Creatures


An indication or vestige of the Trinity could also be found through the things that have been made. For Augustine says: All these things which have been made by divine art both show in themselves a certain unity and form and order. For each created thing is something one, and is formed by some form, and seeks or maintains some order. Behold, such a vestige of the ineffable Trinity appears in creatures. For in it the supreme origin is the Father; the most perfect beauty, the Son; and the most blessed delight, the Holy Spirit. Thus, therefore, through the things that have been made, we are aided in the faith of invisible things.


How the Image of the Trinity Exists in the Soul


In the human mind, moreover, which is the image of the divinity, these things can be more fully understood. For even if, as Augustine says, the human mind is deformed by the loss of participation in God, the image of God nonetheless remains in the very fact that it is capable of Him and can participate in Him.


Because it remembers itself, understands itself, loves itself: if we discern this, we discern a trinity -- not yet God, but we find an image of God, namely memory, understanding, and will. These, therefore, are both three and one. For, as Augustine says, there are not three lives but one. These are also spoken of relatively, as Augustine says, for the mind cannot love itself or remember itself unless it also knows itself. For how does it love or remember what it does not know? The same must be said of the others as well. But the mind itself, or life, is spoken of in relation to itself.


How Those Three Are Equal


Accordingly, they are equal not only each to each, but also each to all. For I remember that I have memory, understanding, and will; I understand that I understand, will, and remember; I also will that I will, remember, and understand.


How Those Three Are Said to Be One


But how are these said to be one mind, when they would seem rather to be called powers of the mind? Precisely because they exist substantially in the mind itself. Whence Augustine says: We are advised that these exist in the soul substantially, not as in a subject, like color in a body, because, even though they are spoken of relatively to one another, each is nevertheless substantial in its own substance. In a wonderful way, therefore, these three are inseparable from one another, and each of them, and all together, are one substance, as has been said.


What the Dissimilarity between the Created and the Uncreated Trinity Is


Although through these things a created trinity appears similar to the uncreated Trinity, it nevertheless exists as dissimilar in many more respects, which is easily shown if one pays attention. For behold, one man is he who has these three things. But he himself is not these three things, nor are these three things one man: but there one God is three persons, and three persons are one God. Likewise here there is only one person, but there three persons exist: the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. Finally, here none of these three things is the man: but there any one of the persons is fully and perfectly God. Our mind therefore is very far distant from the uncreated Trinity. This mind is indeed the image of God, as Augustine says, not only because it remembers itself, understands, and loves itself, but because it can also remember, understand, and love Him by whom it was made. Through this it is able to understand unity in Trinity and Trinity in unity. For it understands that there is only one principle of all things, because if there were many, either all would be insufficient, or the rest besides the one would be superfluous. Moreover, it did not consider that principle to be foolish, whence it understood that wisdom is there, and when it loves that wisdom, it also discovers by right reason that love is there. It is evident therefore how our mind is similar to God, and how through it the unity and Trinity of the divinity was able to become known to man.


On the Unity of the Trinity: A Firm Argument for Confirming the Trinity


Therefore, according to the meaning of the things stated above, let us believe that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are one in nature and three in persons. For as Augustine says: There is one nature or essence of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, not one person. For if there were one person in the same way that there is one substance of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, it would not truly be called a Trinity. Likewise, the Trinity would indeed be true, but the Trinity itself would not be one God, if the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, just as they are distinguished from one another by the property of persons, were also separated by a diversity of natures. Let us hold therefore that in that holy Trinity, there is one Father, who alone begot the Son; and there is one Son, who alone is born of the Father; and there is one Holy Spirit, who alone proceeds from both. All of which one person cannot do, that is, to beget himself, and to be born of himself, and to proceed from himself.




Distinction IV: Whether God Is Rightly Said to Be Begotten


There emerges therefore this question: whether God begot Himself? For it is established that God begot God, because the Father begot the Son, and each is God. From this one proceeds as follows: if God begot God, then either He begot Himself as God, or another God. If another, then there is not only one God. But if He begot Himself, then some thing begot itself. Against this Augustine speaks, saying: Those who think that it is within God's power that He begot Himself err all the more, because not only is God not like that, but neither is any creature: for there is no thing that begets itself.


Yet Augustine seems to contradict himself where he says: God the Father begot another of Himself, which is rightly understood thus: that is, He begot from Himself another person; or He begot another, that is, the Son, who is the very same thing that He Himself is. But against the aforementioned inference -- namely, if God begot God, then either He begot Himself as God, or another -- this analogy argues: the Son of God began to be a person of man, therefore either the person of man which He Himself is, or another; since both alternatives are absurd, it is by no means to be conceded. And so it must be said about similar cases.


Yet they press the same question in other words. God the Father begot God; therefore either a God who is God the Father -- by which He seems to have begotten Himself -- or a God who is not God the Father -- by which He seems to have begotten another God. But although this can be conceded in a catholic sense, because the expression "God the Father" is not said according to substance but is personal, nevertheless, to eliminate all obstinacy, we advise that the proposition -- namely, "God the Father begot a God who is not God the Father" -- must be determined by the force of the relation, so that "who" referred simply to God introduces a falsehood, but referred to God as begotten, fittingly proposes the truth. For God the Father is the same God as the one begotten, but God the Father is not the begotten God, because then one person would be another, which God forbid!




Distinction V: Whether the Divine Essence Is Rightly Said to Be Begotten or to Have Begotten


Consequently it is asked whether the Father begot the divine essence, or whether it begot the Son, or whether essence begot essence, or not? That the Father begot the divine essence seems apparent from the words of Augustine saying: When God begot the Word, He begot that which He Himself is. Likewise, God the Father, who most truly both willed and was able to manifest Himself to minds that would come to know Him, begot for the purpose of manifesting Himself that which He Himself is who begot. But He Himself is nothing other than the divine essence, and therefore He seems to have begotten it. However, we say that the foregoing must be understood thus: the Father begot that which He Himself is -- that is, the Son, who is that which the Father is, but not he who is the Father. For the Father is one person, the Son another, but not another thing.


He Proves That the Essence Was Not Begotten


Moreover, that the Father did not beget the divine essence is proved by a threefold reasoning. First, if He begot it, it follows that the divine essence is said relatively to it, since what is said relatively does not indicate substance. For Augustine says: What is said relatively does not indicate substance. Second, if He Himself begot it, since He Himself is the divine essence, the same thing begot itself, which cannot be, as was stated above. Third, because if He begot it, it would not be the begetter who is the cause of the begotten, but the begotten would be the cause of the begetter -- for it to exist and to be God -- since the divine essence is God the Father, and it exists, and is God. Similarly it must be said, that neither did the divine essence beget the Son, because it is not said relatively to Him.


Nor did essence beget essence, for the reason already stated, because the same thing does not beget itself. Yet Augustine seems to go against what we say. For he says: As essence from essence, so wisdom from wisdom. And elsewhere: Believe that Christ the Son of God is true God, so that you may not doubt that His divinity was born from the nature of the Father. But these and any similar statements you should know are to be understood thus: "as from essence, essence," etc. -- that is, just as the Son is essence from the Father's essence, so also the Son is wisdom from the Father who is wisdom. That this is rightly expounded, you may gather from the words of Augustine saying: Christ is therefore called the power and wisdom of God, because from the Father who is power and wisdom, He too is power and wisdom.


What Hilary says also seems contrary to the foregoing: The Son has nothing except what is born. But the Son also has the divine essence (for it is wholly in Him), and therefore it too seems to have been born. The same author says more clearly: We do not proclaim the Father in the Son by a corporeal indwelling, but that from Him, of the same kind, a begotten nature has had in itself a nature that naturally begets. Behold, by these words he manifestly says that the nature of God was begotten and did beget. But as the same author says, the understanding of what is said must be drawn from the reasons for saying it. For the thing is not subject to the word, but the word to the thing. These words therefore can be faithfully received as follows: The Son has nothing except what is born -- that is, the Son has nothing, insofar as He is God, except what He received by being born. Likewise, "we proclaim from Him a begotten nature of the same kind," etc. -- that is, we proclaim that the Father, who is the nature, exists naturally in the begotten, that is, in the Son begotten by Him, who is the same nature as the Father. Hence the same Hilary says: The begotten has the same nature as He who begot.


What It Means That the Father Begot the Son from His Own Substance


One also frequently encounters in reading that the Father begot the Son from His own nature. Hence Augustine: God the Father, begotten of no God, once and without beginning begot the Son God from His own nature. Likewise Augustine on the text: Who rescued us from the power of darkness and transferred us into the kingdom of the Son of His love. What is said, he says, "of the Son of His love," is understood as nothing other than "of His most beloved Son," which means "of the Son of His substance." For the love of the Father, which is in His nature, is nothing other than that very nature and substance; and therefore the Son of His love means He who was begotten from His substance. The same author also says: that the substance of God begot the Son. "Full of carnal thoughts," he says, "you do not think the substance of God can beget a Son from itself unless it suffers what the substance of flesh suffers when it begets. You err, not knowing the Scriptures nor the power of God (Matt. 22)." By these words it plainly seems that the nature or substance of God begot the Son.


But lest these and any similar statements become vessels of death for us rather than of life, we advise that they must always be brought back to the sense of simplicity, which is the friend of truth. Without prejudice therefore we say that what seems to be said about nature or substance must be referred to the persons. The authors expressed these things not with the name of persons but of the nature itself, thereby intimating to us that the three persons are of the same nature and substance, and immutably, as Hilary says, and indivisibly. Hence Augustine in the same work: This Trinity is of one and the same substance.




Distinction VI: Whether the Father Begot Willingly or Unwillingly


Furthermore it is asked: whether the Father begot the Son by will or by necessity; whether unwillingly or willingly He is God? That He begot by will seems provable as follows: the nature of the Father and His will are the same. But you concede that He begot by nature, therefore also by will. But this is easily refuted by an analogy: for His knowledge and His will are the same, therefore whatever things happen with Him knowing also happen with Him willing -- this does not follow. But He did not beget by necessity, because, as Augustine says, a great misery and absurdity would be placed in God if He were said to have begotten by necessity. We say therefore that He begot neither willingly nor unwillingly -- in this plain sense, namely that the will did not precede or follow the begetting, as Eunomius supposed. For the will of begetting in the Father and the begotten one Himself existed simultaneously from eternity, as Augustine says: The Son of God always existed with the Father, nor did the paternal will precede Him so that He would exist.


According to this therefore we say that the Son is Son not by will but by nature; and just as the Father is God by nature, not by will, so is the Son, and also the Holy Spirit. Because Eunomius could not understand this, nor was he willing to believe it, he said that the Only-begotten of God was a Son not of nature but of will. Surely his dialectic is to be ridiculed, as Augustine says. It must be held therefore that the Father did not beget the Son by will, because the will of begetting the Son did not precede. Nor by necessity, lest we speak absurdly about God, but He begot by nature. For He is, as Hilary says, a Son by nature, who has the same nature as He who begot.




Distinction VII: On the Equal Power of the Father and the Son


Since the Father and the Son are one and the same essence, as has been said, it must also be held that the power of both is one and the same. For there, to be is altogether the same as to be able. Whence it is established that whatever the Father can do, the Son also can do. But from this a difficult question arises. For if whatever the Father can do, the Son also can, therefore the Son can beget, because the Father can do this. This is weakened by an analogy: for whatever the Father is, the Son also is; therefore the Son is the Father, because the Father is the Father -- which does not follow. This is so, evidently, because for the Father to be the Father is not for the Father to be something, but to be in relation to something. So perhaps it is not unfaithfully said that for the Father to be able to beget is not for the Father to be able to do something, since just as "Father," so also "to beget" pertains to the relative. The question is pressed more forcefully, indeed, from the words of Augustine against the heretic Maximinus, who asserted that the Father was more powerful than the Son, because the Father was able to beget and begot the Son, God the Creator, but the Son was not. To whom Augustine says: Far be it that the Father is therefore more powerful than the Son, as you suppose, because the Father begot a Creator, but the Son did not beget a Creator. For it was not that He could not, but that it was not fitting.


If you attend diligently to this, he seems to say that the Son also could have begotten, but it was not fitting. And then why was it not fitting? Augustine adds: For there would be an unbounded divine generation, if the begotten Son were to beget a grandson for the Father, because that grandson too, unless he begot a great-grandson for his grandfather, would be called powerless according to your wonderful wisdom. Similarly also that one, if he did not beget a grandson for his grandfather and a great-grandson for his great-grandfather, would not be called omnipotent by you. Nor would the series of generation be completed, if one were always born from another. For no one would complete it, if one omnipotent were not sufficient.


We think therefore that what was stated above is to be understood thus -- namely, "for it was not that He could not, but that it was not fitting" -- that is, it is not from powerlessness that the Son did not beget, but because it was not befitting Him, for the reason stated above. Just as the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father, nor can He be. This is not from the powerlessness of either, but because it does not befit the Father to be the Son, or the Son to be the Father. As for what Augustine says to Maximinus who asked why the Father cannot be the Son, or the Son the Father: It is certainly not, he says, from powerlessness, but the Father is Father by the property of generation, by which it is fitting that He not be the Son; and the Son is Son by the property of nativity, by which it is fitting that He not be the Father. And so, not from powerlessness but by the property of generation the Father begets, by which it is fitting that He not be begotten. And the Son is begotten by the property of nativity, by which it is fitting that He not beget.


The Son Could Not Beget


Finally it is proved that the Son cannot beget. For if He could beget, then He could be a Father; and if He could be a Father, then either of the Father, or of Himself, or of the Holy Spirit, or of another. But not of another, because no other could exist from eternity. Nor of the Father, because He is unbegotten and unable to be born. Nor of Himself, because no thing can beget itself. Nor of the Holy Spirit, because He cannot be born, otherwise He would be changeable. It remains therefore that the Son could not beget.


How the Father and the Son Are of the Same Power


The proposed question therefore seems to be resolved as follows. Whatever the Father can do, the Son can also -- that is, whatever is subject to the Father's power is likewise subject to the Son's power, because it is altogether the same. We call "subject to power" those things that follow upon the power itself. But generation or to beget neither precedes nor follows the power, for it exists simultaneously with it from eternity. However, if it is conceded that to be able to beget is to be able to do something, it is objected thus: the Father has this ability that the Son does not have; therefore the Father has some ability that the Son does not have. The response is drawn from an analogy: the Father has this being that the Son does not have, namely to be the Father; therefore the Father has some being that the Son does not -- this is false. For every and the whole being of the Father is altogether also the Son's.


We say moreover that the power of the Father and the Son is utterly the same, although not everything that is said of the Father according to it is said of the Son. This is clear from an analogy. For the same marriage bond is wholly in these two, and yet according to it the man is called husband and not wife, and the woman wife and not husband. Or to speak more clearly: the will of the Father and the Son is altogether the same, yet by it the Father wills to be the Father and not the Son, and the Son wills to be the Son and not the Father. So therefore the power of the Father and the Son is the same, yet by it the Father can beget and not be begotten, and the Son can be begotten and not beget. Or it is not unsophisticated if someone were to say that the Father's being able to beget cannot be said from power alone, but also from the property of generation. Since this does not befit the Son, it is no wonder if the ability to beget does not befit Him.


In What Way the Son Has the Power of Begetting


But if it is said that the Son has the power of begetting, distinguish thus. He has the power of begetting -- that is, so that He may beget or be able to beget: this is false. But He has the power of begetting by which, namely, He is begotten or can be begotten.


Taken impersonally it is true. Just as "you have the knowledge of writing" -- that is, by which you know how to write -- is false; but "by which writing is known" is true. We also say that in the progression of the aforementioned opposition -- namely, whatever the Father can do, the Son also can; but the Father can beget, therefore the Son also can -- the word "can" is taken one way in the major premise, and another way in the minor premise or the conclusion. Just as the words "God" and "is," placed in different locations, signify in different ways. For example: everything that God the Father is, the same God the Son is; but the Father is God begetting, therefore the Son also is God begetting -- this does not follow. Likewise: whatever the Father is, the Son also is; but the Father is begetting, therefore the Son also is begetting -- this does not follow. The reason is that these words "God" and "is" signify essentially in the major premises, but then signify personally in what follows. Thus therefore the aforesaid question is solved in many ways. And that the Son cannot beget but can be begotten, and the Father can beget and cannot be begotten -- this is truly believed and understood.




Distinction VIII: On the Truth of the Divine Essence


Now we must treat of the truth of the divine essence. God is therefore without doubt a substance, or, if it is better said, an essence, which the Greeks call ousia. For just as from that which is "to be wise," wisdom is named, and from that which is "to know," knowledge, so from that which is "to be," essence is named. And who is greater than He who said: I am who I am, and: He who is sent me to you? (Exod. 3.) He, I say, is truly and properly said to be, whose essence knows no past nor future. Hence Jerome writes to Marcella: God alone, who has no beginning, holds the name of true essence. For of that of which "he was" is said, he is not; and of that of which "he will be" is said, he is not yet. But God only is -- He who knows not to have been or to be about to be. God alone therefore truly is, and compared to His essence our being is nothing.


However, against these stand the things that Scripture frequently commemorates: God was from eternity, He always was, and He will be forever, and such like. Augustine also says on John: Although "is" is properly said of a sempiternal thing, according to our manner of speaking "was" and "will be" are rightly said. "Was," because He never ceased; "will be," because He will never cease; "is," because He always is. He has not passed away, as though He does not remain; He will not be, as though He was not -- as is not said of us. According to these words therefore, understanding Jerome, we say: He knows not to have been or to be about to be -- that is, He has not passed away nor will He cease to be, but He only is, because He always is.


For although substantive verbs of different tenses are said of God, they do not thereby distinguish temporal changes, but simply intimate the essence of the Divinity. God alone, therefore, is properly and naturally called essence or being. Hence Hilary: Being is not accidental to God, but is subsisting truth and abiding cause and the natural property of His kind.


God Is Immutable


This essence of God is properly immutable, because it neither changes nor can be changed. Hence Augustine: Other essences or substances receive accidents by which changes occur in them. But nothing of this sort can happen to God, and therefore His substance or essence alone is immutable.


Every Creature Is Mutable


And for this reason the Apostle says of God: Who alone has immortality (1 Tim. 6), understanding by this the immutability that no creature can possess, since it belongs to the Creator alone. Hence the Apostle James: With whom there is no change nor shadow of alteration (James 1). And David: You will change them and they will be changed, but You are the same (Ps. 101). And elsewhere: I am God and I do not change (Mal. 3). However, every creature is subject to mutability, which, as Augustine says, is a kind of death for the creature itself, because it causes something in it not to be which was. Indeed the human soul itself, although it is immortal because according to its own mode it never ceases to live, nevertheless has its own death -- because if it was living justly and sins, it dies to justice; if it was sinful and is justified, it dies to sin -- to say nothing of its other changes. And the nature of heavenly creatures could die, because it could sin. For some of the angels sinned, and those who did not sin could have sinned. But nothing of this sort can happen to God. Therefore since God alone is properly immutable, He alone is also truly immortal.


The Simplicity of God


This same divine essence is also properly and truly simple, because in it there is no diversity, variation, or multiplicity of parts, accidents, or any forms whatsoever -- which obtains in no creature. For as Augustine says: Bodily creation consists of parts, so that one part is larger, another smaller, and the whole itself is greater than any part. In which also magnitude is one thing, color another, shape another -- all of which produce multiplicity in a body.


The Creature Is Manifold


Spiritual creation also is manifold. For although the soul, compared to the body, is simple -- in that it is not spread out piecemeal through spaces of place, but wherever it is, it is whole -- nevertheless not even in it is there true simplicity. For since being skillful is one thing, being sluggish another, being acute another, being retentive another, and these and innumerable other things can be found in the nature of the soul, it is clear that it is not simple but manifold, since the soul is none of these things but has them. Finally, whatever is in God is God -- whence His simplicity also appears -- especially since what is had and what has are the same. For we do not call the nature of the supreme good simple because the Father alone is in it, or the Son alone, or the Holy Spirit alone -- that is, because there is only a trinity of names or subsistence of persons, as the Sabellians supposed. But it is called simple because it is what it has, except for what is said relatively, where each person is said in relation to another and is not that other. For of course the Father has the Son, in relation to whom He is said relatively, yet He is not the Son. And the Son has the Father, yet He Himself is not the Father. But in that which is said in reference to Himself, not to another, He is what He has. Just as He is called living in reference to Himself by having life, and He Himself is that same life -- which does not obtain in other things. For one who has liquid is not the liquid; nor is a body its color; nor is the soul its wisdom, but only has it. And for this reason God alone is truly and properly simple.


God Is Spoken of in Many Ways


Yet God is spoken of in many ways -- as wisdom, justice, prudence, and holiness, and whatever other such thing may be said of God without indignity. This is so because God works in manifold ways in things, not because there is any multiplicity in Him. For although He is one in the underlying reality, God is nevertheless named by many words according to the variety of meanings. Wisdom signifies one thing, knowledge another, justice another, and so on with the rest. He is wisdom because He instructs in the disciplines of divine and human things. He is justice when He is understood as judge and distributor of merits. He is prudence when the teaching or demonstration of good and evil, true and false things, or neutral things, is recognized. Furthermore, He is holiness because He Himself is the foundation and confirmation of all things. This and whatever such thing is said of God is understood apart from any reference to accidents.


As Augustine also admonishes us, saying: Let us understand, as far as we can, God as good without quality, great without quantity, Creator without need, presiding without position, containing all things without encompassing, everywhere whole without place, eternal without time, making changeable things without any change in Himself, and suffering nothing. Whoever thinks of God thus, although he has not yet found altogether what He is, should yet piously take care not to think anything of Him that He is not.


So great is the simplicity of God that He is subject to none of the categories. Therefore God is not subject to the laws and accidents of the categories. And so He is not properly called substance, since we derive "substance" from "to subsist," which is rightly said of those things in which there are subjects -- that is, things said to exist in a subject, as color in a body -- which it is impious to say of God. Therefore, "substance" being used improperly, God more properly and truly is and is called essence.




Distinction IX: On the Personal Properties of the Trinity and Unity


Now, approaching the distinction of persons, we must confess that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are naturally one God, yet the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father. For since the Son is begotten by the Father, the Father is indeed one person and the Son another.


On the Coeternity of the Son with the Father


Yet the Father did not exist before the Son, as the heretic falsely claims, for the three persons are coeternal with one another. Indeed Scripture says: Before Me there was no other God, nor will there be after Me (Isa. 43). If these words are the Father's, He says that after Him there is no other God; if the Son's, He says that before Him there is no God. And so neither does this one have a predecessor, nor that one a successor. Furthermore, if the Father existed before He had the Son, then the Father was changed by the addition of generation, which is blasphemy. Likewise, since the Son is the wisdom and power of the Father, if at some time the Father existed without the Son, then the Father was at that time without His wisdom and power -- which is no less profane than foolish to say.


A Fitting Analogy


For it is established that the Son is coeternal with the Father, just as the splendor that is diffused from a fire is coeval with it, and would indeed be coeternal if the fire were eternal. However, this is ineffable, as is the generation itself. Hence Isaiah: Who shall declare His generation? (Isa. 53.) He means the divine, not the human generation, although the latter too is in great part beyond telling. Yet the former is entirely beyond telling, because even though the Son is said to be begotten by the Father, nevertheless in what manner, neither apostle nor prophet knew, nor angel.


Whether It Should Be Said That the Son Is Always Being Begotten, or Was Always Begotten


It is asked whether it should be said that the Son is always being born. On this Gregory says thus: Of the Lord Jesus we cannot say "He is always being born," lest He seem imperfect. But so that He may be designated as eternal and perfect, let us say both "always" and "born," so that "born" pertains to perfection, and "always" to eternity.


Origen Contradicts the Foregoing


But Origen seems to contradict this in these words: Our Savior is the splendor of brightness, who is not born once and then ceases, but is born as many times as the light arises from which He is born; so therefore the Savior is always being born.


Harmonizing Origen and Gregory


We, recalling to harmony the apparent disagreement of such great men on so great a matter, think that each author had something suspect in his manner of speaking. For when we say "the reading is always being read," we show by common usage an imperfection in the reading, which Gregory, denying this of the Only-begotten, says: "We cannot say He is always being born." That this is indeed what he understood, he shows by adding: "Lest He seem imperfect." Similarly, when a reading has been read, we say "it was read long ago but has now ceased being read," signifying this by our manner of speaking. Origen, abhorring this in regard to the nativity of the Word, asserts its perpetuity, saying: "The Savior is always being born" -- which he makes clear by prefacing "He is not born once and then ceases." Therefore, by different modes of speaking, excluding various errors, they both affirm that the nativity of the Son is from eternity perfect and everlasting.


But the heretic says: Everything that was born did not always exist, because it was born in order to exist. To whom we say: Let no one doubt that this is so in human affairs. For there, he who is a father did not always exist; nor is he who existed always a father. Therefore neither always begetting nor always begotten -- but none of this applies in divine things, where there is no before or after, but only eternity.

But where the Father always is, the Son always is.


What Is Proper to the Father and the Son


If it is always proper to God the Father that He is always Father, it is necessarily always proper to the Son that He was always born. Therefore we confess that the Only-begotten was born, and that He did not exist before being born, nor was He born before existing. This indeed exceeds human sense and the understanding of the world; neither does the reasoning of human intelligence grasp this, but it is the profession of faithful prudence.





Distinction X: On the Personal Procession of the Holy Spirit


Now let us discuss the Holy Spirit, with His own gift enabling us. The Holy Spirit, therefore, is the love or affection of the Father and the Son, by which each is conjoined, by which the begotten is loved by the one who begets and loves His begetter; and they are so not by participation but by His own essence, nor by the gift of any superior, but by His own proper gift, preserving the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace (Eph. 4). For He is not the Spirit of the Father alone or of the Son alone, but of both. And therefore they impart to us the mutual charity by which they love one another.


The Holy Spirit Is Properly Called Charity. The Whole Trinity Is Charity


He is called charity properly, since He Himself is that by which the Father and the Son love one another, demonstrating the ineffable communion of both. What, therefore, is more fitting than that He should properly be called charity, who is the Spirit common to both? Yet we do not say this in such a way as to deny that the Father and the Son are charity. For just as the unique Word of God is properly called wisdom, while yet the Holy Spirit and the Father are in common that very wisdom, so the Holy Spirit is properly named charity, while the Father and the Son are in common charity. The Word, moreover, was called wisdom by the mouth of the Apostle who says: Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 8). Likewise the Holy Spirit is called charity in the epistle of John, for he says: God is charity (1 John 4), which Augustine manifestly proves is properly to be understood of the Holy Spirit.


The Third Person Is Properly Called the Holy Spirit


Furthermore, He Himself is also properly called Holy Spirit. For although the Father and the Son are both Spirit and both holy, it is not without reason that He Himself is properly called Holy Spirit. For He who is common to both is rightly called properly what they are called in common.





Distinction XI: That the Holy Spirit Proceeds from the Father and the Son


He who is the Spirit of the Father and the Son proceeds from both, as is proved by the testimonies of the Scriptures. For the Apostle says: God sent the Spirit of His Son into our hearts (Gal. 4). And elsewhere: Whoever does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to Him (Rom. 8). The Son Himself also testifies concerning Him thus: It is not you who speak, but the Spirit of your Father who speaks in you (Matt. 18). And elsewhere: The Spirit who proceeds from the Father (John 15). Through these and similar passages it is established that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, which many heretics denied.


What the Greeks Think. The Principal Councils Determined Regarding the Procession of the Holy Spirit


The Greeks, however, do not acknowledge that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son, led by these reasons: namely, because when the Truth says the Spirit who proceeds from the Father, He mentions only the name of the Father and not of the Son. Likewise, because in their creed the Holy Spirit is said to proceed from the Father, and not also from the Son -- which things, I say, were so enacted in the principal councils, with anathemas appended, that no one is permitted to teach or preach anything other than what is contained therein concerning the faith of the Trinity. Whence they even dare to charge as guilty by the bond of anathema those whom they know confess that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son.


The Author's Confession Regarding the Procession of the Holy Spirit


But we, confessing this for eternity, say that the Truth indeed confesses that the Spirit proceeds from the Father; yet He does not confess that He proceeds from Him in such a way as to deny that He also proceeds from Himself.


He Responds to the First Objection of the Greeks


The reason He names only the Father is that He was accustomed to say that what is His own is not His own, but to refer it to the Father, as in: My teaching is not My own, but His who sent Me (John 7). He says this not by denying it of Himself, but by showing that the authority of the principle resides in the Father.


He Responds to the Second Objection


As for that other objection they raise, it must be understood contrariwise, so that the meaning is: Let no one say something else, that is, something contrary. As the Apostle puts it to the Galatians: If anyone, he says, has preached another gospel -- that is, a contrary one, as Augustine explains -- let him be anathema (Gal. 1). He did not say 'if anyone has added'; otherwise he would have prejudged himself, he who desired to come to certain people to supply what was lacking in their faith. Moreover, he who supplies what was insufficiently stated does not say something contrary to what was said. Indeed, it must be known that although in the present article the Greeks disagree with us in word, nevertheless they do not differ in meaning. For they confess that the Spirit is of the Son, even if not from the Son, because it is written: the Spirit of the Son (Gal. 4). But we faithfully believe it to be the same thing: that the Spirit is of the Son and that He proceeds from Him.


By the Testimony of the Greeks Themselves It Is Shown that the Holy Spirit Proceeds from Both


This is proved by the testimony of the Greek doctors. For Athanasius says in the creed: The Holy Spirit is from the Father and the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding. Likewise Christ says: For He will not speak on His own, because He will receive from what is mine (John 16). Likewise Cyril: The Spirit is not alien to the Son: For He is named the Spirit of truth, and flows forth from Him, just as indeed He does from God the Father. We say that the Holy Spirit is coequal to the Father and the Son, and proceeding from the Father and the Son. Therefore, with the Greeks corrected by the testimony of their own teachers, let every tongue confess that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son.





Distinction XII: Whether the Holy Spirit Proceeds Earlier or More Fully from the Father than from the Son


Yet the Holy Spirit does not proceed from one of them earlier or later than from the other, as the heretic ravingly claims. For in that supreme Trinity there are no intervals of time, without which there can be absolutely no before or after. Nor does the Spirit proceed more fully from one than from the other, because just as from the Father, so also from the Son the Holy Spirit proceeds. But wherever it is read that the Spirit proceeds properly or principally from the Father, it is said in the sense that the Father has from no other, but from himself, the fact that the Holy Spirit proceeds from him. Finally, Jerome uses the word 'properly,' for he says: We believe in the Holy Spirit, true God, who is from the Father and proceeds. Augustine, however, uses the word 'principally' in these words: Not without reason in this Trinity, is only the Son called the Word of God, and only the Holy Spirit the gift of God, and only God the Father the one from whom the Word is begotten and from whom the Holy Spirit principally proceeds. But that this is to be understood as we have said above, he himself makes clear when he adds: I added 'principally' because the Holy Spirit is found to proceed also from the Son. But this too the Father gave to Him; yet no one gave this to the Father. And therefore he confesses that the Spirit proceeds principally from the Father.


On the Difference between the Procession of the Son from the Father and that of the Holy Spirit


The Son also proceeds from the Father, as He Himself testifies: I came forth from God and have come into the world (John 8). Yet differently from the Holy Spirit. For the Holy Spirit, as Augustine says, proceeds from the Father, not in the manner of one born, but in the manner of one given or as a gift. The Son, however, proceeds by being born and came forth as begotten. Between this procession and that one, says Augustine, I do not know how to distinguish, I am unable, I am insufficient: for each is ineffable. For just as the prophet, speaking of the Son, says: Who shall declare His generation? (Isaiah 53). So of the Holy Spirit it is most truly said: Who shall declare His procession?





Distinction XIII: Why the Holy Spirit Is Not Called Begotten or Son


Finally, although the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, nevertheless He is called neither begotten of both nor their Son. For indeed no one is called the Son of two except of a father and a mother. But far be it from us to suspect any such thing between God the Father and God the Son!


The Question Whether the Holy Spirit Can Be Called Unbegotten


The Holy Spirit, however, is not called unbegotten. Whence Augustine, writing to Orosius: Sure faith declares that the Holy Spirit is called neither begotten nor unbegotten. For even though we do not call the Holy Spirit begotten, yet we dare not say unbegotten, lest by this word someone should suspect either two fathers in that Trinity, or two who are not from another. Jerome, however, seems to contradict this. For he says the Holy Spirit is not Father, but unbegotten and unmade.


Solution by Means of a Distinction


However, each of them used the word 'unbegotten' in a different sense. For Augustine says 'unbegotten' means that which is not from another, which he makes clear when he says 'or two who are not from another.' But Jerome says 'unbegotten' means 'not born,' which is proved from the universal division of things that he sets forth. Everything, he says, that exists is either unbegotten, or made, or begotten. And in pursuing this discussion, he explains that what he had called 'unbegotten' means 'not born,' adding the example of the Holy Spirit.





Distinction XIV: On the Twofold Procession of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit Himself Is Given to Us


The Holy Spirit proceeds both from eternity in common from the Father and the Son, and in time, likewise in common from both, for the sanctification of creatures. When, I say, He is poured into the souls of human beings and flows into their senses to sanctify them, as the Apostle says: The love of God has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been given to us (Romans 5). For the Holy Spirit Himself, the third person in the Trinity, is given to us, as Augustine testifies: For we ought not to doubt, he says, that the same Holy Spirit was given when Jesus breathed upon His disciples, of whom He immediately said: Go, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit (John 21). And below concerning the same: How then is He not God, who gives the Holy Spirit? Indeed, how great is the God who gives God? Who, although He is inaccessible by nature, is nevertheless receivable by us on account of His goodness, filling all things with His power; but He is participated in only by the just. And below: Angels were sent to a few; but the Holy Spirit was poured out upon peoples. Who then would doubt that what is poured out simultaneously upon many and is not seen is divine? Augustine also says: Great is the mercy of Him who gives a gift equal to Himself, because His gift is the Holy Spirit.


By these and many other authorities, therefore, it is plainly shown that the Holy Spirit Himself is given to us, not only His gifts; which some, misled by the authority of Bede, refuse to believe. For he says: When the grace of the Holy Spirit is given to human beings, the Holy Spirit is indeed sent and proceeds from the Father and the Son, because His mission is His very procession. Furthermore, to this we say that either one ought not to raise an objection against such great authorities, or what he says is to be understood in a different sense. The Holy Spirit is therefore sent and given to us, yet He is not for that reason to be considered lesser, because the Father and the Son send Him.


Whether the Holy Spirit Is Given by Human Beings


Furthermore, it must be known that the Holy Spirit is not given by human beings, because since His giving has been said above to be His procession, if the Holy Spirit were given by human beings, then the Creator would proceed or be sent by a creature, which is absurd. Whence Augustine: None of the disciples of Christ gave the Holy Spirit; for they prayed that He would come upon those on whom they laid hands, they themselves did not give Him. Which custom the Church still observes in its bishops even now. And elsewhere: We can indeed receive this gift according to our measure, but to pour it out upon others we certainly cannot do, but that this may happen, we invoke God who effects it upon them.


But against this is objected what the Apostle says of himself to the Galatians: He who bestows the Spirit and works miracles among you (Galatians 3). But this must be understood as something the Apostle said not by authority of power, but by the ministry of preaching. For while he was preaching to them, they had visibly received the Holy Spirit. For the faith was preached to them by the Apostle, and in that preaching they perceived that the Holy Spirit had come. For indeed, in the newness of the invitation to faith, the presence of the Holy Spirit appeared even through perceptible miracles.





Distinction XV: That the Holy Spirit Is Given by Himself


The Holy Spirit also gives Himself. For since the giving of the Holy Spirit is an operation of God, and the operation of the three persons is common and undivided, the Holy Spirit is given not only by the Father and the Son, but also by Himself. Concerning which Augustine says: The Holy Spirit is so given as a gift of God, that He also gives Himself as God. Nor can it be said that He is not of His own power, of whom it is said, the Spirit breathes where He wills. And through this it is established that the Holy Spirit is given by Himself.


On the Mission of the Son Also from Himself


Here it must be considered that although there are three persons in the Trinity, the Father alone is nowhere read to have been sent, but only the Son and the Holy Spirit. Now the Son was sent by the Father, as the Apostle says: God sent His Son, made of a woman (Galatians 4), where he sufficiently shows that the Son was sent by the very fact that He was made of a woman. And He was sent by the Holy Spirit, as Isaiah says: The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because the Lord has anointed me, he has sent me to bring good tidings to the poor, to proclaim release to the captives (Isaiah 61). And also by Himself. For Isaiah has: A Son is given to us (Isaiah 9): for since it was not defined by the prophet by whom He was given, the Son is shown to have been given by the grace of the Trinity. Whence also the Son Himself gave Himself, as Augustine says: Since the will of the Father and the Son is one, and the operation inseparable, therefore the Son was sent by the Father and the Son, that same Son, the Holy Spirit not being separated, because it was done by the Father and His Word that He should be sent, that is, that He should appear incarnate to human beings.


But if this is so, why then does He say, I did not come of myself? (John 8). This however was said according to the form of a servant, according to which He did not cause Himself to be sent, that is, He did not effect the incarnation, but rather according to the form of God.


The Son Is Said to Be Sent in Two Ways


Finally, Augustine distinguishes two ways of sending the Son, saying: The Son is not said to be sent by the very fact that He was born of the Father, but either because He appeared to this world, the Word made flesh -- whence He says: I came forth from the Father and have come into the world (John 16) -- or because He is perceived in time by someone's mind. As was said of Wisdom: Send her from your holy heavens, and from the throne of your majesty, that she may be with me and labor with me (Wisdom 9).


The Words of Augustine Are Explained


According to the first mode, He was sent once, both into this world and to be a human being. But according to the other mode, He is sent often: and not into this world, nor to be a human being, but to be with a human being. Which Augustine explains, saying: He is sent in one way to be with a human being, and the wisdom of the Father was sent in another way to be a human being. For she transfers herself into holy souls and establishes friends of God. But when the fullness of time came, she was sent not to be with human beings, as she previously was with the patriarchs and prophets, but so that the Word itself should become flesh, that is, a human being.





Distinction XVI: The Son, Insofar as He Is a Human Being, Is Less than the Father and the Holy Spirit and Himself


Finally, according to the fact that He was made a human being, the Son is less than the Father. For He Himself says: The Father is greater than I (John 14). This the Truth says on account of the form of a servant, according to which He is said to be less even than the Holy Spirit and Himself. Whence Augustine: He did not so take up the form of a servant as to lose the form of God, in which He was equal to the Father. In the form of God, therefore, the Only-begotten of the Father is equal to the Father; but in the form of a servant, He is even less than Himself, that is, the Son of God is equal to the Father according to the form in which He exists, but according to the form which He assumed, He was found to be less not only than the Father, but also than the Holy Spirit, and indeed even less than Himself. And not only this, but He was also made a little lower than the angels.


That the Father Is Greater than the Son, Yet the Son Is Not Less than the Father


Hilary, however, seems to say that even according to the form of God, on account of the authority of generation, the Father is greater than the Son, yet the Son is not less than the Father, in these words: The Father is indeed greater than the Son, by the authority of the one who gives, who grants Him as much being as He Himself has, who imparts to Him the image of unbegottenness by the sacrament of His birth, whom He begets from Himself in His own form. The giver is therefore greater, but the one to whom oneness of being is given is no longer lesser; for He says: I and the Father are one (John 10). See to it, reader, that you diligently note and piously understand the words of Hilary, wherever they may occur.


The Holy Spirit Was Sent in Two Ways: Visibly and Invisibly


The Holy Spirit also is read to have been sent both visibly and invisibly. For He was sent visibly when a certain form of creature was made in time, in which the Holy Spirit might be visibly shown: whether when He descended upon the Lord Himself in the bodily form of a dove, or when on the day of Pentecost there suddenly came a sound from heaven, as though a violent wind were blowing, and there appeared to them tongues divided as of fire, which also settled upon each one of them. This operation visibly expressed and presented to mortal eyes was called the visible mission of the Holy Spirit.


Why the Holy Spirit Is Not Said to Be Less than the Father


But it is asked: if the Son, insofar as He was sent, was made less than the Father, why then is the Holy Spirit not said to be less than the Father, since He too assumed a creature in which He appeared? Because the Spirit assumed a creature in which He appeared in a different way from the Son; for the Son received it through union, but the Spirit did not. For the Holy Spirit did not beatify that dove or that wind or that fire, nor did He join it to Himself in a unity of person for eternity, as the Son of Man was assumed -- in which form the person of the Word of God Himself would be presented, not so that the Word would be in flesh, that is, in a human being, but so that the Word would be flesh, that is, a human being. For 'flesh' is used for 'human being' in the statement: The Word was made flesh (John 1). And therefore it is nowhere written that God the Father is greater than the Holy Spirit, or that the Holy Spirit is less than the Father.





Distinction XVII: On the Invisible Mission of the Holy Spirit


How the Holy Spirit is sent invisibly must now be discussed. But so that this may be conveyed more intelligibly, let us first establish that the Holy Spirit is fraternal love. For Augustine teaches that this is so: Let no one say, 'I do not know what to love'; let him love his brother, and let him love that very love itself. For he knows the love by which he loves more than the brother whom he loves. Behold, he can already know God better than his brother: plainly better known, because more present, because more interior, because more certain. Augustine also proves this same point more openly with the example of John. For John says: Let us love one another, because love is from God; whoever does not love does not know God, because God is love (1 John 4).


This passage declares plainly enough that this very fraternal love, by which we love one another, is not only from God but is also God. When therefore we love our brother from love, we love our brother from God. Therefore fraternal love is God.


That the Holy Spirit Is Simply Called Charity


But lest you think this was said by way of causation, as when it is said, God my hope, you my patience -- Augustine says: It was said to God, you are my patience (Psalm 70), not indeed because God's substance is our patience, but because it comes to us from Him. Whence: From Him is our patience (Psalm 61). But we are not going to say that charity was called God in this sense. For it is not said: God is my charity, or you are my charity. But rather it was said: God is charity (1 John 4:8), just as it is said: God is spirit.


That Charity Is Properly Said to Be God the Holy Spirit, Not the Father nor the Son


Since fraternal love is God, and neither the Father nor the Son, but only the Holy Spirit, who is properly called love or charity: for if among the gifts of God nothing is greater than charity, and there is no greater gift of God than the Holy Spirit, what is more logical than that He Himself is the charity that is God and from God, as was mentioned above? Whoever does not discern this, let him seek understanding from the Lord, not an explanation from us. For we cannot say anything more clearly.


How the Holy Spirit Is Sent, So That God May Be Given to Us


The Holy Spirit is therefore said to be sent and given when He is so in us that He makes us love God and neighbor, through which we abide in God and God in us. Whence Augustine: God the Holy Spirit who proceeds from God, when He has been given to a person, sets that person afire to love God and neighbor. For He Himself is the love through which God the charity is poured into our hearts, through which the whole Trinity dwells in us. For this reason most rightly the Holy Spirit, since He is God, is also called the gift of God. And what is this gift properly to be understood as, if not charity?


But to what we are saying the following objection is raised: Charity is given to one who does not have it. If therefore the Holy Spirit is charity, He is also given to one who does not have Him. But how is He given to one who does not have Him, since He, as God, is everywhere? Surely He is everywhere, and wholly in every creature. Yet there are many who do not have Him; for not all have the Holy Spirit, even those in whom He is. Otherwise even brute animals would have the Holy Spirit, which the piety of faith does not admit.


Whether Charity Is Increased and Diminished


Likewise, charity is increased and diminished, and is thus mutable, which is absurdly said. To which we respond by saying that this should not be simply conceded, but with this qualification, namely 'in us' or 'to us,' in whom certainly charity, or the Holy Spirit, is increased or diminished -- just as God in us cannot indeed be exalted in Himself. Whence: A person shall approach a deep heart and God shall be exalted (Psalm 63). Where Cassiodorus says that God does not grow in Himself, but in the heart of a person. Moreover, to speak more truly, it is not charity that is increased in us, but we who are increased in charity. Whence Augustine: Let each person prove how much charity has advanced in him, or rather how much he himself has advanced in charity. For if charity is God, it neither advances nor diminishes.


Whether Fraternal Charity Is God


Indeed some, while conceding that God is charity, deny that fraternal charity is God, misusing the writings of the Fathers, by which they erroneously maintain that there is one charity by which God loves us and another by which we love Him. For they say Augustine has: The charity of God is said to be poured into our hearts, not the charity by which He Himself loves us, but that by which He makes us His lovers; just as the Lord's salvation is spoken of, by which He saves; and the faith of Christ, by which He makes us faithful. To whom it must be said that Augustine did not mean by these words that God's charity is one thing and another, but since it is one and the same, he was pointing out the diverse reasons for which God's charity is spoken of in Scripture. For the charity of God is spoken of either because by it God loves us, or because by it He makes us lovers of Himself. The meaning of the aforesaid words is therefore: Charity there, that is, in the Apostle, is called the charity of God (Romans 5), not according to the sense that God loves us by it, but according to the sense that by it He makes us lovers of Himself. And so that this could be said in such a sense, he showed it through a similar manner of speaking: as the Lord's salvation, by which He saves us, etc.


Whether There Is One Charity and Another


Likewise, they say, Augustine has elsewhere: When John had recalled the love of God, not that by which we love Him, but that by which He, John says, loved us. Wishing through this to assert that there is one love and another. But we, reducing these words also to the meaning set forth above, say that they are to be understood thus: As though John recalled the love of God, not according to the sense that by it we love God, but according to the sense that by it He loves us.


It Is Proved by Reason that the Holy Spirit Is Not Charity


Furthermore, still contradicting the truth, they say: If the Holy Spirit is charity, then He is a movement of the soul and an affection, since charity is this. For Augustine says: I call charity a movement of the soul toward the enjoyment of God and of oneself and one's neighbor, for the sake of God Himself. Likewise where it is said: Nothing will be able to separate us from the charity of God (Romans 8), the charity of God, he says, is here called the virtue that is the most upright affection of our soul. To which we say that this is said not by the property of essence, but by the reason of efficiency. For just as it is said: God is our hope and patience, not because He is those things, but because He makes them, so also charity is said to be a movement or affection of the soul, because through it the soul is moved and disposed to love God. Wherefore, having repelled the cold and feeble calumny of the enemies of truth, we freely confess that charity is the Holy Spirit. Let them be angry that He is God and the gift of God, through which many gifts proper to each are distributed to individuals.





Distinction XVIII: Whether the Holy Spirit Is Called Gift and Given for the Same Reason


He who is also called gift or given, but for different reasons. For He is called gift because He proceeds; but given because He has been bestowed. Whence Augustine: The Holy Spirit is the gift of the Father and the Son, because He proceeds from both. The Holy Spirit always proceeds and not in time. But because He so proceeded as to be giveable, He was already a gift before there was anyone to whom He could be given. For gift is understood in one way, given in another. For a gift can exist even before it is given. But something given, unless it has been bestowed, can in no way be called so. Eternally therefore the Spirit is a gift, but temporally given.


Insofar as He Is a Gift, and Insofar as He Is Given. How the Holy Spirit Is Ours


Accordingly, insofar as the Holy Spirit is a gift, He is referred to the Father and the Son. But insofar as He is given or bestowed, He is referred both to the one who gave and to those to whom He is given. Whence Augustine: What has been given is referred both to the one who gave it and to those to whom he gave it; thus the Holy Spirit is said to be not only of the Father and the Son who gave Him, but also ours, who have received Him. As it is written of John, that he came in the Spirit of Elijah (Luke 1). To Moses also the Lord said: I will take of your Spirit and give to them (Numbers 11) -- speaking of the Holy Spirit, whom He had already given to him.


How the Son Is Said to Be Ours. Whether the Holy Spirit Is Called Our Gift


But it is asked whether the Son, since He has been given to us, can be called ours? To which we say that He is called our God, our redeemer, and the like, but not our Son. For since the Son is said relatively only in relation to the one who begat Him, He is called the Son of the Father only, not our Son. Nor is the Holy Spirit called our Holy Spirit, or our gift. Since each is said by an eternal relation only in reference to the Father and the Son. Hence it is that nowhere in Scripture does it occur that one says, our Holy Spirit, or your, or his. For Augustine says: What is born of the Father is referred to the Father alone, when it is called Son. And therefore He is the Son of the Father, not ours. Yet we say give us our bread, just as our Spirit. For the Son is our bread, because He also nourishes us. And the Holy Spirit is our Spirit, because He is breathed from the Father and the Son, and breathes in us as He wills.

Comparison of the Son and the Holy Spirit


Finally, it must be known that just as the Son has by being born that he exists at all, so also the Spirit by proceeding. Whence Augustine: The Son does not have by being born only that He is the Son, but that He exists at all. Just as generation from the Father gives essence to the Son, so procession from both gives it to the Holy Spirit. We do not say, however, that the Son is essence by nativity, as the Holy Spirit by procession, since it is said elsewhere that neither is the Father the Father by that by which he is God, nor is the Son the Son by that by which he is God, nor is the Holy Spirit the gift by that by which he is God.





Distinction XIX: On the Equality of the Three Persons


For by these names their relations are shown, not their essence. But because just as the Son, by being born, received from the Father all that He eternally is, so also the Spirit, by proceeding, received from both.


After the treatment of the coeternity of the three persons, it remains to speak of their equality. For the Catholic faith asserts the three persons to be coequal, just as coeternal. In what this equality is to be noted, Augustine teaches, saying: None of them either precedes another in eternity, or exceeds another in magnitude, or surpasses another in power. These three, although they are enumerated as though diverse, are nevertheless the same in God, namely the divine essence. Whence Augustine: He is not great by one thing and God by another. For His greatness is the same as His essence. Likewise: The will and power of God is God Himself. Likewise: The eternity of God is His very substance, having nothing mutable. In these three words, therefore, Augustine briefly encompassed the equality of the three persons.


That One Person Is Not Greater Than Another


Just as no one of the three persons precedes another in eternity, as was said, so neither does one exceed another in magnitude, concerning which this must be said: The Father is not greater than the Son, nor greater than the Holy Spirit. Nor is anything greater in two or three persons together than in one; nor is there a greater essence in two or three than in one, because the whole is in each. Whence John Damascene: We confess that the whole nature of the divinity is perfectly in each of its hypostases, that is, persons. And therefore the Father is perfect God, the Son is perfect God, the Holy Spirit is perfect God. Whence Augustine: On account of the natural unity, the whole Father is in the Son and in the Holy Spirit; the whole Holy Spirit also is in each. Hence it is also that the Father is said to be in the Son, and the Son in the Father, and the Holy Spirit in each.


Hilary suggests this more clearly, saying: The Lord's saying causes obscurity for many when He says: I am in the Father, and the Father is in me (John 14). Truly it must be understood that the Father is in the Son and the Son in the Father: the fullness of divinity is perfect in each. For the Son received all things from the Father. For if each received a part of the same one who begat, neither is perfect, for that from which something departed would be lacking. Nor will there be fullness in one who consists of a portion. Since this is absurd, let us confess the same in each: both the likeness of power and the fullness of divinity. Because the Truth says: I am in the Father, and the Father is in me (John 14). And in this sense therefore the Holy Spirit is understood to be in each, and each of the persons in each, because the same fullness of divinity and likeness of nature is proved to be in each of the persons.





Distinction XX: That One Person Does Not Surpass Another in Power


Similarly, the Father is not more powerful than the Son or the Holy Spirit; nor are two or three together more powerful than each individually. That the Father is not more powerful than the Son, Augustine proves against Maximinus, who said the Father was more powerful than the Son. All things, says the Son, that the Father has are mine (John 16). And the Father has omnipotence: therefore it belongs to the Son, and so the Son is equal to the Father. But if this is denied, Augustine proves it against the same man, who falsely said the Son was less than the Father. You say, he says, that the Father begot a Son less than Himself, in which you also derogate from the Father. For if He begot His only Son as less, either He could not or He did not wish to beget an equal. If you say He could not, He is found to be weak; if He did not wish to, He is found to be envious -- and no one would dare to say either: therefore the Son is truly equal to the Father. Nor is it relevant if you happen to say that the Father is more powerful and greater than the Son because the Father received power from no one, nor was begotten, while the Son has both from the Father. For the question of origin is who is from whom; but the question of equality is of what kind or how great one is. Therefore it is not according to the fact that the Father begat and the Son was begotten and the Holy Spirit proceeds from both that equality or inequality exists there; rather the order of nature is demonstrated. Finally, a brief summary in confirmation of the above, let us add this: nothing else there is magnitude or power other than truth. If therefore no one there is more true than another, then by clear reasoning neither is one greater nor more powerful.





Distinction XXI: On the Difference of Names by Which We Speak of God


Let us now take up the names by which we speak of God. Of these, some belong to God eternally, others temporally. Of those that belong eternally, some express a property of the divinity and can be called personal, such as generation, Son, Word. Others are those that show the unity of the divine majesty, such as wisdom, power, truth, and the like. There are also others that are said of God metaphorically through likeness, such as splendor, mirror, and the like. But of those said of God temporally, some are said relatively and of all the persons, such as Lord and Creator; certain ones are not said of all, such as bestowed, given, sent. Others are said temporally, not relatively and not of all, such as incarnate, made human, and similar terms. There is moreover a certain special rational name, neither personal nor essential, but as it were collective of all the persons, which is said of none individually, but of all together, such as Trinity.





Distinction XXII: In How Many Ways Names Are Said of God


Since there are so many differences among the aforesaid names, it must be held that all those that signify the unity of essence are said in reference to itself and substantially, and of individual persons separately, and are taken in the singular not the plural in their totality. Whence Augustine: Whatever God is said to be in reference to Himself is said similarly of each person, and at the same time of the Trinity itself, not in the plural but in the singular. As the Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Spirit is God, yet we say this Trinity is not three Gods but one. Which can be said of similar names and also of those that are said temporally and relatively of all the persons. But those that properly pertain to individual persons are sometimes said relatively, never however substantially. Whence what is properly said of an individual person in the Trinity is in no way said in reference to itself, but in reference to another person reciprocally or to a creature. And therefore it is manifest that these are said relatively, not substantially, such as Father and Son and Holy Spirit.





Distinction XXIII: On the Substantial Divine Names in Particular


This name too, which is 'person,' is said in reference to itself and according to substance. Whence Augustine says: To be God is not one thing and to be a person another, but altogether the same. Likewise, the Father is called a person in reference to Himself, not in relation to the Son or the Holy Spirit, just as He is called God, and great, and good in reference to Himself. And just as for Him to be is the same as to be God, as to be great, as to be good, so for Him to be is the same as to be a person. But if this is so, why do we say these three -- Father, Son, and Holy Spirit -- are three persons and not one person, when we say not three Gods but one?


Augustine says: Because we wish, he says, to preserve at least one word for this signification by which the Trinity is understood, so that we may not be entirely silent when asked what the three are. For we confess there are three, since it is written: There are three who give testimony in heaven (1 John 5). Indeed, when it is asked, three what? Human speech labors under a truly great poverty. For no name occurs by which we might properly embrace these three. And therefore pious faith assigned this word, borrowed from other things, to this article of belief, through which it might satisfy whatever understanding, provided it be pious, of what one holds about God in the secret chamber of the mind, and might somehow express, to one who asks, by means of 'three.' For it is said that there are three persons, not so that what is sought might be thereby expressed, but so that one may not be entirely silent. Because the supereminence of the divinity exceeds the capacity of ordinary speech. For God is more truly thought than spoken, and more truly is than is thought.


Therefore by the aforesaid necessity, this name is excepted from the aforementioned rule of names that are said of God according to substance. Because although it is said in reference to itself and substantially, it is not taken in the singular but in the plural in its totality. For we confess not one, but three persons. The Greeks too, constrained by the same poverty of speech, say three hypostases and one ousia, that is, three substances and one essence. And let no one be troubled that they say three substances while we say one, as though we understand the word 'substance' differently from them.


In the Trinity There Is No Multiplicity or Singularity


Although there are three persons, as has been said, there is nevertheless absolutely no diversity or singularity there, but unity and Trinity. Whence Augustine: Human poverty, seeking what to call the three, said three persons or substances. By which names he did not wish diversity to be understood, but he did not wish singularity, so that not only unity would be understood there, from the fact that one essence is spoken of, but also Trinity from the fact that three persons are spoken of. Likewise Ambrose: The equality is neither diverse nor singular, neither separating the Father and Son after the manner of the Arians, nor confusing the Father and Son after the manner of the Sabellians. For the Father and the Son have distinction, but do not have separation. Hence if anywhere it occurs that three are said to be diverse persons, 'diverse' there is to be understood as 'distinct.' Similarly neither is there triplicity nor multiplicity in God. And therefore he is not to be called triple or multiple, but triune and simple. Hence Augustine: God is not to be thought triple just because he is a Trinity. Ambrose: Nor confused, which is one; nor can that be multiple which is undifferentiated. God is therefore not multiple, but simple and one; of whom no one of the three persons is a part, because each of them is true and perfect God. Whence Augustine: In the Trinity the Father is God, and the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit is God, and together these three are one God, nor are all of them something greater than each individually, because the magnitude is spiritual, not corporeal. He who can grasp this, let him grasp it (Matt. 19); but he who cannot, let him believe and pray, that what he believes, he may understand. For it is true what is said through the prophet: Unless you believe, you shall not understand (Isa. 7).


How the Three Persons Are Said to Be One God or of One Essence


It should further be known that the three persons are one God, or of the same essence, not according to a material cause, as three statues are one gold; nor according to a likeness of composition, as three men are said to be of the same nature. For in statues, there is more gold in three together than in each one. But in the three persons the essence is not greater than in each one. Likewise in three men there is not only one man, but two and three men, whereas in the Trinity there is only one God. Finally, nor is it according to a predicamental account, that is, such that the essence be understood as the genus and the three persons as species; or that the one essence be the species and the three persons be thought of as individuals. For if we discuss these matters according to genus, species, and individual, then three essences would be said just as three persons are said, just as Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are three individuals, so also they are called three men and three animals.


However, what John Damascene says seems to contradict this. He says: Substance signifies a common species that is inclusive of like hypostases, that is, of persons similar in species, for example, God, man. But hypostasis designates the individual, namely the Father, the Son, the Holy Spirit, Peter, Paul, and the like. John should rightly be understood to have said this not according to the existence of a property, but on account of a similarity of predication. For just as what is common is said of many, and the individual is said of one alone, so too the divine essence is said of all the persons. But each of them is predicated not of another, but only of itself.


How the Persons Differ in Number


The same John also added something that should not be passed over in silence. For he says that the hypostases are said to differ in number, not in nature. To understand this correctly, note that one kind of number is that by which one counts, namely an accidental property; another kind is that which is counted, namely the countable things themselves. The hypostases therefore differ in number, that is, they are distinguished from one another so as to be countable, so that you can reckon thus: the Father is one; the Father and the Son are two; the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are three. But they do not differ by number as an accidental property, as if there were one unity in one person and another in another, since the same unity is in all of them inestimably, namely the divine essence.





Distinction XXIV: What Is Signified by a Numerical Name in Divine Matters


Here therefore it must be known that to those who diligently examine the authorities of the saints, it is clear that the use of numerical terms, such as one, two, three, and the like, was introduced not for the purpose of positing anything, but rather for removing from the simplicity of the Godhead what is not there.


What Is Signified by 'One' When We Speak of God


For when one God is said, the multitude of gods is excluded by 'one,' and no quantity of number is posited in the Divinity, as if to say: God exists, and there are not many gods. Whence Ambrose: When we say God is only one, the unity excludes a number of gods, and does not posit a quantity in God, because neither quantity nor number is there. Similarly when it is said the Father is one, the Son is one, the meaning of this statement is that there is a Father and a Son, but not many fathers or sons. So likewise for similar cases.


What Is Signified by 'Several'


Likewise when we say there are several persons, we exclude singularity and solitude, and do not posit diversity or multiplicity there -- as if we were to say: we confess persons without solitude, diversity, or singularity. Whence Hilary: God said: Let us make man in our image and likeness. I ask now whether you think God spoke to Himself alone, or whether you understand this speech of His to have been addressed to another? If you say He was alone, you are refuted by His own voice saying: Let us make, and our. Therefore by the profession of plurality, He did not posit diversity or multitude, but denied solitude and singularity. So also when we say three persons, by the name of the ternary we do not posit diversity, but signify that our understanding is to be referred to none other than the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, so that singularity is shown not to be there. The meaning is: the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are three persons, that is, not only this person or that, or only this one and that one, but this and that and that other are in the Godhead, and no others. That this is how it should be understood, Augustine sufficiently shows where he says: By which names He did not wish diversity to be understood, but He did not wish singularity.


What Is Signified by 'Two'


Similarly also when it is said that the Father and the Son are two, the meaning is that there is not only the Father or the Son, but both the Father and the Son, and this one is not that one.


What Is Signified by 'Distinct' and 'Discrete'


But when we say the persons are distinct or discrete, we exclude the Sabellian confusion and signify that this one is not that one. So also when it is said that the person of the Father is one, the person of the Son another: by 'another,' we show not separation but the distinction of each one's property. For Ambrose says: The Father and the Son have distinction; they do not have separation.


What Is Signified by This Name 'Trinity'


The name 'Trinity' seems to signify the same thing as this expression, 'three persons.' Just as therefore no one of the persons is three persons, so also no one of them is the Trinity.





Distinction XXV: What Is Signified


Furthermore, let us consider, since this name 'person' is said according to substance, whether when said in the plural it signifies the same thing. Some, holding this opinion, try to prove it thus: when it is asked, they say, 'what three?' or 'what three things?' the fitting response is 'three persons.' But by 'what,' one asks about essence. If therefore we respond correctly to this question, we must signify essence by responding with the name 'person.'


They add: Augustine also says that three persons are so called because what it is to be a person is common to them. And nothing is common to them except essence. But if this is so, how will it be said that the person of the Father is other than the person of the Son, as though the essence were other? They say this must be understood as follows: the Father is one, the Son is another, yet they have in common that which is person. They confirm this by the authority of Augustine, who says: We say three persons of the same essence, or the same essence; not from the same essence, as though one thing there were essence and another were person. And so they judge that three persons agree entirely in being a person.


But if this is so, how will it be consistent with what Augustine says in On the Faith to Peter: The Father is one in person, or personally; the Son is another personally, the Holy Spirit is another personally? Therefore let us seek another meaning, in accord with the authority of the saints.


It must be known, therefore, that when it is asked 'which three?' or 'what three?' the question is not about essence, nor does 'what' there refer to essence. Indeed, since the Christian faith confesses there to be three, because it is written: There are three who give testimony in heaven (1 John 5), it is asked what those three are, that is, by what name one might declare those three. By this question, therefore, faith, constrained by poverty of speech, said 'three persons' -- not, I say, understanding essence by this name, but subsistences, or hypostases, according to the Greeks.


Finally, these three can all the more be called three persons, that is, subsistences, because what person is -- that is, essence -- is common to them. For they would not be called three true subsistences unless each one were true essence.


What Is the Meaning of: The Person of the Father Is Other Than That of the Son


It must be known that the sense in which it is said 'the person of the Father is other than that of the Son' is understood as easily as it is correctly: that is, one subsistence or hypostasis is the Father's, another the Son's; or one person is the Father, another the Son, that is, one subsistence or hypostasis is the Father, another the Son. Understand the same of the Holy Spirit. But what Augustine said, 'The Father is one in person or personally; the Son is another personally,' -- although it can be said in the same sense, we think it more fitting that by the name 'person' there the personal property is understood, so that the meaning is: the Father is one in person or personally, that is, the Father by His own property is other than the Son.


The Threefold Signification of the Name 'Person'


Thus the signification of this name 'person' in the Trinity is threefold. For sometimes it signifies essence, sometimes property, and sometimes hypostasis. That it signifies essence is clearly established above from the words of Augustine. That it signifies property, Jerome says: We confess not only names but also the properties of names, that is, persons, or, as the Greeks express it, hypostases, that is, subsistences. That it signifies hypostasis, John Damascene says: In the Divinity we confess one nature and three hypostases, that is, persons, truly existing.





Distinction XXVI: On the Properties of the Persons


Furthermore, it must be noted that heretics used this name 'hypostasis' to ensnare the simple, because it was sometimes said in place of both person and essence. Therefore, as Jerome warns, since it is of dubious repute, one must either remain silent against the heretics or speak with its proper interpretations.


On the Properties of the Persons: Why They Are Called Properties, Notions, and Relations


Now let us consider the properties of the persons, which are also often called notions or relations. And first let us treat of those which are generation, nativity, and procession. These are also called properties because according to them the proper characteristics of the persons are assigned. Whence Augustine: It is proper to the Father that He begot one Son. Proper to the Son, that He was born from the essence of the Father. Proper also to the Holy Spirit, that He proceeds from the Father and the Son. They are also called notions because through them the persons are known, that is, distinguished from one another. They are also called relations because by them the persons are referred to one another.


These indeed are not accidental to God, but exist in the persons themselves from eternity immutably. Whence Augustine: Nothing is said of God according to accident, yet not everything that is said is said of God according to substance. For something is said in relation to another, as Father to Son and Son to Father; which is not an accident, because He is always Father and He is always Son. And because the Father is not called Father except from the fact that He has a Son. And the Son is not called Son except from the fact that He has a Father; these things are not said according to substance, but in relation to one another. Finally, Hilary, assigning the proper characteristics of the Father and the Son, says: If it is always proper to the Father that He is always Father, it is necessary that it be always proper to the Son that He is always Son; likewise: It is manifest that it is proper to God the begotten that He is Son.





Distinction XXVII: Whether Augustine and Hilary Assign the Same Properties


But it is asked whether Hilary and Augustine expressed the same properties. If this is conceded, then for the Father to be Father is the same as to have begotten the Son. But if this is so, whatever the one applies to, so does the other. But the divine nature is the Father; therefore it begot the Son -- which is not rightly said. Responding to this question without prejudice to a sounder interpretation, we say that where Hilary said it is proper to the Father that He is always Father, it must be understood so that this name 'Father' there signifies the hypostasis with a determination of relation, so that the meaning is: It is proper to the Father that He is always Father, that is, that He always begot. Which meaning he himself also declares when he adds: Therefore he who is not always Father did not always beget. But when 'Father' is said of the divine nature, it posits the hypostasis without a determination of relation; or, to speak more plainly, it is not said relatively, so that the meaning is: The divine nature is the Father, that is, the hypostasis which is the Father. Understand the same of the name 'Son' and 'Holy Spirit.'


The Diversity of Names in Divine Matters


Among terms, some signify hypostases with relations, such as begetting, born, proceeding, and the like. Others signify relations only, such as generation, nativity, procession, and the like. And all of these are said both of persons and of the nature. Others are those which signify determinations only, such as to beget, to be born, and to proceed, and similar terms, which are said only of persons but never of the divine nature. For properties determine only persons, not the nature. Whence John Damascene: The hypostases do not differ from one another according to substance, but according to characteristic properties, that is, determinative properties. The characteristic, that is, determinative features belong to the hypostases, not to the nature. And through this it seems that it is not entirely the same thing to say that something is the Father and that it begot the Son; or that something is the Son and that it has a Father; or that it is the Holy Spirit and that it proceeds from both.


How Man Is the Son of the Trinity


Clearly, what Hilary said, that it is proper to God born of God that He is the Son, seems to be contradicted by the fact that men too are and are called sons of God, according to the verse: You are all sons of the Most High (Psalm 82). And: Israel is my firstborn son (Exodus 4). But men are sons of God by creation; the Only-Begotten, however, by the property of being born. Whence the same Hilary: We indeed are sons of God, but by creation, because by grace we were made, not born; acquired, not generated. For man is a Son of God by adoption, not by generation.


How the Trinity Is the Father of Man


It must be known that the whole Trinity is also called the Father of man. Whence Augustine: The Trinity cannot be called Father except perhaps figuratively in relation to the creature, on account of the adoption of sons; for He whom we rightly call the one Lord our God, we shall also rightly call our Father on account of His grace regenerating us. For it is established that the only-begotten is the Son of God, but properly and by nature. Men also are, but by grace. So also, although there are many gifts of God, the Holy Spirit is properly called the gift of God, because He is so called by an eternal property or relation, which manifestly appears in this name 'gift.' Whence Augustine: The Holy Spirit, who is not the Trinity but is in the Trinity, is understood in that which is properly called Holy Spirit; but He is said relatively when He is referred to the Father and Son; yet the relation itself does not appear in this name. It appears, however, when He is called the gift of God. Nor should it trouble anyone that these names do not reciprocally correspond to the Father and Son; for in many relative terms it happens that no word is found by which they might correspond to each other reciprocally. When, therefore, we say the gift of the Father and Son, we do not say 'the Father of the gift' or 'the Son of the gift'; but, so that these might correspond reciprocally, we say the gift of the giver and the giver of the gift; yet God was not a giver except in time, although the Holy Spirit is a gift from eternity.


On the Names 'Word' and 'Image'


Furthermore, there are other names which are said relatively to the Father, by the same notion as 'Son,' such as 'Word' and 'image.' Whence Augustine: He is called Son by the same reason He is called Word, and Word by the same reason He is called Son. The same: Son is said relatively, and relatively also are said Word and image. And in all these terms He is referred to the Father; but none of these is the Father called.


Whether These Names God, Light, Etc., Are Said According to Substance


Finally, names of essence, such as God, light, and the like, are never said relatively. Sometimes, however, they are taken for relatives, that is, for persons, as when it is said God from God, light from light. For we use one for the Father and the other for the Son.





Distinction XXVIII: On the Name 'Image'


Sometimes, however, 'image' signifies essence, as in: Let us make man in our image and likeness (Gen. 1). Whence Hilary: Man was made according to the common image. And Augustine: There is one image of the Trinity, according to which man was made. It must also be noted that to be the Father and to be the Son are diverse only by relation. Whence, although it is diverse to be Father and to be Son, the substance is nevertheless not diverse, because this is not said according to substance, but according to the relative.


On the Name 'Unbegotten'


It is moreover necessary to know that the Father is called unbegotten by a different property than that by which He is called begetter. Whence, since both are said of God the Father, one notion is that by which He is understood as begetter, another that by which He is understood as unbegotten. This latter is unbegottenness. Whence Hilary: There is one from one, that is, the begotten from the unbegotten, by the property in each of both origin and unbegottenness. But according to this notion, He is referred to the non-begetter. Whence Augustine: Just as Son is referred to Father, and not-Son to not-Father, so begotten is referred to begetter, and not-begotten must be referred to non-begetter. For what is 'unbegotten' but 'not begotten'?





Distinction XXIX: On the Name 'Principle'


What It Is to Be a Principle in Relation to Creatures


There is yet another name, namely 'principle,' which is always said relatively, yet in multiple ways. For the Father is called principle, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, but differently. For the Father is principle in relation to the Son, because the Son is begotten by Him, and in relation to the Holy Spirit, because the Spirit proceeds from Him. Whence Augustine: The Father is the principle of the whole divinity, that is, of the Son and the Holy Spirit, in each of whom the whole divinity resides. The Son, however, is the principle of the Holy Spirit, because the Spirit proceeds from Him. But the Holy Spirit is principle only in relation to creatures. Finally, the Father is principle without a principle; the Son is principle from a principle; and the Holy Spirit is principle from both.


But the Father is from eternity the principle of the Son; and the Father and the Son are the principle of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit, however, is not a principle from eternity but in time. For since He is principle only of creatures, when creatures began to exist, He also began to be their principle. So also the whole Trinity began to be principle in relation to creatures. But to be principle in relation to creatures is to be Creator. Whence Augustine: When it was said to Him, Who are you? He answered: The Principle, who also speaks to you (John 8). In which He wished to show Himself as Creator.


The Trinity Is One Principle, Not Three


These three, however, are not three principles, but one, because they work in things in one and the same manner so that they exist. Understanding this, the Apostle says: From Him, and through Him, and in Him are all things (Rom. 11). By saying 'all things,' understand natures and things that exist naturally, not sins which vitiate nature and arise from the will of sinners.


How the Father Is Principle and Author of the Son


The Father is called principle in relation to the Son because He is the begetter. For if the one who begets is the principle of that which is begotten, the Father is the principle in relation to the Son because He begot Him. In the same way also the Father is called the author of the Son. Whence Hilary: By the very fact that He is called Father, He is shown to be the author of the one whom He begot, having a name by which it is understood that He is not perfected from another, and from which it is taught that the one who was begotten derived His existence.


The Father and the Son Are One Principle of the Holy Spirit


It must also be acknowledged that the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Spirit, not two. For just as the Father and the Son in relation to the creature are called one Creator and one Lord, so relatively to the Holy Spirit they are one principle. And the two are called principle in relation to the Holy Spirit because the Holy Spirit proceeds from both. Nor does He proceed from the Father differently than from the Son. It can rightly be understood that the Father and the Son are called principle of the Holy Spirit by the same eternal relation, for which relation we have no name.





Distinction XXX: On Those Things Which Are Properly Said of God Temporally


There are also certain names which belong to God in time and are said of God relatively, such as creator, lord, refuge, and the like. Whence Augustine: Creator is said relatively to creature, as lord to servant; this relative appellation therefore belongs to God from time. Otherwise we would be compelled to call the creature eternal, because He would not eternally be lord unless the creature also eternally served. Just as there cannot be a servant without a lord, so there cannot be a lord without a servant. These things, however, are said of God according to accident, which exists not in Him but only in the creature. And therefore God is called these things without any change in Himself, as is evident in a lesser example.


For a coin, when it is called a price, is said relatively, yet it has not changed when it began to be a price, nor when it is called a pledge, and the like. If therefore in these smallest things matters are thus, much more should it be believed of that immutable substance of God that something is said of it in time, yet nothing in it is changed. The appellation, therefore, by which the creature is referred to the Creator posits a relation in the creature itself. But that by which the Creator is referred to the creature is a relative appellation only, denoting no property in God.


The Holy Spirit Is Said to Be 'Given' Relatively in Time


Thus the Holy Spirit is said to be given, or bestowed, relatively in time.


Whether the Holy Spirit Is Said Relatively to Himself


But if it is asked whether the Holy Spirit is said relatively to Himself, because Augustine says that what is given is referred to the one who gives and to the one to whom it is given, and the Holy Spirit gives Himself -- we respond that the Holy Spirit is not referred to Himself, because the one who gives is the Trinity, and the one to whom it is given is the creature.


Or we say there is no absurdity if He is said to be referred to Himself in this case, because the appellation of 'given' or 'bestowed,' as regards the giver, denotes no property, but only as regards the recipient. For if it denoted a property as regards the giver, then He could not be referred to Himself. For thus He would be said to be diverse from Himself. Which would not be caused by the appellation alone, but by the property.





Distinction XXXI: On the Signification of the Relatives 'Similar' and 'Equal'


In the Trinity, moreover, 'equal' and 'similar' are said relatively, since, as Hilary says: Just as nothing is similar to itself, so nothing is said to be equal to itself. But it is not said according to relation but according to substance. Whence Augustine: It is not according to the fact that He is said in relation to the Father that the Son is equal to the Father. It remains, therefore, that He is equal according to what is said of Him in reference to Himself, that is, according to substance. Therefore in these terms the appellation alone is relative; but equality and similarity, in the three persons, is the supreme and undifferentiated simplicity of the divine substance.


Another Explanation of 'Equal' and 'Similar'


Some, moreover, say that by these names nothing is posited but rather removed, so that the Son is said to be equal to the Father as if He is neither greater nor less than He. And likewise similar, as if in nothing diverse or dissimilar, which is manifestly said with sufficient faithfulness.


How Hilary Shows the Properties of the Persons in the Trinity


It must not be passed over that Hilary, intimating the properties of the persons, says: Eternity is in the Father, beauty in the Image, use in the Gift. In the word 'eternity,' however, Augustine thinks he should not be followed, except insofar as the Father has no Father from whom He exists. he named 'beauty' in the Image, I believe on account of loveliness, where there is the first equality and such congruence that it corresponds to the identity of the one whose image it is. The delight, or ineffable beatitude, of the Father and the Image (if indeed it can be worthily expressed in human speech) is what he briefly called 'use.' 'Gift' is the same as 'offering.' The Gift is the Holy Spirit. He who sees this in part or through a mirror, let him rejoice in knowing God and give thanks. But he who does not see, let him strive through piety to see, not through blindness to calumniate.


How Augustine Distinguishes the Properties of the Persons


Augustine also, distinguishing the proper characteristics of the persons, says: In the Father there is unity; in the Son equality; in the Holy Spirit the concord of unity and equality. And all three of these are one on account of the Father; all equal on account of the Son; all connected on account of the Holy Spirit. Unity is attributed to the Father according to Augustine, perhaps for the same reason that eternity was attributed to Him above according to Hilary. Or also because the Father is the one principle of the whole Godhead. Who, being one God, gave to the Son born from Him and to the Holy Spirit proceeding from Him to be one and the same God with Him. And thus all things are one on account of the Father.


Equality, however, belongs to the Son because He is the image of the Father. For if an image perfectly fills that of which it is the image, the image is made equal to it, not it to its image. The Son, however, perfectly fills that of which He is the image, whence He is made equal to it. It is also given by the Son to the Holy Spirit that He be equal to the Father there as well. Through this, therefore, both aspects become clear: how these three are equal on account of the Son, not from the Son. We pronounce these things without prejudice to a better understanding, and with reverent fear.


Concord, moreover, is attributed to the Holy Spirit, which is easier to understand. For the Spirit is the ineffable love of the Father and the Son. Whence Augustine: The Spirit is the supreme charity, joining both and subjecting us. Rightly therefore all things are said to be connected on account of Him. Hence it is said that He contains all things in wisdom.





Distinction XXXII: Whether the Father or the Son Loves Through the Holy Spirit


From these considerations, finally, since it was also said above that the Holy Spirit is He by whom the begotten is loved by the begetter and loves His begetter (Wisdom 1), it seems that the Father and Son love by the Holy Spirit. But if the Holy Spirit is said to be, since in the Trinity to be is nothing other than to love -- we say that what is said must be distinguished. 'The Father and Son love by the Holy Spirit,' that is, through the Holy Spirit -- this is rightly said, as Augustine said above, namely that through the Holy Spirit all things are connected. But if it is said 'by the Holy Spirit,' meaning 'from the Holy Spirit' they love, this is falsely said. For thus the authority of principle would be placed in the Holy Spirit.


Or as it is said that the Father is equal to the Son through the Son, not indeed from the Son. Or we also say that 'to love' does not there signify being, just as 'love' in the Trinity does not always signify essence. As Augustine there proves: God is love. For it seems to be said relatively, whereas if it were said absolutely -- the Father or Son loves, or is loving, by the Holy Spirit -- then I think it would be said substantively. Since this never occurs, I think the aforesaid meaning is thereby supported. And if this is so, the question is empty, since it is one thing in the Trinity for the Father to love by the Holy Spirit, and another for the Father to love the Son by the Holy Spirit.


Two Questions: Whether the Father Is Wise by Generated Wisdom

It is asked whether the Father is wise by generated wisdom, which seems to follow from what the Apostle says -- that Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of God, that is, of the Father (1 Cor. 1). If this is so, it is consequently proved that the Father exists by it, because there to exist is the same as to be wise.


Whether the Son Is Wise by Generated Wisdom


Likewise it is asked whether the Son is wise by generated wisdom, which seems to be something that must be conceded. For otherwise He does not appear to be wise by Himself, since He alone is generated wisdom. Yet if this is conceded, the aforesaid difficulty is incurred. To which we say that neither the Father nor the Son is wise by generated wisdom, but by ungenerated wisdom, which is the Father alone. Whence Augustine (154): God the Father is wise by that which He Himself is -- His own wisdom -- and the Son, the wisdom of the Father, is wise from the wisdom which is the Father, from whom He is begotten. The same must also be said concerning the one who understands and understanding itself.


How the Son Is Called the Wisdom and Power of God the Father


Furthermore, the Son is called the wisdom and power of the Father, not because the Father is wise or powerful through Him, but because the Son is wisdom and power from the Father's wisdom and power. But lest we be thought to speak of multiple wisdoms, we confess only one wisdom in the Trinity, which, however, is not said in only one way. For it is called generated or ungenerated wisdom, and the generated is not the ungenerated, yet there is only one wisdom. Just as there is only one God. He is called both generated and ungenerated, and the generated is not the ungenerated. Only one and the same God.


Whether the Son Is Wise by Himself


Likewise it is asked whether the Son is wise by Himself, which we distinguish: if it is said 'by Himself,' that is 'from Himself,' it is falsely said; but it is truly said 'by Himself,' that is 'through Himself.' Just as it is said that the Son acts not from Himself but through Himself. Whence Hilary (155): The unity of the nature you contradict, O heretic, is such that the Son acts through Himself and yet does not act from Himself; and He does not act from Himself in such a way that He acts through Himself. By saying 'He does not act from Himself,' He removes from Him the authority of principle. But by saying 'He acts through Himself,' He confesses the unity of nature in Him.




Distinction XXXIII: Whether the Properties of the Persons Are the Persons Themselves or God


Finally, it must be held faithfully and firmly that the properties, which we have discussed until now, are in the persons, because of what is written: In the persons is property, and in the essence is unity (156). And that they are the persons themselves; otherwise there would be multiplicity in God. We plainly left it proved above by manifest truth that whatever God has from eternity is God, except for relatives. Accordingly, that persons are distinguished by properties and that the properties themselves are the persons, Jerome says openly (157): Declining the heresy of Sabellius, we distinguish three persons expressed under their properties. For we confess not only names, but also the properties of names, that is, persons.


Yet there are some who, with sacrilegious mind and ill-omened voice, do not hesitate to deny this, adding something more blasphemous: namely, that properties are indeed in the persons, but not intrinsically -- rather, attached extrinsically. We do not doubt that this ridiculous notion bursts forth from the madness of their presumption. They attempt to prove what they dream up as follows: If properties, they say, are persons, then persons do not differ by them. Against this we say that persons are also said to differ by themselves. Whence Jerome, speaking of these three, says (158): They are one in substance, but are distinguished by persons and names. The properties themselves are also the divine essence. Whence Hilary says of one of them (159): Nativity cannot fail to be the nature from which the Son is born; yet it is not by divine essence, but by properties alone that the persons differ. This is indeed truly said, but in what manner it is so, it is neither grasped nor held. For the very nature of the reality itself surpasses the capacity of words to signify.


Rivals of the truth also rise up and say: If paternity and filiation are the same reality in the divine essence, then the Father is the Son; and thus the same reality both generates and is generated. That this is spoken heretically is more than manifest. But those who say this should be reminded of what was stated above: that properties determine not natures but only persons. What was said once, it is not irksome to repeat here, so that by more frequent consideration it may become more familiar. Therefore, says John Damascene (160), the characteristic features are properties, that is, the determinative properties of the hypostasis, not of the nature. But, they say, how can properties be in the essence and not determine it, when they are in the persons in such a way that they determine them? We say, however, that this must be firmly held, but we should not be ashamed to confess that we do not know how this is so, together with Hilary who also says (161): I do not know, I do not inquire, but I will console myself nonetheless: archangels do not know, angels have not heard, the ages do not grasp it, the Prophet did not perceive it, the Apostle did not seek it, the Son Himself did not reveal it. Let the pain of complaints therefore cease.




Distinction XXXIV: Why the Father Is Distinctly Called Powerful, the Son Wise, the Holy Spirit Benign


Furthermore, it must be known that although power, wisdom, and benignity belong to all three persons, because Scripture frequently refers these names distinctly to the persons -- so that power is attributed to the Father, wisdom to the Son, and benignity to the Holy Spirit -- this is not done without reason. For these names "father" and "son," taken from creatures, customarily suggest that the father is prior to the son, and thus from antiquity a deficiency in the father; and that the son is posterior to the father, and thus an imperfection in sense is noted in him. But when these are transferred to the Creator, lest the weakness of man would measure the hidden things of God by the likeness of a creature, Scripture intervenes saying: that the Father is powerful, lest He seem prior to the Son, and therefore less powerful. And that the Son is wise, lest He seem posterior to the Father, and therefore less wise. Not that the Father alone is powerful there, or more powerful; or the Son alone, or more wise.


Likewise: This name "Spirit" customarily denotes fierceness and severity. But lest man think something of this sort about God, through which he would fear to approach God, Scripture tempered its language, naming the Spirit benign -- not that the Spirit alone is benign, or more benign.


On Names Said of God by Metaphor


Finally, it should be known that "mirror," "splendor," "figure," and similar terms, which are said of God by way of metaphor, are in no way said to express the proper meaning of those names, but to convey some spiritual understanding, which the piety of the reader may gather from the reasons for speaking, each in its own place.




Distinction XXXV: On the Knowledge of the Unbegotten God in Itself


The Knowledge of God Has Many Names


Although many things have been set forth above concerning what is said of God according to substance, nevertheless a special treatment must be given of certain of them, namely the knowledge, will, and power of God. The knowledge of God, therefore, since it is one and simple, receives diverse names on account of the diverse effects of created things. For it is called foreknowledge, disposition, providence, and predestination. Foreknowledge and providence concern future things only, both good and evil; disposition concerns things to be done, providence concerns things to be governed, predestination concerns those to be saved and their good things, by which they are freed here and will be crowned in the future. Whence the Apostle says: He chose us before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and blameless (Eph. 1). And the prophet: Eye has not seen, O God, apart from You, what You have prepared for those who love You (Isa. 64; 1 Cor. 2).


But if this is so, it seems that if future things did not exist from eternity, neither foreknowledge nor any one of the others would be in God, and thus neither would His essence. Because in God essence is the same as foreknowledge. Likewise, if future things did not exist from eternity, God would not foreknow, and thus He would not exist, since for Him to foreknow is the same as to exist. To this we say that this name "foreknowledge," and each of the aforesaid, designates the essence and is said relatively to future things. And because they are thus twofold, the statement must be distinguished when it is said: "If there were no future things, there would be no foreknowledge in God" -- that is, "there would be no knowledge in God which is foreknowledge" -- this is false.


But if it is said that there would be knowledge in God, but one that would not comprehend future things, this is true.


Similarly also this: "If there were no future things, God would not be foreknowing." You must distinguish: And so you should say concerning the rest, for even if nothing of the sort were said of God, since there were no future things from eternity, there would nonetheless be knowledge in God, which concerns all things, both good and evil, temporal and eternal.


Whence Ambrose, namely (162): The whole plan of the heavenly and eternal wisdom is in Him, because His immense wisdom comprehends all wisdom and essence. Therefore all things are said to be in God from eternity. Whence Augustine (162*): These visible things, before they were made, both existed and did not exist; in God's knowledge they were, but in their own nature they were not. For He made known things; He did not come to know things already made. Hence it is said: What was made, in Him was life (John 1) -- not that the creature is the creator, but because it always exists in His knowledge, which is life.




Distinction XXXVI: How Things Are in God


According to this it is said that He calls those things which are not as though they are. Whence Augustine (163): And the beauty of the field is with me. All things are with Him, by a certain ineffable knowledge of God's wisdom.


But since the knowledge of God and His nature or essence are the same, the question is asked whether all things are in the nature of God. No, since Augustine says (164): He holds the elect in Himself, not however in His nature, but in His foreknowledge. But since the nature and knowledge of God are entirely the same, what is it that all things are said to be in His knowledge, and not in His nature? Perhaps this is one of the reasons: because the name "nature" posits essence simply; but "knowledge" posits the same being indeed, yet is not said entirely without reference to knowable things.


Hence also, not everything that is in God's knowledge is said to be in His love, because these names -- love, knowledge, and the like -- since they have been transferred from creatures to the Creator on account of the various states of things, are said with different respects toward the things themselves. On account of these differences, not everything we say through one name should we also say through another: for example, all things are in God's knowledge, because nothing escapes the fullness of His awareness. But not all things are in His love, because He is not recognized as conferring the gift of grace upon all.


Whether Evil Things Should Be Said to Be in God


But since all things are in God through knowledge, it is asked whether we should grant that evil things are in God. For God knows all things, both good and evil. Surely, who but a madman would grant that evil things are in God? Therefore this expression "God knows" must be distinguished according to the variety of knowable things. For God knows certain things merely to exist or to have been past or to be future, such that He neither approves them nor are they pleasing to Him. Whence He is said to know them from afar. As it is written: And He knows the lofty from afar (Ps. 138). According to which He will say to some: I never knew you (Matt. 7). Things of this sort are not said to be in God, because He does not grant them the authority to exist.


Therefore only those things are said to be in God of which He is the author, namely good things which are from Him, and in Him, and through Him, as Scripture says (Rom. 11). These three, as Ambrose says (165), are one as regards the authority of things that exist, so that they may exist. Certainly this should not be taken confusedly, for the Apostle set it down for the distinction of the persons. Saying "from Him" on account of the Father; "through Him" on account of the Son; "in Him" on account of the Holy Spirit. Yet you should believe this in such a way that you refer all things to each one. For from the Father, and through the Father, and in the Father are all things. So also of the Son and the Holy Spirit. It should be noted, however, that "from Him" (ex ipso) is said more generally than "of Him" (de ipso). For heaven and earth are from Him, but not of Him, since they are not of His substance. Just as from a man both a son exists and a house made by him, but only the son is of the man.




Distinction XXXVII: How God Is in Things and in Bodily Places


Having said how things are in God, it seems necessary to ask how God is in things. It must be known, therefore, that God was only in Himself before created things existed. And so when heaven and earth were created, He filled them. Whence: I fill heaven and earth (Jer. 23). Augustine also says (166): God is everywhere; we draw near to Him not by places but by actions.


How God Is Generally in Things and Specially in the Saints


God is therefore presentially, potentially, and essentially in all things in common: but in the saints specially, namely through indwelling grace, whence Gregory (167): Although God is present to all things in a common way by His presence, power, and substance, He is more intimately present through grace in those who consider the magnificence of God's works more keenly and faithfully. Whence they know Him and love Him. And on account of this, God is said to dwell in them. Hence: Heaven is My throne, and the earth is the footstool of My feet (Isa. 66). And elsewhere (167*): The throne of wisdom is the soul of the just. It is for this reason, therefore, that we do not say: Our Father who art everywhere -- though this too is true -- but rather: who art in heaven, that is, in the saints.


How God Dwells in Some Who Do Not Know Him


God also dwells in some who do not yet know Him, such as little children confirmed by the sacrament of Christ, whom He Himself builds into a most beloved temple for Himself by the grace of His goodness.


How God Is in Christ


God is also in the man Christ in a more excellent manner -- not through adoption but through union, since in Him the fullness of divinity dwells bodily. In Christ, therefore, God dwells excellently; in the saints, mercifully; everywhere, ineffably. But how this is so, we cannot explain. For we understand many things about God that we are utterly unable to express in words. So also we say many things that we are not fit to understand.


How God Is Everywhere, and Yet Is Not Defiled by Impurities


Indeed, since God is everywhere, how is His nature not stained by impurities? But how frivolous this objection is, is proven even in the case of a created spirit, and is manifestly refuted by the rays of the sun.


That He Is Not Changed through Places and Times


Although God is everywhere and in all time, He is nevertheless not moved through places and times, which belongs to creatures alone. Whence Augustine (168): The Almighty, unchangeable in eternity, will, and truth, always the same, moves the spiritual creature through time; but the bodily creature through time and place; yet His substance, by which He is God, is not changed by times and places. To be changed through time is to be varied according to qualities. Through place, however, that which is local is changed, which happens in two ways.


For something is called local which by its interposition creates distance among surrounding things on account of dimensions, which is proper to a body. Whence Augustine (169): A place is in space, which is occupied by the length, height, and breadth of a body. Something is also called local which is merely bounded by a place, that is, it is somewhere such that it is not everywhere, which also applies to an angel. Whence also Bede (170): An angel is a circumscribed spirit. But the Supreme Spirit is uncircumscribed, within whom the angel runs, wherever it may be sent. Likewise Ambrose (171): The Seraphim pass from place to place, for they do not fill all things; but none of these things apply to God. Indeed, He neither creates distance by His interposition, nor is He somewhere in such a way that He is not everywhere. For it has been proven above that God is everywhere.


Yet He is not to be thought of as spread through all things by spatial magnitude, like light or soil, but rather as in two equally wise men, of whom one is larger in body than the other, yet the same wisdom is in both -- neither greater in the larger, nor lesser in the smaller, nor less in one than in two: so God is wholly in heaven, wholly on earth, and in both, and wholly everywhere (172).


God is therefore not changed through places and times, because He is not varied by any qualities. Nor is He moved on account of the fact that He is in more creatures today than yesterday. For in this, it is not He Himself who changes, but the creatures alone, by beginning to exist or by ceasing to exist.




Distinction XXXVIII: Whether the Foreknowledge of God Is the Cause of Future Things


Now returning to the above, let us ask whether the knowledge, foreknowledge, and providence of God are the cause of future things. It seems so, because it is impossible for things foreknown not to come about: for it is impossible for God's foreknowledge to be deceived. But it would be deceived if foreknown things did not come about. Augustine also says (173): He does not know all creatures because they exist; rather they exist because He knows them. Likewise elsewhere (174): These things which have been created are not known by God because they were made, but rather they were made because they are immutably by God known.


Whether the Knowledge of God Is the Cause of Evils


Indeed, if this is said, the knowledge of God also seems to be the cause of evils. Since He also knew them before they came about, which is absurd. To this we say: "It is impossible for foreknown things not to come about," that is, it never happened otherwise. The word "therefore" as used by Augustine is not causal but consecutive, so that the meaning is: Not because they exist, therefore He knows them; but they exist because He knows them -- that is, God's knowledge did not follow upon the existence of things, but the existence of things followed God's knowledge. He himself makes this clear when he subsequently adds: For He was not ignorant of what He was about to create. Or Augustine understood this (175) concerning good things, of which God is indeed the cause, not concerning evil things, which He comprehends only by knowledge and of which He is not the author, inasmuch as they are not His own. Whence God does not therefore compel anyone to sin because He foreknew the future sins of men. For He foreknew their sins, not His own.


Whether Good Things Were Created by God Necessarily


But since God is the cause of good things so that they exist, do good things come about by necessity? If so, they have no merit, since all merit rests with the will. And the Prophet says: I will sacrifice to You willingly (Ps. 53). We say that God is the effective or dispositive cause of good things so that they exist, but not imposing necessity. For what would it be if, with free will destroyed, He were to produce any good things even against our will?


That Future Things Are Not the Cause of God's Knowledge


It is therefore clear how God's knowledge is not the cause of future things. Furthermore, future things are in no way the cause of His knowledge, since neither is the temporal the cause of the eternal, nor is the creature the cause of the Creator. Origen, however, says (176): Something will not exist because God knows it to be future; but because it is future, it is known by God before it happens. But understand this as follows: it would not be known by God as future unless it were going to be future.


Whether the Foreknowledge of God Can Be Deceived


Although the foreknowledge of God cannot be deceived, the opposite is nevertheless attempted to be proven by some in this way. Because something could not occur when it was foreknown to occur, or could occur when it was not foreknown to occur. If this were so, God's foreknowledge would be deceived. But although the objection is answered in many ways, we say nevertheless that something was foreseen only in that way in which it would come about. Moreover, this statement: "It is impossible for it to happen otherwise when it has been foreknown" -- "foreseen" and the like -- must be determined according to composition and division. For if you understand it thus: both cannot simultaneously be the case, that God foreknew this to happen thus and it happens otherwise, this is true. But if you say it thus: this cannot happen otherwise than as God foreknew it would happen, this is false.




Distinction XXXIX: Whether God's Knowledge Can Be Increased or Diminished


Similarly it is asked whether the knowledge of God can be increased or diminished. This seems provable thus: He could do what He would never be going to do, and if He were to do it, He would know it. Likewise, God could not do what He is going to do; and if He never did it, He would not know it either. But we say that the knowledge of God, which is the divine essence, since there is nothing other in it than to know, can neither be increased nor diminished. The things known, however, can be increased and diminished, without any change in God's knowledge. The reason why it cannot be increased or diminished is this: because God's knowledge would only be increased or diminished if God began to know or to not know something, which is impossible (177).


Indeed, some say: If God can know something that He never knew, He can begin to know something. But we say this does not follow, and that statement should not be accepted without the division of composition and division. As if you should say: He can know what He never knew, that is, He can now know this in such a way that He never knew it -- this is false, as though both could be the case simultaneously. But if you say it divisively -- in this way God can know, and yet this is something that He never knew -- this is truly proposed.


Therefore God has knowledge of all things, both present, past, and future. Nor should it trouble us that Jerome says (178): It would be absurd to reduce the majesty of God to this, that He should know at every single moment how many gnats are born, how many die, and what the number of fleas or flies may be. For he said this not to remove this from the knowledge of God, but to admonish us lest we think that the providence of God over rational and irrational beings is the same.




Distinction XL: On Predestination and Reprobation


Finally, something must be said about predestination. Predestination, therefore, is the preparation of grace, which cannot exist without foreknowledge. And it belongs only to those who are to be saved, and is called election. Foreknowledge, however, without predestination concerns those to be damned, and is called reprobation.


Whether the Predestined Can Be Damned, or the Reprobate Saved


Then it is asked: can one who is predestined be damned, or one who is reprobate be saved? No. Because the number of the elect can neither be increased nor diminished. Whence Augustine (179) on that passage of the Apocalypse: Hold fast what you have, lest another receive your crown (Rev. 3). If another would not be going to receive it unless this one had lost it, the number of the elect is certain, that is, it cannot be increased nor diminished.


But it is objected: All salvation is from grace; and what is given freely could not be given. If this were so, the number of the elect would be diminished. Likewise: Grace for meriting can be given to each person and preserved until the end; if this were to happen, the number of the elect would be increased. But this is impossible; therefore neither does the former follow. Take note wisely that in objections of this kind, the antecedent is frequently possible while the consequent is impossible. For example: If God now knows what He never knew, He undoubtedly begins to know something in time. Finally, the antecedent is possible, the consequent by no means so. You will find the same regarding Providence and similar cases.


Moreover, the reason is plain why the number of the elect cannot be increased or diminished. Because it would only be increased if someone now began to be predestined. And it would only be diminished if someone then began to be reprobated. But both of these are impossible for God. Yet these statements are found according to the sense of composition and division. As: "It is impossible for one who is predestined to be damned" -- that is, for both of these to be the case simultaneously, that he is predestined and is damned -- this is true. But if you say: "It is impossible for this man to be damned," and this man is among the predestined, this is false. The same judgment applies to similar cases.


The Effects of Predestination and Reprobation


Furthermore, predestination is considered with respect to two things: Grace, namely by which we are now justified, and glory by which we are made blessed. So also reprobation concerns two things, of which God foreknows one and does not prepare it, namely iniquity; but the other He also prepares, namely eternal punishment. Whence Augustine (180-81): Predestination is properly the preparation of God's benefits. So too the reprobation of God is the foreknowledge of wickedness that will not end in some, and the preparation of punishment that will not terminate.


But just as the effect of predestination is mercy, so the effect of reprobation is hardening. Whence the Apostle: He has mercy on whom He wills, and He hardens whom He wills (Rom. 9). By mercy he means the bestowal of grace; by hardening, the privation of that same grace. Augustine to Sixtus (182): God hardens not by imparting wickedness, but by withdrawing grace. Whence Augustine (183): Just as the reprobation of God is the unwillingness to show mercy, so hardening is the unwillingness to show mercy, so that what would make a man worse is not inflicted by Him, but only what would make him better is not bestowed.




Distinction XLI: Whether Predestination and Reprobation Are from Our Merits


Finally, there is no merit for the mercy of God, lest grace be emptied of meaning if it is not given freely but rendered for merits. The merit for hardening, however, is sin. Whence Augustine (184-85): He shows mercy according to grace, which is given freely. But He hardens according to judgment, which is rendered for merits. Moreover, there is no merit for eternal election and reprobation, which the Apostle says openly concerning two men, namely Jacob the chosen and Esau the reprobate: not from works but from Him who calls, when they had not yet been born, it was said: The elder shall serve the younger (Mal. 1; Rom. 9).


Augustine indeed seems to contradict the foregoing when he says (186): He has mercy on whom He wills, and He hardens whom He wills. But this will of God cannot be unjust: For it comes from the most hidden merits, because even sinners themselves, although on account of the general sin they have formed one mass, there is nevertheless some diversity among them. Therefore something precedes in sinners, by which, although they have not yet been justified, they are made worthy of justification. And likewise something precedes in other sinners, by which they are worthy of being blinded.


But we say that he retracted this when he also retracted the following (187): God chose faith in His foreknowledge, knowing also that faith itself is found among the gifts of God, which he had not previously known. But if he did not retract this, with pardon begged, we dare to say that he perhaps called the most hidden merits the deep and profound judgments of God, which merit for each person, before he exists, either God's hatred or love.


Just as we are accustomed to say that the death of Christ benefited even those not yet born, and merited salvation. But those on whom they merit hatred -- these are the most just judgments of God, removed from our senses; those on whom they merit love -- this is grace alone. Whence Jerome: God did not act unjustly, with Esau spontaneously held in hatred; nor was Jacob loved without the grace of merit, because it was not without a certain most hidden merit that Esau himself merited God's hatred and Jacob His love, while they themselves had not yet merited anything, since they were not yet born.


Love and Hatred Immediately in Sinners


These two things are immediately in sinners: by one, namely love, they are worthy of justification, though not yet justified; by the other, namely hatred, they are worthy of being blinded, though not yet blinded. If this is well said, we praise God. If we fall short of understanding Augustine here, we are not ashamed to confess it.


The Distinction between Predestination, Foreknowledge, and Related Terms


It should be known indeed that predestination, knowledge, election, foreknowledge, and reprobation are from eternity only; mercy, justification, blinding, and hardening are from time only; but the love and hatred of God signify neither from eternity nor from time. Finally, it should be known that reprobation is not the cause of evil coming into being in the same way that predestination is the cause of good. For foreknowledge is for many the cause of standing firm; but for no one is it the cause of falling.


That God Always Knows What He Once Knows


Because indeed the foreknowledge of God concerns only future things, from the moment they cease to be future, God also ceases to foreknow them. This does not pertain to a defect in God's foreknowledge, but rather to the defect or change in the things of which it is. Therefore He foreknew many things in the past which He does not foreknow now. For it must be most firmly believed that everything He once knew, or will know in the future, He also knows now.


Yet against this the following objection is made: If whatever He knew and will know, He also knows now, therefore He knows Christ to be about to be born, and the Antichrist to be alive, since He knew the former and will know the latter. But we say that God now knows exactly the same thing about the birth of this one and the life of the Antichrist as He knew or will know. The change of times, indeed, forces us to express God's knowledge about these things in different words, as appears in a similar case. For we signify the same day, on account of changed times, by saying: tomorrow, today, yesterday. Just as also the same faith held by ancient and modern fathers is expressed in various statements according to the change of times. For the one whom they confessed as about to come, we confess as having come, but the faith is the same. Whence Augustine: The times have changed, and therefore the words have changed, not the faith. Or we say the objection is not properly inferred: God knew this man would be born, therefore He now knows this man will be born. He should rather infer: Therefore God now knows that this man was at some time going to be born. The same judgment applies to similar cases.




Distinction XLII: On the Omnipotence of God


Now let us consider the omnipotence of God, which is considered with respect to two things, namely that He does all things He wills, and suffers absolutely nothing He does not will. For Scripture says: Whatever He willed, He did (Ps. 113). Augustine also says (188): He is not truly called Almighty for any other reason than that whatever He wills He can do, nor is the effect of the Almighty's will impeded by the will of any creature. The same author (189): He is Almighty not because He does all things, but because He can bring about whatever He wills.


He cannot commit sin, nor lie, and similar things, because to be able to do these things pertains more to impotence. Hence Augustine says (190): It is a great power of God not to be able to lie. Similarly, He cannot suffer what He does not will, because He can neither be deceived nor be made miserable, and the like, because to be able to do these things belongs to impotence.


Finally, walking, eating, and the like are not entirely foreign to Him. For although these things do not at all belong to the divine essence, God nevertheless works them in creatures. But beware how you understand the aforesaid word of Augustine, namely "He can bring about whatever He wills." For if you say "whatever He wills," that is, to do or to be able to do, then in this way an angel or any of the blessed could be called almighty, since they will to do nothing except what they do and will, nor can they do anything except what they can. Therefore, so that this may apply to God alone, say: He can bring about whatever He wills to be done, either by Himself, as heaven and earth, or through a creature, as good works and artifacts -- which none of the saints could do or has been able to do.




Distinction XLIII: That God Can Do More Than He Wills


It should be known, moreover, that God can do more than He wills. Whence: Do you think that I cannot ask My Father, and He will furnish Me at once with more than twelve legions of angels? (Matt. 26.) Where it is plainly clear that the Son could have asked what He did not ask, and the Father could have furnished what He did not furnish. Augustine also says (191): The will of the Almighty can do many things which He neither wills nor does. For He could have made twelve legions fight against those who seized Christ. Likewise (192), what the faith of the pious now holds will then be seen in the clearest light of wisdom: how certain and immutable the will of God is, which can do many things yet does not will them, but wills nothing that it cannot do. Likewise we say (192): He raised Lazarus in body; could He not have raised Judas in mind? He could indeed, but He did not will it.


Another Opinion Set Forth and Refuted


But against this truth, so manifest, certain people attempt to confine God's power to a measure, saying that God cannot do anything other than what He does, nor omit anything of those things He does, in this manner: God cannot do anything except what is good and just to be done. But nothing is just and good to be done by Him except what He does.


Another way: He cannot do anything except what His justice demands. But His justice does not demand that He do anything except what He does. Therefore He cannot do anything except what He does. And the same justice demands that He not do what He does not do. But He cannot act against His justice. Therefore He cannot do any of those things which He leaves undone.


These statements are indeed equivocal, as: "God cannot do anything except what is good and just to be done" -- that is, He cannot do anything except that which, if He were to do it, it would be good and just for Him to do -- this is true. But if one says: He cannot do anything except what He does, which indeed is good and just for Him to do, this is false. We also divide the other proposition -- although the word "demands" is not without suspicion when applied to God -- thus: He cannot do anything except what His justice demands that He do -- that is, except that which, if it were done, would accord with His justice -- this is true. But if stated as: He cannot do anything except what He does, which indeed accords with His justice -- this is false. The same applies to similar cases.


Likewise they say: God cannot do anything except what He ought; but He ought to do nothing except what He does. We say, however, that "ought" is said of God improperly, because He owes us absolutely nothing except from His promise. But what He promised was entirely not of necessity but of grace. Therefore divide according to this: "He cannot do anything except what He ought" -- that is, except what He promised -- this is false. But thus: He cannot do anything except that which, if He were to do it, would accord with His justice -- this is true.


They add further: He cannot do or omit anything except what there is reason for Him to do or omit. But this is only what He does or omits. But divide this also after the pattern of the above: He cannot do or omit anything except that which, if He were to do or omit it, there would be reason for Him to do or omit it -- that is, whatever things are not subject to His will are among the number of things not willed -- this is true. But if stated as: He cannot do or omit anything except what He does or omits, which indeed there is reason for Him to do or omit -- this is false.


In short, let us be advised that all such doubtful propositions, when resolved conditionally, are true, but taken absolutely, are false.


Some, laboring more than fruitfully, still argue: If God can do other than what He does, He can therefore do what He did not foreknow. If this is so, He can act without foreknowledge, which is absurd. This indeed has been made known according to the mode of composition and division determined above: "He can act without foreknowledge" -- that is, He can do that which He did not foreknow -- this is true. But if "without foreknowledge" means that He can do something in such a way that He did not foreknow it and yet does it -- this is false.


They also misuse the authority of Augustine, who says (193): God alone cannot do what He does not will; through which it seems He cannot do anything except what He wills. But He does not will anything except what He does; and so it seems He cannot do anything except what He does. But let them know that this was said as though the discussion were only about those things which God does not will, not about all things. As if Augustine had said: Whatever God cannot do, He does not will. From which it does not follow: therefore whatever He does not will, He cannot do. Just as if we should say: Only what is not an animal is not a man. Yet not everything that is not a man is not an animal.


Or we say this more simply: He alone cannot do what He does not will -- that is, He does nothing unwillingly -- that is, whatever things are not subject to His will are among the number of things not willed -- this is true. Whence Augustine (195): You are not forced unwillingly to anything, because Your will is not greater than Your power. Understand this as true according to what subsists, not according to the objects of His power and will.




Distinction XLIV: Whether God Can Make Better Things Than He Makes


Those same people also say that God cannot make better things than those He makes. Because if He could and did not, He would be envious. In this they misuse what Augustine says (196): God was bound to beget Him whom He begot as an equal. For if He willed it and could not, He is weak. If He could and did not will it, He is envious. Indeed, He blessed, because when He begot from His own substance, He could beget neither one better than Himself nor one less good.


But other things that He makes from elsewhere, He could have made better and less good. Whence Augustine (197): God could have made man such that he could not sin nor would will to sin; and if this had been the case, who would doubt that he would have been better? Finally, if it is asked whether God could make better things in another or better way than He does, we say: if the "way" refers to God, as though He could make them with another or better wisdom, this must be denied. But if it refers to the created things themselves, as though He could make other or better things, this must certainly be granted, as has been said above. Whence Augustine (198): There was another way of our liberation possible for God, but none more fitting for healing our misery.


Whether God Can Now Do Whatever He Once Could


Furthermore, it is asked whether He can now do whatever He once could. It seems not, because He once could die and rise again, which He now cannot do. Here we must say what we said above about knowledge: namely, that He can now have once died and risen; for changed times force us to change our language, while the meaning remains entirely the same. We confess, therefore, that God can always do whatever He once could -- that is, He possesses all the power He once had -- yet He cannot always do what He could at some time. Just as He has all the knowledge and will that He ever had, yet He does not now know all things to exist and will them which He once knew to exist and willed.




Distinction XLV: On the Will of God


Now something must be said about the will of God. It should be known, therefore, that willing is said of God according to His essence, for whom it is the same to be willing as to be God. Nor is the will in God an affection or movement as in a creature, but only the divine essence. Yet not everything God wills is God Himself, just as although being and knowing are the same for God, nevertheless God is not everything He knows.


What Is the Meaning When It Is Said: God Knows, God Wills


Yet understand the meaning of these statements: God wills and knows and is willing and knowing -- that is, God is He whose essence is His will and His knowledge. Likewise, God knows all things -- that is, God is He to whose knowledge, which is His essence, all things are subject. Just as God wills this or that -- that is, God is He to whose will, which is His essence, this or that is subject.


The Will of God Is the First Cause of All Creatures


This supremely good will, therefore, is the cause of all things that naturally have been, are, and will be. But of this will itself there is no cause. Whence Augustine (199): The will of God is the first and highest cause of all forms and movements. For where does the wisdom of God not work what it wills, which reaches from end to end mightily and sweetly disposing all things? (Wis. 8.) It is therefore the first cause of health, sickness, rewards, punishments, graces, retributions, and indeed of all wonderful things, and of those which come about wonderfully, as ancient miracles, without our astonishment.


What the Will of God Is


This is properly called the will of God, which, since it is the divine essence, is immutable and cannot be unfulfilled. Whence: Whatever the Lord willed, He did (Ps. 113); and the Apostle: Who shall resist His will? (Rom. 9.) This is rightly called the good pleasure of God.


That Many Things Are Called the Will of God


Moreover, there are many things, each of which is called the will of God not according to proper usage but according to figures of speech: such as command, prohibition, counsel, permission, and the operation of God. According to this, the Prophet says in the plural: Great are the works of the Lord, sought out in all His wills (Ps. 110). So also on account of the many effects of God's mercy and justice, although there is only one, which is the divine essence, it is said in the plural: I will sing of the mercies of the Lord forever (Ps. 88). And elsewhere: The judgments of the Lord are right (Ps. 18).


Command, prohibition, and counsel, therefore, are called the wills of God because they are signs of the divine will, just as the future judgment and God's scourge are called the wrath of God because they are signs of wrath, although wrath does not apply to God.


Finally, "will" can be taken in this way in the passage: Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven (Matt. 6). And: Whoever does the will of My Father who is in heaven, he is My brother, sister, and mother (Matt. 12). This kind of will, however, is changeable and often unfulfilled. For God commands many things that people do not do, prohibits things they do not avoid, and counsels things they do not heed. Hence Augustine (200): The unfaithful act against the will of God when they do not believe His Gospel.


God Does Not Always Will That What He Commands Be Done


Indeed, God Himself does not always will that what He commands be done. For He did not will Isaac to be sacrificed, which He had commanded, but only to test Abraham's faith (Gen. 22). So also He does not always will that what He prohibits be avoided. For after the healing He told him not to tell anyone (Mark 1), not willing him to be silent, but rather to give an example of declining one's own praise.




Distinction XLVI: On the Permission and Operation of God


Permission and operation are also called the will of God. Thus Augustine says (201): Nothing happens unless the Almighty wills it to happen -- either by permitting it, as evil things, or by doing it Himself, as good things. These are therefore called the wills of God because He permits them. God permits evil things to happen, willing to bring good from them. But He brings about good things as what He wills to exist.


Whether the Will of God Is Always Fulfilled


But the will of God does not seem to be always fulfilled, since the Apostle says: God wills all men to be saved (Rom. 9; 1 Tim. 2), yet not all are saved, being unwilling to do that by which they are saved. Likewise the Lord says, addressing the impious city: How often I wished to gather your children, as a hen gathers her chicks, and you would not! (Matt. 23) -- as if, by her refusal, the will of God were not fulfilled.


But that statement of the Apostle is not to be understood as though there is no man whom God does not will to be saved; but rather that no one is saved except whom He wills to be saved. Understand also this in the same way: God illuminates every man coming into this world (John 1) -- not that there is no man who is not illuminated, but that no one is illuminated except by Him.


But that passage of the Gospel is not understood as though your will had impeded My will, but rather: as many as I gathered by My ever-efficacious will, I did so despite your unwillingness (Matt. 23).


Whether God Wills Evil Things to Exist


It is asked whether God wills evil things to exist. Some think so, proving it as follows: God either wills evil things to happen or not to happen. If He wills them not to happen, they do not happen -- for nothing resists His will -- yet they do happen. Therefore He wills evil things to happen. Another way: God wills everything that is good. But for evil things to exist is good. Whence Augustine (202): Not only good things, but also that evil things exist, is good. For unless it were good that there also be evil things, they would in no way be permitted to exist by the All-good Almighty.


To these objections, others respond that one should not say: God wills evil things to happen, or wills them not to happen, but only: He does not will evil things to happen. And as for what they cite from Augustine, namely that for evil things to happen is good, they say "good" is there placed for "useful," as Jerome also says: The evil of Judas was good for the good, that is, for those to whom the benefit of salvation came through him. For God produces good things from evil things.


Whence Augustine (203): God judged it better to bring good out of evil things than to permit no evil things to exist. Thus, for evil things to exist is good -- that is, useful. Yet only for those who are called saints according to His purpose: for to such as these, as the Apostle says, all things work together for good (Rom. 8), even evil things; which if they befall them, advance them toward good, because they return more humble after a fall and become more cautious, as Peter did.


Evil things inflicted by the wicked also benefit them for the correction of sins and the exercise and preservation of justice, as Job felt the hand of God, and the Apostle felt the thorn of Satan, and each progressed because he bore evil well.


Finally, God does not will evil things to happen; because if this were so, God would also be the author of evil things, since His will is His authority. Whence Augustine (204): When it is said "by Him as author," it means "by His will." The Evangelist also, declaring God the author of good things, says: All things were made through Him (John 1). Removing this from evil things, he adds: Without Him was made nothing -- that is, sin. But he did not say "against His will" or "by His will" or "unwillingly," but "without Him" -- that is, without His authority.


Likewise (205): God is not the cause by which a man becomes worse, which He would be if He willed evil things to happen by which a man becomes worse. But God is the cause only of good things.




Distinction XLVII: That the Will of God Is Always Fulfilled Concerning Us or by Us


It should also be known that the eternal will of God is always fulfilled regarding what we do. Whence Augustine (206): That will is always fulfilled -- either concerning us, or by us. It is fulfilled concerning us, but we do not fulfill it, when we sin. It is fulfilled by us when we do good. For we do it because we know it pleases God.


Therefore man does nothing concerning which God does not work what He wills. For if he has sinned, He wills to spare the penitent so that he may live; and to punish the impenitent, so that the rebel may not escape the power of His justice. And so through that same will of the creature, by which was done what the Creator did not will, He Himself fulfills what He wills, making good use even of evil things. For by the very fact that the creature acted against His will, His will was accomplished from that action.


Indeed, lest there be room for error in these matters, recall the distinction of the will stated above, so that one may say: Through the fact that a creature acted against God's command, His eternal will was fulfilled, by which He willed to condemn it. Whence Gregory on Job says openly (207): Many carry out the will of God from the very source by which they strive to change it, and those who resist His counsel submit to it, because what issues from human effort serves His plan.


It should also be known that He commands all to do what ought to be done, and forbids what ought to be avoided, even though He does not will it to be done in this way by each individual: so that He may show His justice to all, and thus the good may obtain glory through obedience, while the wicked, inexcusable through stubbornness, may receive punishment.


Finally, in both Testaments He personally commanded and forbade many things, not because He willed them to happen thus, but for a hidden reason, which the diligent and pious reader will discover in their respective places, with God revealing it.




Distinction XLVIII: Sometimes a Man with Good Will Wills Something Other Than What God Wills


Lastly, we should be reminded that sometimes the will of a man who does not will what God wills to happen is good, yet not without piety. Whence Augustine, speaking of the Apostle, says (208): The wills of the pious faithful appeared good, who did not want the apostle Paul to go to Jerusalem (Acts 21), lest he suffer there the evils that the prophet Agabus had foretold; and yet God willed him to suffer this.


Sometimes also the will of a man is evil, willing the same thing that God wills -- that is, indeed on account of an impious end: as the Jews willed the same thing as God, namely that Christ be killed. Yet in this, God's will was good, because He willed it piously; but theirs was evil, because they willed it impiously.


It should be noted here, however, that God willed only that Christ be killed by the Jews; but not that the Jews should kill Him, just as Christ willed that what He had foretold be fulfilled by Peter; but He did not will Peter to fulfill it, otherwise He would have willed Peter to deny Him.


This also must not be understood without distinction: namely, God willed Christ to be killed by the Jews -- that is, that He should suffer a death inflicted by the Jews -- this is true. But if it means He willed Him to be killed by the Jews -- that is, that the Jews should kill Him -- this is false. Or, as seems better, it should be said that God willed the Lord to be killed, but not by someone or by certain people, even though without them this could not happen. Just as He wills someone to repent, yet does not will that person to have sinned at all, even though repentance cannot be without the prior sin.


But if it is asked whether it should have pleased the saints that Christ suffer, we say yes, with respect to the liberation of mankind; but by no means with respect to His torment. This one of them, shrinking back from it -- out of piety, not doubt -- asked as if in hesitation: Are You the one who is to come, or shall we look for another? (Matt. 11).


Likewise it is asked whether the suffering of the holy martyrs should please us. And we say yes, with respect to the crown to be received that was prepared for them. Yet we can worthily not will the same, we who desire out of compassionate piety that they avoid suffering and escape the hands of the wicked. Therefore we can piously both will and not will the sufferings of the saints. Whence it is pious to weep for Martin, and pious to rejoice over Martin.


Therefore all that will is good which is directed toward a right end, which must be weighed solely according to zeal for God and knowledge.


End of the book on the Trinity, which is the first of the Sentences of Bandinus.




Book II: On the Creation of the World and the Fall of Man


Summary. -- After briefly and clearly expounding (as far as it can be perceived and conveyed by man) the power and nature of God in the first book, Bandinus in this second book transfers his inquiry by a most fitting method to things created by God. First indeed, having prefaced a brief discussion about the principles of things, he treats the creation, nature, state, fall, orders, and ministries of the angels. Then, having explained the creation of the world (which was completed and distinguished by the work of six days), he undertakes a special treatment of man, teaching that he was formed in the likeness of God, placed in paradise, and there seduced by the woman through the envy of the devil. Lastly, taking occasion from the fall of Adam, Bandinus most learnedly treats many topics: free will, grace, sin both original and actual, and other varieties of sins, the seven capital vices, sin against the Holy Spirit, and venial sins.


Distinction I: That There Is One Principle of Things, Not Many


Sententiarum II: De Mundi Creatione Et Hominis Lapsu

(Book of Sentences II: On the Creation of the World and the Fall of Man)
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...the eternal will by which He willed to condemn it. Whence Gregory openly says concerning Job (207): Many carry out the will of God; whence they contend to change it, and those resisting His counsel serve it, because that which results from human effort serves His disposition. It should also be known that He commands all to do what is to be done, and forbids what is to be avoided: although He does not will that it be so done by each individual: so that He might show His justice to all, and thus the good through obedience might obtain glory; while the wicked, inexcusable through stubbornness, might receive punishment. Finally, He personally commanded and forbade many things in both Testaments, not because He willed them to happen so, but for a hidden reason, which the diligent and pious reader will find in their proper places, with God revealing it.





Distinction 48. Sometimes a person wills something other than God wills, with a good will.


Finally, we must be admonished that sometimes the will of a person refusing what God wills is good, yet without loss of piety. Whence Augustine, speaking of the Apostle, says (208): The wills of the pious faithful appeared good, who did not want the apostle Paul to go to Jerusalem (Acts 21), lest he suffer the evils which the prophet Agabus had foretold, and yet God willed him to suffer these things. Sometimes also the will of a person is evil, willing the same thing as God, that is, indeed for the purpose of impiety: just as the Jews willed the same thing as God, namely that Christ be killed. Yet God's will in this was good, because He willed it piously; theirs however was evil, because impiously.


It should be noted here, however, that God only willed that Christ be killed by the Jews; but not that the Jews should kill Him, just as Christ willed that what He had foretold be fulfilled by Peter: but He did not will that Peter fulfill it, otherwise He would have willed that Peter deny Him.


That statement also must not be understood indiscriminately, namely 'God willed Christ to be killed by the Jews,' that is, that He suffer a death inflicted by the Jews -- this is true; but if 'He willed Him to be killed by the Jews,' that is, that the Jews should kill Him -- this is false. Or as seems better, it should be said that God willed the Lord to be killed, but not by anyone in particular, or by any particular persons, although without them it would have been impossible. Just as He wills someone to repent, yet does not will that person to have sinned at all, even though repentance cannot be without sin. If it is asked whether it ought to have pleased the saints that Christ suffer, we say certainly yes, with respect to the liberation of humanity: but by no means with respect to His torment. One of them also, shrinking from this out of piety and not out of doubt, asked as if doubting: Are You the one who is to come, or shall we expect another? (Matt. 11).


Likewise, it is asked whether the suffering of the holy martyrs ought to please us. And we say, certainly, with respect to the crown to be received that was prepared for them. Yet we may worthily not will it, we who desire out of compassion and piety that they avoid suffering and escape the hands of the wicked. Therefore we can piously both will and not will the sufferings of the saints. Whence it is pious to weep for Martin, and pious to rejoice for Martin. Therefore every good will is that which is directed toward the right end, which must be weighed solely from zeal for God, according to knowledge.


(207) Moralia, Book 6, chapter 11, on the passage Job 5, 'Who catches the wise...'


(208) In the Enchiridion, chapter 101.


End of the book on the Trinity, which is the first of Bandinus's Sentences.





MASTER BANDINUS: ON THE CREATION OF THE WORLD AND THE FALL OF MAN, WHICH IS THE SECOND OF THE SENTENCES


After Bandinus briefly and clearly expounded the power and nature of God in his first book (insofar as these things can be perceived and conveyed by man), in this second book he transfers his inquiry by a most fitting method to things created by God: and first indeed, after a preliminary discussion of the principles of things, he treats the creation, nature, state, fall, orders, and ministries of the angels: then, having explained the creation of the world (which was completed and distinguished in the work of six days), he undertakes a special treatise on man, teaching that he was formed in the likeness of God, placed in paradise, and there seduced by the woman through the envy of the devil. Finally, on the occasion of Adam's fall, Bandinus most learnedly pursues many topics: free will, grace, sin both original and actual, other varieties of sin, the seven capital vices, sin against the Holy Spirit, and venial sins.





Distinction 1. That there is one principle of things, not many.


Plato holds three principles, Aristotle three.


Those things which are known to pertain to the mystery of divine unity and Trinity, insofar as the usefulness of brevity allows, we have thus far pursued: Now let us proceed to the consideration of creatures (209). Scripture, therefore, produced by the finger of God, at its very beginning, intimating that God is the Creator of all things that naturally exist, apart from Himself, says: In the beginning God created heaven and earth (Gen. 1). By saying 'in the beginning' and not 'in the beginnings,' and by saying 'God' and 'created,' it refutes the folly of the philosophers, who held not just one -- as is here taught -- but many principles of things, without a beginning. For Plato thought there were three: namely God, the exemplar, and matter; Aristotle however said there were two: matter and form, and a third called the operative principle. He also said the world had always existed (210).


He teaches what is catholic. What a creator is. What it means to create. The difference between God and an angel. Why God made rational creatures.


Having rejected those views, therefore, we confess God alone as the one principle and Creator of things. A Creator is one who makes something from nothing, or out of nothing. For properly speaking, to create is to make something from nothing. In this God the maker differs from man and angel as makers, because what they make, they make not from nothing, but from something. Moreover, when they make something, there is a motion of operation in them, which absolutely cannot exist in God. For God works not by motion, but solely by His will, so that it may truly be said that God's making is that something newly comes into being according to His will. The goodness of this will is so great that He willed others to become participants in time of His blessedness, by which He alone has been blessed from eternity, a blessedness which He saw could both be communicated and could in no way be diminished. But because it cannot be participated in except through intelligence, God made a rational creature, which might understand the supreme good, and by understanding love it, and by loving possess it, and by possessing enjoy it.


The distinction of rational creatures. Why and for what purpose rational creatures were made. Why the soul was united to a body.


Finally, He distinguished it into the incorporeal, which is the angel, and the corporeal, which is the soul having flesh or body -- this is man. The angel therefore and man were made on account of the goodness of God. Whence Augustine (211): Because God is good, we exist. Moreover, he was made to serve and to enjoy God. Therefore, asked most briefly and rightly why and for what purpose the rational creature was made, we say: on account of God's goodness, and for the creature's benefit. That statement indeed which is found in Augustine -- that man was made for the restoration of the angelic ruin (212) -- is not to be understood as though man would not have been made if the angel had not sinned, but because among other causes known to God, when He made man, this was one of them. And if it is asked why God united the soul to a body, since it would seem more worthy persisting in its purity, it must be said that it was because He willed it. The cause of His will is not to be sought, because there is none.


Or perhaps we dare to say that He did this so that in the human condition He might exhibit an example of the blessed union which exists between God and creature in eternal life. For lest perhaps the creature should think that it could not be united to its Creator insofar as it loved Him with all its strength: it seemed fitting therefore that the most excellent creature, namely the spirit, be united to the lowest, that is, to flesh which is from the mud, with such great love that it cannot be compelled to wish to abandon it. Whence the Apostle says: We do not wish to be stripped of the body, but to be clothed over (2 Cor. 5). Or souls were united to bodies so that, serving the Lord in them, they might earn a greater crown. For through this, together with the very body in which they served, they will be made equal to the angelic nature in the future, about which it remains for us to discuss hereafter.


(209) Compare with the first distinction of Peter Lombard in Sentences II.


(210) Near the end of the second book of On Generation and Physics 8.


(211) In Book 1 of On Christian Doctrine, chapter 13.


(212) Augustine, City of God, Book 22, chapter 1, and Enchiridion, chapter 29.


(213) Augustine, on Genesis, Book 2, chapter 1.





Distinction 2. On the angelic nature in particular. The time of the angelic creation.


Being about to treat of the angelic nature, let us see when it was created, and where, and what kind of thing it was made, and what kind of thing it was perfected. Also about their orders and offices and names, and many other things. It is established that the angel was made before every other creature, as it is written: Wisdom was created first of all (Sirach 1), which must be understood of the angelic nature, which is often called life, wisdom, and light in the Scriptures. For the Wisdom of God which is God Himself is uncreated. But how can this be? Since elsewhere Scripture says: In the beginning God created heaven and earth (Gen. 1); and: In the beginning, Lord, You founded the earth (Psalm 101). Indeed, if He created the earth in the beginning, nothing was made before it. But if the angel was made first of all, then it is proved to have been made even before the earth.


How wisdom was created first of all.


Lest therefore there seem to be any contradiction in such great utterances, it seems that this must be held: that the spiritual and corporeal creation were made simultaneously. Whence Solomon: He who lives forever created all things at once (Sirach 18), that is, the spiritual and corporeal nature. Hence also Augustine (213) says that by 'heaven' and 'earth' the spiritual and corporeal creature are to be understood, and these were created in the beginning, namely of time, or 'in the beginning' because they were made first. Nevertheless, wisdom was created first of all, because even if not in time, the angel still precedes in dignity. Or 'first of all' is said not with regard to essence, but with regard to the distinction of form. For the spiritual nature is believed to have received a distinct form in its very first creation, which the corporeal creature did not, since God worked on it over the course of six days. But it was first made formless and confused, that is, without distinction of form. Whence according to the Greeks it is called chaos and hyle. This we do not assert rashly, but declare it with due reverence for the mysteries.


Where the angels were created.


Therefore the angels were created in heaven. Whence the Lord says: I saw Satan falling like lightning from heaven (Luke 10): where 'heaven' is not understood as the firmament, which was made on the second day, but the empyrean, that is, the fiery heaven, so called from its splendor, not from heat. As soon as it was made, it was filled with angels. Whence Bede (214): This higher heaven, which is separated from the revolution of the world, once created was immediately filled with holy angels, whom the Lord testifies were created in the beginning together with heaven and earth, saying: Where were you when the morning stars praised me, and all the sons of God rejoiced? He calls the morning stars and the sons of God the same angels.


But if the angels were made in heaven, how does Lucifer say: I will ascend into heaven, and I will exalt my throne, and I will be like the Most High? (Isa. 14.) But there he calls 'heaven' the exaltation of God, to which he wanted to be made equal. And the meaning is: I will ascend into heaven, that is, to equality with God.


(214) On Genesis.


(215) On the Literal Meaning of Genesis, Book 12, chapter 23.


(216) On Ezekiel, Homily 1, on the passage 'I saw as it were the appearance...'


(217) On Genesis, Book 1, chapters 2, 3, 4, and 6.


(218) On Genesis, Book 21, chapters 19 and 20.


(219) Augustine, On the Literal Meaning of Genesis, Book 11, chapter 23.





Distinction 3. What kind of beings the angels were made. That the angels were not created equal.


It must also be believed that the angels were created having received four benefits from their maker and creator: namely, that they should exist as simple in essence, distinct in person, rational in intelligence, and free in will -- that is, able to incline immediately toward either good or evil. It must not be thought that all were created equal in these things. For just as there is a certain difference in bodies even according to their first creation, so also in the spiritual creature a manifold difference befitting its condition must be believed to have existed. Hence it is that Lucifer was made more excellent than the rest. Whence Ezekiel: Every precious stone was your covering (Ezek. 28). Likewise: The fir trees did not equal his height, the plane trees were not equal to his branches (Ezek. 31).


In what respects the angels differ.


They are therefore different in subtlety of nature, in keenness of knowledge, and in freedom of will. So that those who then excelled others through natural gifts would also preside over them through the gifts of grace, being established as superior to them in dignity. But those who were created less subtle and less keen in wisdom had lesser gifts of grace, and were established as inferior, the wisdom of God ordering all things with equal moderation. Yet the differing subtlety of nature does not bring weakness, nor does lesser knowledge of wisdom introduce ignorance, nor does inferior freedom impose any necessity on anyone's will.


How the angels were created good. How they were just. There was a delay between creation and confirmation.


It must also be firmly held that the angels were created good, not indeed through the exercise of free will, but through the benefit of creation. Just also, not by the exercise of virtue, but by the innocence of nature. For they were made such that they could sin, and could not sin, if they wished. And this they did -- some by falling, others by persevering. Whence Genesis: God made all things very good (Gen. 1). Therefore He made the nature of the angels good.


It is also faithfully believed that there was some delay between creation and the fall, from what Augustine says (215): The angel, having been made first, immediately turned away from the truth, delighting in his own power. By saying 'first,' he implied a delay. Likewise Origen (216): Just as Adam and Eve did not sin immediately, so also the serpent was at some time not a serpent. For God did not make malice -- by which words he affirms that there was also a delay after the creation of good.


Furthermore, it is established that a delay intervened between creation and confirmation. Whence Augustine says (217) that the angelic nature was first called 'heaven' when it was being created; but afterwards 'light' when it was formed and turned toward the Creator, namely to praise God: whence it was first said: In the beginning God created heaven and earth. Then: God said: Let there be light, and there was light (Gen. 1), that is, the angels were confirmed.


But what the Truth says in the Gospel seems contrary: He was a murderer from the beginning, and he did not stand in the truth (John 8). But it must be understood 'from the beginning' of the created man, whom he envied as soon as he was made, and by seducing, cast down into death. Or 'from the beginning,' that is, after the beginning. Or you may understand 'from the beginning' of confirmation, not of first creation. For it can be said without irreverence that there is a twofold beginning for the angel, just as there is a twofold birth for man.


Likewise, an objection is raised from Augustine (218), who says it should not be thought in vain that the devil fell from the very beginning of his creation. Whence some think that he was not bent toward this malice by free will, but was created by God in it, according to that text: This is the beginning of God's creation, which God made so that he might be mocked (Job 40), that is, the devil, by his angels, namely God's. But according to others, he reveals that he said this elsewhere, saying (219): That the devil is thought never to have stood in the truth must not be taken to mean that he was created evil by the good God, otherwise it would be said that he did not fall from the beginning. For he did not fall if he was made that way. For from what would he fall? Therefore, having been made first, he immediately turned away from the truth, delighting in his own power, and did not taste the sweetness of the blessed life: which he did not reject after accepting it, but lost it by refusing to accept it. Finally, what is adduced from Job -- this is the beginning of God's creation -- is explained thus: not nature but an aerial body is signified, which God fitted to such a will; or 'creation' refers to God's own ordering, in which He made him useful to the good even against his will; or the making of the angel itself, because although God foreknew that he would become evil, He nevertheless made him, foreseeing how many good things He would produce for the elect from him. He is called 'the beginning' because he precedes in antiquity and primacy of malice.


Whence Job says: He is called king among all the children of pride (Job 41).





Distinction 4. Whether the angels were made blessed.


But it must not be admitted that the angels were made blessed. For although Augustine previously alternated in holding different opinions about the good angels, nevertheless he ultimately warned thus (220): To say, he says, concerning the angels that they can be blessed in their own kind, uncertain of damnation or salvation, for whom there was no hope that they would be changed for the better -- this is too great a presumption. But concerning the evil angels he openly denies it, saying (221): How was he blessed among the angels, who was not foreknowing of his future punishment and sin? This is proved as follows. For if he foreknew it and wished to avoid it but could not, then he was wretched. And so wretchedness preceded sin and did not follow it, which is false, since it comes from sin. Finally, if he could have avoided it and did not wish to, he was foolish, which is again false. For the angels were made knowing what they were, and from whom they were, and with whom they were, having also an understanding of good and evil, having also a love by which they loved God and themselves, which was not a love of charity but of nature, by which love, once possessed, we love without fault, as we love a horse or a book.


On confirmation and the fall. Perfection is spoken of in many ways. What integrity is. What blessed clarity is. The highest perfection.


But it must be held that the angels were perfect according to one thing, but created imperfect according to another. For something is perfect according to its condition, as for instance that to which nothing of the right of its condition is lacking, as when a man is born whole -- and in this respect the angels were made perfect. There is also the perfect according to progress, namely that to which nothing of progress is lacking. In this way the angels will be perfect only after confirmation, and the saints only after the resurrection. There is also the perfect from which nothing has ever been lacking nor ever will be, and this is God alone. The first perfection, then, is of created nature, and is called integrity. The second is of glorified nature, and is called blessed clarity. The third is of uncreated nature, and is called the supreme and universal perfection.


(220) On Genesis, Book 11, chapter 14.


(221) Book 11, on Genesis, chapter 17.





Distinction 5. On the confirmation of those who stood and the fall of those who fell.


Finally, using the freedom of will -- which is the free power and capacity of the rational will -- some chose good and were converted to God, while others chose evil and were thus turned away from God. To be converted to God was to cling to Him in charity. To be turned from God was to be envious of charity. For cooperating grace was given to those who stood, aiding their free will, by which they might be effectively helped to will and act well, and to persevere in this, which was to be converted to God. Indeed, they did not need operative grace, for that is the grace by which the impious person is justified so as to become pious. But those angels were not evil; therefore they did not need to be justified.


Whether the turning away from God is to be imputed to the evil angels.


But since they could not be converted to God without grace, it is thought by some that it should not be imputed to the fallen that they were not converted. For it was not their fault, they say, that grace was not given to them, since no fault had preceded it. But we say that no preceding fault impeded grace, but only the fault that was in the act of falling itself. For they could have stood like the rest, since nothing hindered them from standing and nothing impelled them to fall. The fall, therefore, was a manifest fault, the reason why grace would not be given.


On the blessedness of those who stood, and whether they merited it.


And so, once confirmed, they immediately became blessed. But it is customary to ask whether any merit preceded the reward of blessedness. Some think so -- if not in time, at least in cause -- saying that the holy angels simultaneously received the grace of merit and of reward. But we think it must be more faithfully believed that merit followed, and that they then received only the grace by which they might live blessedly; and that afterwards, through services continually rendered to the Creator, they merit and have merited the reward received from the beginning.





Distinction 6. Among the falling angels, Lucifer was the highest.


Those who fell were immediately made wretched. Among them, one, as it were the head of malice, was more excellent. Whence Job says: He is the beginning of the ways of God (Job 40). And Ezekiel: You were the seal of likeness, full of knowledge and perfection, beautiful in the delights of the paradise of God (Ezek. 28). Hence it is that in Isaiah he is called Lucifer: How, he says, have you fallen, O Lucifer, you who rose in the morning? (Isa. 14).


Whence and how they fell. The demons are near to us.


Cast out from the empyrean heaven where they had been made, they fell into this dark air. Whence the Apocalypse: The dragon falling from heaven drew a third part of the stars with him (Rev. 12), because that Lucifer fell with all who consented to his malice, into this air. Whence the Apostle: Our wrestling is against the princes and powers of this air, and the spiritual forces of wickedness in the heavenly places (Eph. 6), because the demons, spiritual by nature and wicked in their malice, exist in this air near to us. Hence also Peter: They are kept in the dark air, which is appointed for them as a prison until the time of judgment (2 Pet. 2). But then they will be thrust down into the pit of hell according to that saying: Depart, you cursed (Matt. 25). Moreover, this is all for our sake, so that with them placed in our path, tested by them as through fire and water, we may pass through to refreshment.


Evil angels descend daily to hell.


That some demons descend daily to hell, leading souls there to be tormented, is most true. And that some are always there, taking turns by lot in detaining and tormenting souls, is not far from the truth. That the souls of the wicked descend there is established by the fact that Christ, descending to the underworld, led out the righteous, leaving the wicked there. For He bit hell, He did not swallow it (Hosea 13).


Demons once conquered by the saints cease to tempt others.


It should also be known that from unclean spirits who are conquered by the saints living justly and chastely, the power of tempting is taken away. Origen (222): I think indeed that the saints, fighting against these inciters and conquering them, diminish the army of demons; or that they destroy as many of them as possible, and it is no longer permitted for that spirit who was conquered by some saint living chastely and modestly to attack another person again. Some understand this to mean that it is not permitted for him to tempt a person regarding the vice in which he was defeated.


(222) Volume 1, Homily 65, on the book of Joshua.





Distinction 7. Neither can good angels will evil, nor evil angels will good.


Furthermore, it should be known that the good angels are so confirmed through grace that they cannot will or do evil. Likewise, the evil angels are so hardened through malice that they cannot will or do good. Against this, an objection is raised from Jerome, who says (223): God alone is the one into whom sin cannot fall. All other things, since they possess free will, can be bent in either direction. However, he must be understood to have said this according to the simple nature of the will, according to which even angels can be changed, not according to the consolation of grace or its deprivation, according to which they absolutely cannot be changed. Whence Isidore (224): Angels are changeable by nature, but unchangeable by grace. Augustine also (225): God alone cannot sin not by any grace but by His own nature. Therefore, for whatever rational creature it is granted that it cannot sin, this belongs not to its own nature but to the grace of God. According to this we also say that whatever rational creature cannot act well does not have this from its nature but from its own malice.


The confirmed good have freer will than before. On the hierarchies of the angels.


But the good do not therefore lack free will, as Augustine says (225*), because they cannot will evil; for much freer is the will that cannot serve sin, by which good is voluntarily chosen and evil rejected. So too the evil have free will, so corrupted by malice that they cannot serve justice, by which they voluntarily avoid good and always pursue evil. The angels are also set over one another, both good and evil. They are also set over cities, provinces, and persons, as Scripture attests in Daniel and in very many other places. The evil angels are also each set over particular vices. Whence we speak of the Spirit of pride and the Spirit of lust. Hence it is that riches are called by the name of the demon Mammon, not because they belong to him, but because one of them uses them more specially than the rest for the deception of mankind. So too it must be believed that the good angels are individually set over particular virtues.


On the knowledge of the demons. The threefold knowledge of demons. Magical arts come from demons.


But although the evil angels are so hardened through malice, yet they are not entirely deprived of keen sense. For as Isidore (226) and Augustine (227) relate, they possess a threefold sharpness of knowledge, namely: subtlety of nature, experience of time, and reports from the higher spirits. By their knowledge and power, magical arts are also practiced. Just as Pharaoh's magicians made serpents and frogs through them in Egypt (Exod. 8). But they must not be thought creators of these things, just as neither are parents the creators of children, nor farmers of crops. For there is one Creator of all things alone, by whom all these things, which come forth to our eyes when opportunities are received, have been created in a certain weaving of elements, as if with certain seeds placed there, from which as from original patterns they take the beginnings of progress and the increase of due magnitude and distinction of forms.


These seeds, then, known by the subtlety of sense to both good and evil angels alike, they bring forth as suitable things from hidden seeds (and then nature operates through the fitting blending of elements), scatter them secretly, and thus provide occasions for the generation of things and the acceleration of growth; yet the power of God always works from within. Whence He alone is Creator.


Why knowledge and such great power of working was given to the demon.


This knowledge and power was given to the demons by God, as Augustine says (227*): either for deceiving the deceitful, as the Egyptians themselves; or for warning the faithful, lest they desire to do such things as something great; or for exercising and proving the patience of the just.


The power of the demons is restricted.


Furthermore, it should be known that they cannot do -- on account of the superior power of God or the angels not permitting -- whatever they could do through the subtlety of their nature. For, as Augustine says (228), no other reason presents itself why those who made frogs and serpents could not make gnats, except that the greater dominion of God prohibiting through the Holy Spirit was present: which even the magicians confessed, saying: The finger of God is here (Exod. 8).


(223) In the treatise On the Prodigal Son, to Pope Damasus, at the end.


(224) On the Supreme Good, Book 1, chapter 12.


(225) Against Maximinus, Book 3, chapter 12.


(225*) In the Enchiridion, chapter 105.


(226) On the Supreme Good, Book 1, chapter 12.


(227) On Genesis, Book 2, chapter 17.


(227*) On the Trinity, Book 3, chapter 7.


(228) On the Trinity, Book 3, same chapter.





Distinction 8. Whether angels have bodies. Even if angels had bodies, they are not corporeal.


Whether angels have bodies is also customarily asked. Although it is thought by some that they do not have bodies, Augustine nevertheless seems clearly to hold that they do have bodies, namely where he treats of the ancient bodily forms by which God was shown to human eyes. For he says among other things (229): Angels were sent to speak in the person of God. But I confess this exceeds the powers of my understanding: whether, while the spiritual quality of their own body remains, they assume something from the lower, more corporeal elements, or whether they transform their own prior bodies into what they wish, adapted to what they are doing.


He also seems to say the same thing in his commentary on Genesis (230), that all angels had bodies at creation in which they could not suffer, which were preserved for the good angels after confirmation; but were changed for the transgressors, so that they could suffer. Finally, even granting that angels have bodies, it does not therefore follow that they are corporeal, because our souls also have bodies and yet are not corporeal.


Whether demons fill the heart of man substantially. God alone enters the mind. How Satan is said to fill the heart.


Finally, it should be known that demons enter the bodies of men by God's permission, to oppress and vex them. Whence the Gospel records that demons entered into certain people and were cast out by Christ (Matt. 4 and 8; Mark 1; Luke 4, 9, and 11). But they do not substantially enter into anyone's heart. Whence Augustine says (231): We do not believe that demons substantially enter into the soul through energetic operation, that is, through inwardly effective action, but are united to it by application and oppression. But to enter into the mind is possible only for Him who created it. Likewise Bede (232): It should be noted that nothing can fill the mind of man in substance except the creating Trinity; for the soul is filled according to operation only, and the justice of the will, from those things that are created. Satan fills someone's heart not indeed by entering into him and into his understanding -- for this is the power of God alone -- but by drawing the soul into the inclination of malice through cunning deception, through thoughts and incentives to vice, in the manner in which he filled the heart of Ananias and Judas (John 13; Acts 5).


(229) On the Trinity, Book 3, chapter 1.


(230) On the Literal Meaning of Genesis, Book 3, chapter 10.


(231) Augustine, On Ecclesiastical Doctrine, chapter 33.


(232) On that passage Acts 5: Why has Satan tempted your heart?





Distinction 9. On the orders of angels. The nine orders of angels. Dionysius establishes only three orders.


Now it remains to see how many orders of angels there are, and what an order is and whence it derives its name, and whether they were thus distinguished from their very creation. Scripture frequently proclaims that there are nine orders of angels: angels, archangels, principalities, and powers, virtues, dominations, thrones, cherubim, and seraphim. Some, however, like Dionysius (233), hold only three orders, placing three in each, so as to suggest that the image of the Trinity exists in the order of the angels.


What an order is, and the reason for each name.


An order is a multitude of heavenly spirits who are alike among themselves in some gift of grace, just as they also agree in the reception of natural endowments. Thus the Seraphim, which is interpreted as 'burning' or 'kindling,' are those who burn with charity above the rest. The Cherubim also, which is interpreted as 'fullness of knowledge,' are those who excel above the rest in knowledge. And so on for the others.


The individual orders. How they are named from the gifts of grace.


The individual orders are also named from the gifts of graces which were given to them not singly but excellently. Whence Gregory (234): In that heavenly city, each order is reckoned by the name of that thing which it possesses more fully as a gift. 'More fully,' however, understand either in comparison to the orders beneath it, or in comparison to the other gifts which the same order received less fully. Moreover, just as in the order of apostles or martyrs not all are equal, so also it must be understood in the orders of angels.


Whether they were thus distinguished from their very creation.


It seems, however, that they were thus distinguished from their very creation, because Scripture says that some fell from each of the orders. But this cannot stand. For if they burned with charity, as the seraphim, and excelled in knowledge, as the cherubim, and God sat in them, as thrones, and so on for the other orders, they could not have fallen. Indeed, it should be known that the angels from their very creation had different degrees, both in subtlety of nature and in clarity of form, so that some were higher, others lower, and others in between. According to this, therefore, it is said that some fell from each of the orders. Or it is said because, if those who fell had persevered, some of them would have been confirmed in each of the orders.


In what sense it is said that a tenth order is completed from human beings.


Scripture also says that a tenth order is completed from human beings. But how is it called a tenth order, when we have stated above that there are only nine? Especially since Gregory says (235) that humans are to be assumed into the order of both the lower and higher angels. It is not therefore said as though there is a tenth order of humans and nine of angels, but because the loss of angels will be restored from humans, of whom so many fell that they could make one order, as it were a tenth; or as many fell as remained in any one order. Whence the Apostle says that all things are restored in Christ, things in heaven and things on earth (Eph. 1).


Humans will be saved according to the number of those who stood, not of those who fell.


Yet it is believed that humans will be saved not according to the number of those who fell, but of those who remained. Whence Gregory (236): That heavenly city is made up of angels and humans, to which we believe as many of the human race will ascend as it is established that angels remained there. As it is written: He established the boundaries of the peoples according to the number of the angels of God (Deut. 32).


(233) On the Celestial Hierarchy, Book 1.


(234) Homily 34, on the Gospels.


(235) Homily 34, on the Gospel of Luke 15.


(236) At the place cited above.





Distinction 10. Angels are sent from each of the orders. Confirmation from the lesser.


It can also be faithfully believed that heavenly spirits from every order are sent to announce these outward things. Whence the Apostle: All are ministering spirits, sent for service (Heb. 1). And in the Psalm: Who makes His angels spirits (Psalm 103). Isaiah also says: One of the seraphim flew to me (Isa. 6), which is the highest order. Nor should it seem unworthy if even the higher ones are sent, since the Son of God Himself was sent to these lower things.


Others, however, think differently, because in Daniel it is written: Thousands of thousands ministered to Him -- as if in these outward things, which they say is said of the lower orders. And ten thousand times a hundred thousand stood before Him (Dan. 7): this refers to the higher orders, as those who never depart from God through ministry. Whence Dionysius (237): In the celestial hierarchy, which is called the sacred principality, those higher hosts never withdraw from the innermost, since those who are preeminent never have the function of external office. But this should be understood of ordinary office. For their order is not reckoned by office. Sometimes indeed, when a cause arises outside the common dispensation, they are sent for the eminence or significance of a greater matter.


(237) Chapter 7, and Gregory's Homily 34 verbatim.





Distinction 11. A guardian angel is assigned to every person from birth.


Furthermore, it should be known that to every person one good angel is assigned for protection, and one evil angel for testing. Whence Gregory says that each person has one good angel assigned to him for protection, and one evil angel for testing. Concerning the good angels, the Truth, forbidding the scandal of the little ones, says: Their angels always see the face of the Father (Matt. 18). Where Jerome says (238): Great is the dignity of souls, that each one has an angel delegated for its protection from the moment of birth.


Whether one angel is assigned to each individual person or to several.


Finally, it can be believed without offense either that individual angels are assigned to individual persons, or that one angel is assigned to several persons, at the same or at different times. Nor should it be wondered at that one angel is assigned to the protection of several persons, since even to one man the custody of many persons is assigned or committed.


Whether the angels advance in merit or reward. He reconciles the apparent controversy among the doctors.


Finally, it should be known that it is faithfully said that the good angels advance in merit until the day of judgment, because they daily serve the needs of men and devote themselves to their progress, through which they merit. And they also advance in reward, that is, in love. For they advance in knowledge, and the more they know, the more they love. That they do know more, Isaiah testifies, speaking in the person of the angels who knew less of the mystery of the incarnate Word, saying: Who is this who comes from Edom, in garments stained from Bozrah? (Isa. 63.) And the Psalm: Who is this king of glory? (Psalm 23.) The Apostle also says: What is the dispensation of the mystery hidden from the ages in God, that the manifold wisdom of God might be made known through the Church to the principalities and powers in the heavens (Eph. 3).


Where although Augustine says (239) that the mystery of the kingdom of heaven was not hidden from the angels, yet they did not understand it fully. Whence Jerome says in the same place (240) that the angelic dignities understood the aforesaid mystery only imperfectly, until the preaching of the apostles was extended to the nations: through this, therefore, it is clear that the angels advance in knowing. Nor does what Gregory says (241) contradict this: What is there that they do not know, where they know Him who knows all things? For he says that they are ignorant of nothing, namely of those things without which there is no blessedness. And those things are what pertains to the mystery of the unity and Trinity.


(238) On Matthew, at the place cited above.


(239) On Genesis in the original sense, Book 5, chapter 16.


(240) Jerome, on the Epistle to the Ephesians, chapter 3.


(241) Dialogues, Book 4, chapter 3, and Moralia, Book 20, chapter 3.





On the distinction of the works of the six days. What is signified by 'earth.'


After the treatise on the angelic nature, it now remains to see about other things. For God created in the beginning not only heaven, that is the angels, but also earth (Gen. 1), that is, the confused matter of the four elements, which, I say, was called 'earth,' as Augustine says (242), because among the elements it is the least beautiful. It was also called 'the deep,' as it is written: And darkness was upon the face of the deep (ibid.), because it was conjoined, lacking distinct and clear form. The same was also called 'water,' over which the Spirit of the Lord was borne, as the will of a craftsman over prepared material. It was also called water because whatever is born on earth begins to be formed and nourished from moisture. This was created before any day. But then it was distinguished, with individual things receiving their proper forms. This was indeed not done all at once, as some of the Fathers seem to teach, but through the course of six days, as the Catholic faith holds.


Why it was called formless earth.


Being about to examine this distinction, therefore, let us first explain why that matter is called formless, and where it came into being, and how high it extended. Matter was therefore called formless, not because it entirely lacked form. For this could not be, since it was a body; but because it had not yet received a beautiful, fitting, and distinct form, such as we now see. It was therefore first made and arranged in the form of confusion, and secondly in the form of distinction.


On the modes of divine operation.


Finally, it seems worth noting what Alcuin handed down concerning this passage. God operates, he says (243), in four modes: first, by disposing all things in the Word; second, by creating uniformly in matter; third, by distinguishing through the works of six days; fourth, by reforming -- not new things but known ones -- repeatedly lest they perish.


Where that matter came into being, and how high it extended.


Accordingly, if it is asked where the confused matter came into being -- we think it must be faithfully believed that it was where it now subsists in formed state. And it extended upward to where the summit of corporeal nature now reaches. Indeed, as some hold, beyond the firmament.


(242) On Genesis against the Manichaeans, Book 1, chapter 7.


(243) On Genesis.


The firmament -- that mass was extended, which in its lower part was denser, but in its upper part was thinner and lighter: and from that part, they say, come the waters which are said to be above the firmament. Such, therefore, was the appearance of the world in the beginning, before it received the distinction which was made in six days.





Distinction 13. The Distinction of the First Day.


And so the work of the first day was the formation of light. Whence Scripture consequently says: God said, Let there be light, and there was light, and He divided the light from the darkness (Gen. 1). Fittingly, moreover, the adornment of the world began from light, through which the other things that were to be created might be seen (244).


What that light was. This light can be understood as spiritual, namely the angelic nature, as Augustine says (245); which previously was darkness, when it was created formless; but it was made light when turned toward the Creator, and clinging to Him by charity. Or it can also be understood to have been corporeal: which is more probable, like a luminous cloud, with which the day began.


Where the light was made. It can be believed to have been made there where the solar body is now located. For it held the place of the sun until the third day, and by its motion turning around it distinguished night and day, just as the sun is now carried in its daily course, and distinguishes the same things. And He called the light Day, and the darkness Night.


In how many ways 'day' is understood. The order of computing the days. Finally, 'day' is understood in many ways. For 'day' means the light itself, as was stated above, and the illumination of the air, as often occurs, and a span of twenty-four hours, according to what is said: And there was evening and morning, one day (Gen. 1), which is to be understood thus: Evening came first, while after the completion of the daytime course the light was declining toward its setting, and afterward the morning of the second day, the same light having returned by its nocturnal course to its rising. For the first day did not have a morning, which is the dawn, but began from full light, and was terminated at the morning of the second day: thus it was reckoned, so that day preceded and night followed, which continued until the time of the Lord's burial. This is not without mystery. For man fell from the light of justice through sin into the darkness of ignorance. But from the Resurrection of the Lord, the day is reckoned from evening to evening, so that night precedes and day follows. This too is a mystery, because through Christ man returns from darkness to light. Whence the Apostle: You were once darkness, but now you are light in the Lord (Eph. 5).


Why the sun was made. How that saying should be understood: God said. How God works in the Word and through the Word. But if it is asked why the sun was made, when that light was making the day? It can be said that that light illuminated the upper parts but not the lower, and therefore the sun was made, so that either in the same part the body of the sun was formed from it (246). It must be known from this that God did not speak temporally so that light would come to be, because not changeably, as Augustine says (247): Nor with a sound of voice, since there was no tongue with which to speak. It is therefore referred to the nature of the Word, as if He spoke not with a sound of voice, but in the Word co-eternal with Himself; that is, He begot the Word, in whom He disposed from eternity what He was going to make in time, in that same Word. For the Father works in the Word and through the Word, as Scripture frequently says, not as a craftsman through an instrument, but because He begot the maker of all things. Whence Chrysostom (248): Just as the Father is said to judge through the Son, because He begot the Judge, so also to work through the Son, because it is established that He begot the Maker. Or to work through the Son means with the Son. Yet the Son is not similarly said to work through the Father, although He works with the Father, in order to preserve the authority of the principle in the Father. The same things are to be understood of the Holy Spirit.


(244) Ambrose, Hexameron, book 1, ch. 9.


(245) On Genesis, De Genesi ad Litteram, 1, ch. 3-5.


(246) Augustine, De Genesi ad Litteram, book 1, ch. 11.


(247) On Genesis, book 1, ch. 2 and 9.


(248) In the exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews, homily 2, ch. 1.





Distinction 14. On the Distinction of the Second Day, on Which the Firmament Was Made.


From what material the firmament was made. God also said: Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters (Gen. 1). Namely the waters which are in the air and on the earth, from the waters which are above the firmament. Of which it is said: Who covers its upper parts with waters (Ps. 103): it is here a question of the starry firmament, which can be believed to have been made from waters, in the manner of crystal, as Bede testifies (249): although others say that the heaven which exceeds the extent of the air is of a fiery nature. Augustine also seems to agree with these (250): Yet whatever is believed, it does not harm the faith. But what kind the waters above the firmament are, and for what purpose they were established, He alone knows who established them.


Why it is called the firmament. Finally, it is called the firmament, not on account of its standing still, but on account of its firmness, and the impassable boundary of the waters.


Why God was silent about the goodness of the creatures of the second day. It should also be noted that on this day, unlike the others, we do not read: God saw that it was good. Not that it was not so, but on account of some mystery to be commended. For perhaps it was done on account of the abhorrence of the number two, which is the principle of otherness and division.


On the distinction of the third day. The distinction of the third day was the gathering of the waters into one place. For God said: Let the waters be gathered together into one place, and let the dry land appear (Gen. 1). For it could have happened that the earth, subsiding, provided hollow parts where it might receive the surging waters, and dry land suitable for plants might come to be.


Where the waters were gathered. All the waters are said to have been gathered into one place, on account of the great sea, from which they go out and to which they return. They are also called gatherings of the waters, on account of the many-branched gulfs and their very many derivations from the same sea.


So there you have how on the first day light was created, which would illuminate all things, and on the second the firmament was made, which would divide the waters from the waters. Then on the third day, when the masses of waters had been collected within their receptacles, the earth was revealed and the air was made clear. In the first three days, therefore, the elements were distinguished; in the following three they were adorned, which we must now consider.


On the adornment of the fourth day when the luminaries were made. The adornment of the heavens, therefore, on the fourth day was the creation of the luminaries. For God said: Let there be luminaries in the firmament of heaven, and let them divide the day and the night (Gen. 1). For by these it was provided for men that, as the sun went around, they might enjoy the alternation of day and night. They were also consoled by the moon and stars, lest the night remain unbeautiful. Of which it is also added: And let them be for signs and for seasons, and for days and years (ibid.). This was said not because the seasons first began on the fourth day, but because they serve as signs of fair weather and storms, and for the customary distinction of days and years, and of the four seasons of the year, namely spring, summer, winter, and autumn.


(249) On Genesis, in various places. Damascene, De Fide Orthodoxa, book II, ch. 6.


(250) Augustine, De Genesi ad Litteram, book II, ch. 3.





Distinction 15. On the Adornment of the Fifth Day.


The adornment of the fifth day was the creation of living creatures from the waters. For thus God said: Let the waters produce creeping things of living soul and flying things over the earth (Gen.). By these two elements were adorned, namely the air with flying creatures, and the waters with swimming creatures.


On the adornment of the sixth day. On the sixth day also the earth was adorned with beasts. Whence God said: Let the earth produce a living soul, cattle, creeping things, and beasts of the earth, according to their kinds (Gen. 1), all of which were created harmless, but on account of sin most became harmful.


On the creation of man. When all things had therefore been arranged as we have briefly touched upon, man was made last, and was brought into the world as the lord and possessor of all things. Whence it follows: God saw that it was good, and said: Let us make man in our image and likeness (Gen. 1): let us now treat of his creation, but let us first finish with the seventh day.


On the adornment of the seventh day. It is therefore written: God completed His work on the seventh day, and rested from all the work which He had done (Gen. 2), that is, had completed.


How it is to be understood that God rested. Finally, God is said to have rested, not as though weary from working, but by ceasing to make new creatures. Just as it is also understood in the Apocalypse: They had no rest, it says, saying: Holy (Rev. 4), that is, they did not cease saying Holy.


How it is to be understood that God completed His work on the seventh day. The blessing of the seventh day. But in what way is He said to have completed His work on that day, when on it He is read to have made nothing; unless perhaps because on it He blessed and sanctified, as Scripture testifies: He blessed, it says, the seventh day, and sanctified it (Gen. 2), which was a kind of working. Just as Solomon performed a work when he dedicated the temple. He is said to have sanctified that day because He endowed it above the others with a mystical blessing. Whence in the law: Remember to sanctify the sabbath day (Exod. 20): or, God completed His work on the seventh day, that is, He saw it as perfect and consummated.


(251) In the book De Quantitate Animae, ch. 2.





Distinction 16. On the Creation of Man.


How man was made. Having run through the above matters concerning the creation of man, let us now inquire how and of what kind man was made, then how man fell, and thirdly how he was restored. In Genesis, therefore, we read: Let us make man in our image and likeness (Gen. 1). By saying 'let us make,' the one work of the three Persons is shown: by saying 'our,' the equal substance of the three Persons is shown or demonstrated. For this is spoken from the Person of the Father to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, not to the angels, because God and the angels do not share one image or likeness.


Of what kind man was made. In what things the image and likeness are considered. Thus man was made according to the mind in the image of God on account of memory, understanding, and love. In the likeness, however, on account of innocence and justice, which are naturally in the mind of man. Or the image is in all other things. The likeness, however, is in the essence of the soul, because it is both immortal and indivisible. Whence Augustine (251): The soul was made similar to God, because God made it immortal and indissoluble. The image, therefore, pertains to form, the likeness to nature.


How man is called the image of God. Man is also called the image of God. Whence the Apostle: Man is the image and glory of God (1 Cor. 11): which is properly said of the mind, and yet it is said of man, in whom is the very likeness, he is called the image.


Man is called image and 'to the image' of God: but the Son is called image only. It should also be noted that man is called image, and 'to the image'; but the Son is called image only, and Augustine explains why (252): Man is called image in such a way that he is also 'to the image,' because he does not equal by parity but approaches by a certain likeness; but the Son is the image, yet not 'to the image,' because He is equal to the Father. Thus according to the property of the mind man is similar to God, but even his body indicates this, in that it is erected toward heaven.


(252) De Trinitate, book VII, ch. 6, at the end.





Distinction 17. On the Creation of Adam's Soul.


Therefore the making of Adam's body and soul is described when it says: God formed man from the slime of the earth, as regards the body. Likewise: And He breathed into his face the breath of life (Gen. 2), as regards the soul.


Or according to others, He blew or breathed upon, not that we should understand this to have been done with bodily hands or with a mouth, but by willing and commanding it to be done. For God is a spirit, not a body, who made whatever He willed. He breathed in, that is, He made a breath, yet not from His own substance. For to breathe is to make a breath, that is, a soul. Whence through Isaiah (47): Every breath, that is, every soul, I have made.


How the soul was created. For God made Adam's soul according to Augustine (253), with the angels without a body; but according to others, it was created in the body, so as to animate the whole body. He specifically mentioned the face, because above the other parts of the body, it is adorned with the senses. But whatever may have been the case with Adam's soul, regarding others it must be held that they are created in the body; for God infuses them by creating, and creates by infusing.


At what age Adam was created and where? Whether paradise is corporeal. Description of paradise. The tree of knowledge of good and evil. How man knew good and evil. How disobedience is best considered. Adam was created at a mature age, as Augustine says on Genesis (254). Man was not made in paradise, but outside it, and was then placed in paradise, as Scripture teaches: The Lord took man, it says, and placed him in the paradise of pleasure, which He had planted from the beginning (Gen. 2). By which it was signified that man ought to advance toward better things. This paradise is understood to be a local place, which can be taken as planted from that beginning when God commanded the earth to produce grasses and trees (254*). Or 'from the beginning' means in the east. Whence the ancient text says 'toward the east.' There is a most pleasant place there, fruitful with a great spring, and adorned with trees of diverse kinds and fruits. Among them is one tree, called the tree of life, because it received this power by divine gift: that whoever ate of its fruit would have his body strengthened with stable health and perpetual solidity, and would not decline toward deterioration and death. There is also there the tree of knowledge of good and evil, so called not because the tree was bad, but because on account of the prohibition there would be a transgression in it, by which man through experience would learn what the difference was between the good of obedience and the evil of disobedience. For man, before he touched this tree, knew good through experience and prudence; but evil through prudence only. But when the forbidden thing was taken, he also knew evil through experience. Nor is it better considered how great an evil disobedience is, than when man is understood to have been made guilty because he touched a thing that was forbidden, which would not have harmed the one who touched it, if it had not been forbidden. For if you touch a poisonous thing that is forbidden, the punishment seems to follow not so much from the prohibition as from the nature of the thing. But when you touch a good thing that is forbidden, the punishment comes from disobedience alone, just as the reward is demonstrated to come from obedience.


(253) Ch. 57, according to the Septuagint translation. On Genesis, book VII, ch. 25 and 27.


(254) De Genesi ad Litteram, book VI, ch. 13.


(254*) Augustine, De Genesi ad Litteram, book VII, ch. 3.





Distinction 18. On the Formation of Woman.


Then in paradise God formed woman from the substance of man, as Scripture says: God sent a deep sleep upon Adam, it says. And when he had fallen asleep, He took one of his ribs, and built it into a woman (Gen. 2).


Why was woman made from the side of man? Woman was therefore made from the side of man, not from the head or from the feet, because she was prepared to be neither a mistress nor a servant to him. For if she had been made from the head, she would have seemed to be preferred over man for domination; and if from the feet, to be subjected to servitude; but she was made from the side, so that through this it might be shown that she was created for the fellowship of man's love, and as an aid for generation (255).


Why Adam was created first and Eve not simultaneously? She was not made at the same time as the man, but the man alone first, from whom she came afterward, so that through this the image of God might appear in man. For just as God is the principle of all creation, so Adam is the principle of generation. In this also the pride of the devil is blunted, who wickedly wished to usurp being the principle.


Why was woman made from the sleeping man? That the soul is not from propagation? The fact that woman was made while sleep was sent upon Adam was a sacrament of Christ and the Church. For just as woman was formed from the side of the sleeping man (256), so the Church from the sacraments which flowed from the side of Christ sleeping on the cross (John 19), washed by water and blood from sins, redeemed from punishments. Thus the body of the woman was derived from the body of the man; which cannot similarly be understood of the soul, which is not from propagation. For Jerome (257) binds with the bond of anathema those who say that souls come from propagation, bringing in the authority of the prophet: Who fashioned their hearts one by one (Ps. 32); here, he says, the prophet sufficiently indicates that God does not make a soul from a soul, but creates souls one by one from nothing.


(255) From Augustine, De Genesi ad Litteram, ch. 13.


(256) From Augustine, De Civitate Dei, book XII, ch. 26.


(257) On Psalm 32.





Distinction 19. On the State of Man.


On the first state of man, namely before the fall. On the state of man after the fall. Here a threefold consideration of the state of man presents itself: what kind of being man was before sin, after sin, and will be in the resurrection. In the first state, therefore, man had the ability to die and the ability not to die. In the second state, namely after sin, he had the ability to die and the inability not to die. In the third state he will have the ability not to die and the inability to die. Whence Augustine (258): First from the slime of the earth was formed an animal body, not a spiritual one, with which kind we also shall rise. For before sin it was mortal and immortal, because it could die and could not die, which sin was going to make dead, as the Apostle says: For this body is not mortal as the first man's was, but worse, because it has the necessity of dying (Rom. 5; 1 Cor. 15). Which will be changed into a spiritual body, and will no longer be able to be dissolved, when it has put on immortality. For the children of the resurrection will no longer be able to sin or to die.


Whence Adam's immortality before sin. The flesh of Adam appears to have been immortal before sin from the condition of nature, needing to be aided partly by the nourishment of food, and partly to be perfected through eating of the tree of life. Whence Augustine (259): The flesh of Adam before sin was so created as immortal that it would be preserved by the nourishment of the other trees which he was commanded to eat, until, having been brought to the age pleasing to the Creator, at His command he would take from the tree of life, by which, made perfectly immortal, he would no longer require the sustenance of food. Nor does what Augustine says (260) cause difficulty, namely: In a certain way man was created immortal, which was his from the tree of life, not from the condition of nature. With this meaning the words of the Lord speaking about Adam after sin agree: See lest perhaps he take from the tree of life, and live forever (Gen. 3).


But some still object, thinking that the first parents did not need food before sin, and they say: If they had not sinned, they would not have died; but they would not have sinned if they had not eaten, because they could have lived without nourishment. To which it is said that they would have sinned not only by eating of the forbidden, but also by not using what was permitted. For both had been commanded, namely to use these things, and to abstain from that one. Whence Augustine (261): Both were contained in the commandments, that they should eat of the permitted things and abstain from the forbidden.


Likewise, if they had not sinned, they would not have felt hunger, since it is a punishment of sin. But without hunger they would have eaten superfluously. To which it is said: Hunger is truly a punishment of sin. For it is an immoderate appetite for eating. Man would not have been subject to this if he had not sinned, but he would still have had a natural and moderate appetite, which it was also necessary to satisfy before sin.


(258) On Genesis, book VI, ch. 19 and 24.


(259) Book of Questions on the Old and New Law, ch. 10.


(260) On Genesis, book VI, ch. 25.


(261) In the place cited above in the Questions on the New and Old Testament.





Distinction 20. Why the First Parents Did Not Have Intercourse in Paradise.


The first parents, though created in paradise, did not have intercourse. Because after the woman was created, they soon transgressed and were expelled: or because God had not yet commanded them to come together, and the divine authority could be awaited, where concupiscence did not press upon them.


Where the first parents begot children. How they would have begotten before sin? Having been sent forth from paradise, they begot children. For them, honorable marriage and an undefiled bed could have been there without the burning of lust, without the labor of giving birth. Because it must be believed that before sin they could have commanded their reproductive members, just as the other members in any work, without any itch of pleasure. But after sin, they merited that movement which marriage truly orders and continence restrains. For weakness prone to the ruin of shameful behavior is received by the honor of marriage, and what would have been a duty for the healthy is a remedy for the sick.


What the children begotten before sin would have been like. What should be held about the mind of the soul. It can be questioned whether, if they had begotten before sin, those begotten would immediately have been perfect in bodily stature and mental faculties, like Adam when he was created, or whether they would have progressed through intervals of time, as happens now? Certainly nothing determined by authority on this matter presents itself, except that perhaps it was necessary for infants to be born small, as Augustine says (262), on account of the necessity of the womb. But this is certain: what corresponds to the proper weakness of the mind, this the weakness of the flesh also shows: namely that for a newborn human, neither are the feet suitable for walking, nor are the hands even capable of scratching, which is otherwise in the young of many animals, who run immediately after birth and follow their mother.


Finally, if anyone said that they would have progressed in soul through an interval of time, he would not thereby be forced to confess that ignorance, which is a punishment of sin, could have existed in them before sin. For not everyone who does not know something, and knows less perfectly, is immediately ignorant; because ignorance is not spoken of unless what ought to be known and not be unknown is not known: such ignorance is a punishment of sin. Such, however, was the state of man before sin, as has been said, from which, if he had not sinned, he was to be transferred with all his posterity to the love of perpetual happiness.


(262) De Peccatorum Meritis et Remissione, 37.





Distinction 21. On the Envious Temptation of the Devil.


The devil, therefore, seeing that man could ascend through humility to where he himself had fallen through pride, envied him, and therefore approached to tempt and cast him down. But because his malice is timid in attacking virtue, he targeted not the man, in whom he knew more reason flourished, but the weak woman.


Why the demon came in another form? On the manner of temptation. Lest his fraud be detected, he wished to come not in his own form, but in another's. And so God permitted him a form fitting to his malice, namely that of the serpent, through which he might tempt, which the devil, filling with his own spirit, as Augustine says, made the wisest of all beasts. Hence the serpent is called more cunning than all the animals of the earth (Gen. 3). Not indeed from a rational soul, but by the spirit of the devil, by which it was filled, who is the most cunning. In this form, therefore, he stood before the woman saying: Why has God commanded you not to eat of every tree of paradise? The woman replied: Lest perhaps we die (ibid.). By which saying she opened the way for seduction, and therefore he immediately added: You shall not die at all. For God knows that on whatever day you eat of it, your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil (ibid.).


Man was tempted in three ways. What is gluttony? Vainglory? Avarice? Here the devil tempted man in three ways: by gluttony, vainglory, and avarice. By gluttony, persuading about food, saying: On whatever day you eat; by vainglory, promising divinity, saying: You shall be as gods; by avarice, promising knowledge, saying: Knowing good and evil. Gluttony, moreover, is an immoderate craving for food; vainglory is an excessive regard for one's own excellence; avarice is an enormous desire for possessing, which is not only for money, but for everything that is desired beyond measure.


On the order and progression of human perdition. Note also here the order of human perdition. First God affirmed, saying: On whatever day you eat of it, you shall surely die. Then the woman said doubtingly: Lest perhaps we die. Thirdly the devil denied, saying: You shall not die at all. The doubter, therefore, departed from the one affirming, and, so as to perish, drew near to the one denying.





Distinction 22. On the Sin of Man.


Then seeing the tree, that it was beautiful to behold and sweet to eat, believing the words of the serpent, she ate, and gave to her husband (Gen. 3), in which, at the devil's suggestion, both sinned.


Whether pride of mind preceded man's fall? It seems, however, that their sin preceded the temptation, in that Augustine says on Genesis (263): It must not be thought that man would have been cast down unless a certain pride needing to be suppressed had preceded in him. Likewise (264): How would the woman have believed the words of the tempter, unless there had been in her mind a love of her own power, and a proud presumption about herself? If this is so, man did not sin first by the suggestion of another. Since authority teaches that the sin of the devil is incurable because he fell not by suggestion but by his own pride; but man's sin is curable because he fell not through himself but through another, and therefore could rise through another (265). But to this we say that the pride did not precede the temptation, but the act of eating the forbidden fruit. For this was the order of events: First came the temptation of the seducer, second followed the pride of mind in man, and third came the transgression of the disobedient.


What the pride of mind of each was? In what Adam was deceived. Such was the pride of the woman: that she wished to have the likeness of God, thinking that what the devil had said was true: You shall be as gods. This pride was by no means in the man, nor was he seduced, as the Apostle says: he did not believe to be true what the devil was suggesting (1 Tim. 2), namely that God had forbidden touching the tree because He knew they would become like gods if they touched it. Yet when Adam saw that the woman, having taken that food, had not physically died, as he had believed, immediately some pride attached itself to his mind, whereby he too desired to try the forbidden tree. For Adam was not seduced, as the Apostle says (1 Tim. 2): Not, I say, in that in which the woman was, namely to believe that it was true that 'you shall be as gods'; but he was deceived in this, that he thought that sin was venial. Whence Augustine (266): Adam, inexperienced in divine severity, could be deceived in this, that he believed that offence to be venial.


The opinion of some that Adam also desired to be like God. Moreover, it seems that the man also wished to be like God. For where it is said: What I did not seize, then I was paying back, Augustine says (267), Adam seized and Eve, presuming like the devil, wished to seize divinity from the divine nature, and they lost happiness. Likewise Augustine on that text: O God, who shall be like You? (Ps. 82): He who of himself wishes to be like God, perversely wishes to be similar to God, like the devil, who did not wish to be under Him: and man, who as a servant did not wish to be held by a commandment, but wished that, with no one ruling over him, he might be as God. Likewise on that saying of Paul to the Philippians (2): He did not consider it robbery to be equal to God. Because He did not usurp what was not His own, as the devil and the first man did (268). To which they say that Adam wished this because the woman taken from him wished it. But how did sin enter the world through one man? They respond: Because it entered through the woman made from the man. For the woman sinned before the man.


Which of them sinned more? But it seems better to some that Adam also desired to be like God, but because he did not believe that this could happen, he was not so inflamed as the woman, who thought this could happen: and therefore she was more proud in her ambition. The man therefore sinned less than the woman.


That the man sinned less than the woman. The man is also understood to have sinned less because, as Augustine says (269): He thought about pardon and about penance, and about God's mercy: for he thought both could happen, that he might accommodate his wife, and through penance have forgiveness. The same also appears from this, that the woman sinned against herself, against God, and against her neighbor. But the man sinned only against himself and against God. From this also it appears that the woman was more severely punished, to whom it is said: In sorrow you shall bring forth children (Gen. 3).


He objects against what was said, that the man sinned less. But Augustine (269*) seems to be contrary to this when speaking of those who excuse their sin. For, he says, Adam does not confess his sin, but says: The woman whom You gave me, gave to me and I ate (ibid.). The woman likewise does not confess, but referring it to another says: The serpent deceived me, and I ate (ibid.): they sinned with unequal sex but equal pride. That is: distinguish three sins of the parents in the affair of our perdition: the sin of transgression and the sin of excuse, in which they sinned equally with equal knowledge and pride; and the sin of pride, in which, on account of unequal ambition, as was said, one sinned more or less than the other.


It is also objected that since sin is committed in three ways, as Isidore says (270): namely by ignorance, weakness, and deliberation; and it is graver to sin by deliberation than by ignorance: Adam seems to have sinned more, because he sinned knowingly, for he was not seduced. But the woman was seduced, as was said, so that she might seem excusable through ignorance. To which it must be said that the ignorance of Eve cannot be excused, because she could have known but did not wish to. For she was endowed with reason and knowledge, especially since she knew she had received a commandment against the devil's persuasion. For she herself says: God commanded us (Gen. 3). But the excuse of ignorance is taken away from them, as Augustine says (271): who know God's commandments.


On the threefold ignorance. Ignorance is of three kinds. One is affected, as of those who can know but do not wish to, in whom it is itself a sin. Another is unwelcome to its possessors, namely of those who wish to know but cannot, in whom it is a punishment of sin, and not sin. Another is simple, as of those who simply do not know: in whom it is also sin. Whence Augustine (272): It is one thing to have not known, another to have not wished to know, because in those who did not wish to understand, ignorance itself is sin. In those who could not, it is a punishment of sin. The ignorance of those who simply do not know excuses no one so that he does not burn in eternal fire, but perhaps so that he burns less. Affected ignorance is vincible; unwelcome ignorance is invincible; simple ignorance is partly vincible, and thus is imputed for punishment; partly invincible, and thus excuses from greater punishment.


(263) Book II, ch. 5.


(264) De Genesi ad Litteram, 11, ch. 30.


(265) Augustine, De Genesi ad Litteram, in the place previously cited.


(266) De Genesi, book 11, ch. 42.


(267) On Psalm 68, on that passage: What I did not seize.


(268) Augustine, tract. 16 on John 5: but he also called God his Father.


(269) On Genesis, book II, ch. 24.


(269*) On Genesis, book II, ch. 35.


(270) De Summo Bono, book VI, ch. 17.


(271) To Valentinian.


(272) In the place cited above.





Distinction 23. Why God Did Not Make Man Better, As Men Inquire.


Here someone asks why God made man such that he could be seduced? In this let him recognize that things were done more magnificently with man. For thus man, having been made, had in his nature the ability, and in his power the will, not to consent to the persuader, with God's help; and it is more glorious not to consent than not to be able to be tempted.


It is also asked why God created those whom He knew would be evil? Precisely because He foresaw what good He would bring about from their evils. For He knew they would be of benefit to the good, and therefore He did not create them in vain.


Why God did not create man impeccable. It is also asked why God did not make man such that he would not sin? Or if he sinned, why He did not restore him to a better state when He could? To these and similar questions, which even the sluggish ask too curiously, answer thus: He truly could have. But why did He not do it? Because He did not wish to. Why did He not wish to? He Himself knows. Do not inquire, because of what is written: Do not be wiser than you ought (Rom. 12). For the vessel does not say to the potter: Why have you made me thus? (Rom. 9).


On man's threefold knowledge before the fall. How man had knowledge of the Creator. That man had knowledge of creatures. He had knowledge of himself. Man before the fall was endowed with a threefold knowledge: of the Creator, of created things, and of himself. For he knew the Creator, yet not so perfectly as the saints will know Him in the future, with face unveiled. Nor in an enigma, as we now see, but by a certain closer understanding, by which he contemplated the presence of God. He also had knowledge of things, which is evident from the fact that he gave names to all living creatures, which had been created for him and were to be ruled by him. He likewise had knowledge of himself, understanding what he owed to his superior, to his equal, and to his inferior. For he would not have been guilty of transgression if he had not known this.


Whether man had foreknowledge of his fall. But if it is asked whether he foreknew things future concerning himself? We say that things to be done were rather prescribed to him, than things future revealed. Man was therefore not foreknowing of his fall, just as we also say of the angel.





Distinction 24. On the Grace and Power of Man Before the Fall.


On the help given to man at creation by which he could stand. Here it must be known that man was created with a right will, and help was given to him by which he could stand in that righteousness, but not merit salvation, unless another grace were given to him. Whence Augustine (273): If man was made upright so that he could remain in that righteousness, yet not without God's help: which if it had been lacking to the angel or to man when they were first made, they would certainly not have fallen by their own fault. That help, moreover, was freedom of will, immune from all corruption, also the rectitude of the will, and the integrity and vitality of all natural powers. But against what we said, that man through these things could not advance without another grace, there is an objection. Through that help of the grace of creation, man could remain in the good; he could therefore resist evil; and if he had done so, it would have been progress for him and merit for life. To which we say that resisting evil is a merit for life only when there is a cause present which urges us to do it, such as is now the corruption of sin, which was not then in man. Otherwise, what appears in the angels would not be merit, for whom standing firm was not merit. For declining from evil always avoids punishment, but does not always merit the reward.


(273) In the Enchiridion, ch. 107.





Distinction 25. On Free Will.


What is free will? Why 'free'? Why 'will'? Now let us consider free will, discussing where it is, and what it is, and whence it is so called, whose it also is, and to what it pertains. Free will is in the will and in reason. For it is a faculty of will and reason; it is called 'free' on account of the will, which cannot be coerced; and 'will' on account of reason, which judges and discerns between good and evil. It is therefore called free will because it is led freely and spontaneously, either to choosing good, yet not without the help of grace, or to evil, for which it suffices of itself.


That the above description does not apply to God or the glorified. Moreover, according to these considerations, free will would not seem to be in God, since God cannot choose evil. Whence Jerome also says (274): God alone is He in whom sin cannot fall; the rest, since they are of free will, can be bent in either direction. Similarly, neither in the glorified, who cannot will evil. Whence Augustine (275): The first free will was to be able not to sin; the last is not to be able to sin; the middle, however, is to be able to sin and to be able not to sin.


That free will is in God. In the glorified there is free will. The will shall be freer when it cannot sin. Indeed, free will is in God. Whence Ambrose (276) on that text: Distributing to each as He wills (1 Cor. 12), that is, by the judgment of free will, not by the compliance of necessity. Therefore the divine will itself, which does all things not by necessity but freely, as He wills, is in God free will. In the glorified also there is free will. Whence Augustine (277): Man will not lack free will, because he will be such that he cannot will evil. For the will shall be much freer which will in no way be able to serve sin, nor should the will be said not to exist or not to be free, because we so wish to be happy that we not only do not wish to be miserable, but can in no way at all wish it. Therefore, so that free will may be fitting for God and for men, both now and in the future, it seems to be called such because without coercion it can choose whatever reason has decreed should be chosen.


General description of free will. On the fourfold state of free will. Note here the four states of man in free will. Before sin, namely, when nothing impelled toward evil and nothing hindered toward good. After sin but before restoration, where he is pressed by concupiscence and conquered. After restoration but before confirmation, where he is pressed by concupiscence on account of weakness, but is not conquered on account of grace. After confirmation, however, where he will be neither pressed nor conquered. When weakness has been utterly consumed and grace consummated, there he will receive complete liberty.


On the threefold liberty. Liberty from necessity. Liberty from sin. Liberty from misery. For there is liberty from necessity, from sin, and from misery. Liberty from necessity is that by which free will is always free: since it is in the will, which cannot be coerced. Liberty from sin is that by which we are made servants of justice; whence the Apostle: Having been freed from sin, you have been made servants of justice (Rom. 6). Liberty from misery is that of which it is said: And creation itself shall be freed from the slavery of corruption, into the liberty of the glory of the children of God (Rom. 8). Free will had all this liberty before sin. But corrupted through sin, retaining the first liberty which belongs to nature, it lost the subsequent ones which belong to grace. For free will is that man who, going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, was wounded in his natural endowments, and stripped of his gratuitous gifts (Luke 10). Whence Augustine (278): Man, using free will badly, both destroyed himself and subjected the whole of it to the slavery of sin.


On the inequality of the liberty of the will. That there are two liberties. Bad liberty. Good liberty. It is therefore clear from the above reasoning that free will exists always and in everyone; yet it is not equally free in everyone. In the wicked it is simply free, through that liberty which is from necessity. In the redeemed it is freer, on account of the same liberty and also that which is from sin: whence in them it is called liberated. In the glorified, however, it will be most free, having every kind of liberty for good things, not for evil. With respect to itself, therefore, it is free, but not equally for good and evil. For it is freer for evil, which it can do by itself, than for good, which it cannot do without the help of grace. From this, therefore, it is clear that there are two liberties of free will, namely bad and good. Bad and not true liberty, then, is when reason dissents from the will, judging that what the will desires ought not to be done. Good and true liberty, however, is where reason agrees with the will. Yet we are discussing this not as many things essentially, but as one and the same liberty. For we do not divide it into the two things mentioned except by their functions. Just as a man who is singularly one and the same is sometimes good and sometimes evil, as though he were one person and another.


To what free will pertains. Now it must be known that free will pertains neither to present things nor to past things: for what is or was, is so determined that it is not within free will, at the time when it is or was, that it be or not be, that it was or was not. It pertains, therefore, only to future things, yet not to those over which it has no power as to whether they occur or not, but only to those which it can choose by the liberty of good or bad will, so that they may be or not be.


(274) In the homily On the Prodigal Son, to Damasus.


(275) De Civitate Dei, book XXII, ch. 30.


(276) In De Fide, book II, ch. 3.


(277) In the Enchiridion, ch. 105.


(278) In the Enchiridion, ch. 30.





Distinction 26. What the Will Is. On Operating and Cooperating Grace.


The will is a movement of the mind, with nothing compelling, toward not admitting something or toward attaining something. But so that it may not admit evil and may attain good, the grace of God precedes it and follows it. Whence the Apostle: It is not of him who wills nor of him who runs, but of God who shows mercy (Rom. 9). This is not said as though man's will alone without God's mercy were insufficient for good. For conversely it could be said: It is not of God's mercy alone, but of man's will, since God's mercy alone does not accomplish it. It was therefore said so that the whole might be attributed to God, who both prepares the good will of man to be helped, and helps it once prepared. For He precedes the unwilling that he may will, and follows the willing that he may not will in vain.


That the good will accompanies grace. It is therefore established from these things that man's will of itself does not to will the good efficaciously without the grace of God. The will follows this grace: for grace precedes, with no merit calling it forth, as Augustine says (279): No human merit precedes God's grace, but grace itself merits to be increased, so that once increased it may merit to be perfected as well, with the will accompanying, not leading: as a handmaid, not as a guide.


What is the grace that precedes the will. This grace is the faith of Christ, which obtains what the law commands. Which also justifies, as the Apostle says: Justified by faith, let us have peace with God (Rom. 5). It precedes, and so frees from the slavery of sin, that one may live piously in Christ. Whence Augustine (280): The will itself after the fall must be freed from the slavery of sin. And not at all through itself, but only through the grace of God, which is placed in the faith of Christ, is it freed, so that the will itself may be prepared. From these things it is established that the good will comes from faith.


That faith seems to proceed from the will. Yet faith seems to come from the will, because of what the Apostle says: With the heart one believes unto justice (Rom. 10). Augustine says (281): He does not simply say 'one believes,' but 'with the heart one believes,' because other things a man can do unwillingly, but believe only willingly. Likewise on Genesis, where Laban and Bethuel said: Let us call the girl, and ask her will (Gen. 24); a certain commentator on Genesis says (282): Faith is not of necessity but of the will. But these and similar statements are not said because faith comes from the will, but because faith does not come except to him who wishes to believe, whose good will it precedes, not in time, but in authority and efficacy.


This question is further burdened by the words of Augustine discussing that text: Not that we are sufficient to think anything as from ourselves (2 Cor. 3). Who, he says, does not see that thinking comes before believing? For no one believes anything unless he has first thought that it should be believed. From this it clearly follows that the thought of good, which belongs to the will, precedes faith, and thus the good will precedes faith and is not preceded by it, which seems to contradict what was said before. To which we say that the thought of the good, or the will, certainly precedes faith, but not that faith by which one lives rightly, which is reached by this order: first comes the understanding of the good, then follows the desire for the same, and thirdly comes the good will or delight. Augustine distinguishes this where it says: My soul has longed to desire Your justifications (Ps. 118). It longed to desire, he says (283), it did not yet desire. For sometimes we see by reason how useful the justifications of God are, but we do not desire them. Understanding therefore flies ahead, and the affection follows slowly or not at all. We know the good but it does not delight us to do it, and we wish that it would delight us. He shows, therefore, by what steps one arrives at them. The first is that you see how useful they are.


Then, that you desire their desiring: lastly, that as grace advances, their operation may delight you. If you attend to this, therefore, the whole question dissolves. For in order to live piously, first you understand the good; second you think about what is not from you but from God; third you delight in working, when the will has already been made good through faith and charity, by which alone one lives rightly, and which is the companion of faith, not its precursor. Yet the same good will precedes certain gifts of grace, namely those which follow the justified person. Whence Augustine (284): The good will of man precedes many gifts of God, but not all. Those which it does not precede -- it is itself among them, and itself helps, because it is not preceded in time by them, and it consents with them to the good.


On the threefold kind of goods. So that what has been said may become more evident, it must be known that among goods, some are the greatest, some the least, and some are in between. The greatest are those by which one lives rightly and which no one uses badly; the least are those without which one can live rightly; the middle goods are those without which one cannot live rightly, and which we use both well and badly. Whence Augustine (285): The virtues by which one lives rightly are great goods. The beauties of bodies, without which one can live rightly, are minimal goods. The powers of the soul, without which one cannot live rightly, are middle goods. No one uses the virtues badly: but other goods one can use both well and badly. Moreover, no one uses virtue badly because the work of virtue is the good use of those things which we also use badly. But no one by living well uses things badly.


Among which goods free will is found. Moreover, free will is among the middle goods, because we can use it badly, and it is that without which we cannot live rightly. The good use of it, therefore, is the work of virtue. But wherever it is read that the good use of free will is a virtue, virtue there is taken for its work.


(279) Augustine, Epistle 106 to Boniface.


(280) In the Enchiridion, ch. 106.


(281) On John, tract. 26.


(282) De Praedestinatione Sanctorum, book 1, ch. 2.


(283) Augustine, on Psalm 118.


(284) In the Enchiridion, ch. 32.


(285) Retractationes, book II.





Distinction 27. On Virtue and Its Merit.


Faith is not from man but from God. Virtue, therefore, as Augustine says, is a good quality of the mind by which one lives rightly, and which no one uses badly, which God alone works in man. As Augustine says about justice in that passage (286): I have done judgment and justice. Justice is a great virtue, which none but God brings about in man; and therefore when he says 'I have done justice,' he wished to be understood not as the virtue itself, which man does not make, but as its work. So also it is said of the other virtues. For according to this, concerning faith the Apostle says: By grace you are saved through faith, and this not from yourselves (Eph. 2). For it is the gift of God; that is, faith is not by the power of your nature, because it is purely the gift of God. This grace is called operating, because it heals the will and prepares it for good; and cooperating, because it helps the will in doing good. From this also come merits. Whence Augustine to the priest Sixtus (287): What is the merit of man before grace, since grace alone, and nothing else, produces all our good merit?


How good merit is established in man. For merit comes from grace and free will in this manner: just as from faith and free will a good act or disposition of the mind is produced -- namely, to believe, which is the first merit -- similarly, from charity and free will comes the act of loving, and so with the rest, through which the virtues merit both increase for themselves, justification for us, and eternal life.


On the gifts of the virtues. These merits, however, are given on account of the authority of the principle similar to grace. Hence they are themselves also called grace. Whence Augustine (288): When He crowns our merits, He crowns nothing other than His own gifts. Hence eternal life, which is rendered for merits, is called grace, because it is given freely -- not freely in the sense that it is not given for merits, but because through grace are given the very merits for which it is given.


The opinion of others concerning virtue. Their reasoning. Others, however, say that virtues are the good uses of natural powers, both interior and exterior, which are carried out through the body, calling them the works of the virtues. They are moved to this position because Augustine says (289) on John: What is faith? To believe what you do not see. Likewise (290): I call charity a movement of the soul. From this they say: If charity and faith are movements of the soul, then virtues are movements of the soul. But this must be understood as spoken by way of cause -- that charity is a movement of the soul, that is, the virtue by which the soul is moved to love. Likewise, faith is to believe what you do not see, that is, the grace by which one believes what is not seen. But what is believed is one thing, that by which one believes is another, and the act of believing itself is yet another. Finally, if virtue were a movement of the mind, then it would no longer be from God alone, as was proved above. Rather, it would also be from free will, from which every movement of the mind proceeds, as is shown from the words of Augustine (291). Souls, he says, if they lack the movement of the soul by free will for doing or not doing, if indeed no power of abstaining from their work is granted to them, we cannot hold them guilty of sin. Therefore virtue is not a movement of the mind. For if it were, then free will would no longer be good by virtue -- which is true -- but rather virtue would exist by the goodness of free will, which is false.


(286) De Libero Arbitrio, book II, ch. 18.


(287) Epistle 105.


(288) To Sixtus the priest, Epistle 105.


(289) Tractate 40.


(290) Book III of On Christian Doctrine, ch. 10.


(291) In the book On Two Souls, ch. 12.





Distinction 28. On the heresy of the Pelagians.


Finally, we must address the Pelagian heresy, which opposes grace. This, the most recent of all heresies, arose from Pelagius the monk. Hostile to grace, it believes that man can fulfill all divine commandments without grace, and says that grace is given to men only so that what they are commanded to do by free will, they may accomplish more easily through it. It also destroys the prayers that the Church makes, whether for unbelievers that they may be converted, or for the faithful that they may persevere, teaching that men have this not from God but from themselves. It also asserts that infants are born without the bond of original sin.


The disputation of the Pelagians against Augustine. The Pelagians, therefore, saying these things, disputed against Augustine himself from his own words (292), arguing thus: If man cannot do what is commanded, it should not be imputed to him unto death, as you yourself say, Augustine. Who, he asks (293), sins in that which cannot be avoided? But sin does occur, therefore it can be avoided.


But Augustine says he spoke this concerning the will, as if saying: Who sins unto death by necessity, not by will? For it is by the will that one sins and lives rightly, but unless it is freed by God's grace, one cannot live rightly by it (294).


Likewise: To hold anyone guilty of sin because he did not do what he could not do, he says, is the height of madness. Why then are infants, and those who do not have grace without which they cannot fulfill the commandments, held guilty?


But Augustine had said that specifically against the Manicheans (295), who claimed there are two natures in man: one good, from God, and another evil, from the race of darkness, to such a degree that one could not will the good. If that were so, it would not seem imputable why one did not do good. In fact, Augustine seems in many places to oppose this doctrine of grace. For he says (296): It is in man's power to change his will for the better. Likewise (297): It is in our power that we may merit. Likewise: It is ours to believe and to will; but that we do good works is God's. But how we should understand these statements, he himself explains with these words (298): The same rule applies to both willing and doing. For both are God's, because He Himself prepares the will. And both are ours, because it does not happen unless we are willing. Therefore, with all perfidy eliminated, let us hold this without doubt concerning grace and free will, as Jerome teaches (299): namely, that free will exists in such a way that we say we always need God's help; that those err who say with Mani that man cannot avoid sin, as do those who assert with Jovinian that man cannot sin. Each of these destroys the freedom of the will. We, however, say that man can always both sin and not sin. This is the faith we have learned in the Catholic Church.


(292) In the book On Free Will III, canon 18.


(293) Book of Retractions, Book 1, ch. 9.


(294) Augustine in the book On Two Souls, ch. 12.


(295) In Book 1 of the Retractions, ch. 15.


(296) In the book Against Adimantus, disciple of Mani, ch. 26.


(297) Same book, ch. 27.


(298) Augustine, Book of Retractions 1, ch. 23.


(299) In the Exposition of the Faith to Pope Damasus, whose beginning is: We believe in God.





Distinction 29. Whether man before sin needed operating grace.


After these matters, it must be known that man before sin also needed operating grace, not so that he might be freed from sin by it, but so that he might be prepared for effectively willing the good. Whence Augustine (300): Not even then could there have been any merit without grace, because even if sin was constituted in free will alone, nevertheless free will was not sufficient for having or retaining justice, unless divine assistance was provided.


Whether man before the fall possessed virtues. Likewise, it must be known that man possessed charity and virtues before sin, as is proved by these authorities. For Augustine says (301): Adam, having lost charity, was found to be evil. Likewise: Adam before sin was endowed with a spiritual mind. Likewise: When Adam was alone, he did not transgress, because his mind clung to God (302). Likewise: Man before sin enjoyed the most blessed ethereal air (303). He therefore possessed virtues which he lost through sin, on account of which he was cast out of paradise, the Lord saying: See that he does not perhaps take from the tree of life and live forever (Genesis III) -- which is not said as though he would live forever if he ate, but the Lord spoke in the manner of one angered concerning a proud man, and the meaning is: Beware, you angels, lest he eat from the tree of life, of which he is unworthy -- from which, had he persevered, he would both have eaten and lived forever.


On the flaming sword before paradise. And lest he be able to approach it, God placed before paradise the Cherubim and a flaming, revolving sword. This can be taken literally, because by the ministry of angels a fiery guard was placed there. But spiritually it is given to be understood that except through charity, which is the fullness of knowledge, one does not return to life through temporal punishments, which are also revolving, because they turn with time.


(300) In the Enchiridion, ch. 10.


(301) In a certain homily on Genesis.


(302) Ambrose to Sabinus.


(303) Ambrose on the Psalms.





Distinction 30. That the sin of Adam made all men guilty.


Finally, when Adam sinned, sin and likewise punishment passed through him to his posterity. Whence the Apostle: Just as through one man sin entered this world, so also death passed to all men (Romans 5). The Pelagians wrongly thought this was said concerning the sin of imitation. For the Apostle would have named not Adam but the devil, his prince, if he had understood it of the one of whom it is said in Wisdom: By the envy of the devil, death entered the world (Wisdom 2). For those who are on his side imitate him. Therefore the Apostle speaks not of that, but of the sin of propagation or origin, which passed through Adam to all who are generated through concupiscence.





What is original sin.


Concerning which many have thought variously. Some have considered it to be neither fault nor punishment, but guilt, or debt, or liability, by which right we are sentenced to punishment for the sin of the first man, as by a law of the age: sometimes children exult on account of the crime of the father, which they did not contract. Moreover, that it is both fault and punishment is proved by these authorities. Gregory says (304): All of us who were conceived from the delight of the flesh have contracted original guilt with us. Augustine also says (305): The sin of the first man destroyed not only himself but the entire human race, because from him we received both damnation and guilt together. The same: No one is born without bearing both punishment and the desert of punishment, which is sin (305*).


Original sin is called the fuel of sin, that is, concupiscence. This is not a movement or act of the soul or body, but the fuel of sin, which is called concupiscence, the law of the flesh and of the members, the weakness of nature, and the tyrant that dwells in our members. Whence Augustine (306): There is in us a concupiscence that must not be permitted to reign. Just as also its desires, which are actual concupiscences, come from the weakness of nature. This weakness is a tyrant that stirs up evil desires.


What is understood by concupiscence. How original sin passes from parents to children. That on account of the corruption of the flesh, sin is said to be in the flesh. This concupiscence, however, is not the act of desiring itself, but the defect with which we are born. Whence Augustine (307): What is the concupiscence in which we were born? It is indeed a defect that makes an infant prone to desire and an adult actually desiring. Therefore we do not transgress merely by imitating Adam, but we are even born sinners from him. Whence Augustine (308): Adam, beyond the example of imitation, by the hidden corruption of his carnal concupiscence, caused all who were to come from his stock to decay within himself. Hence the Apostle says: In whom all have sinned (Romans 5), that is, in which man, in whom as in a material source all existed, or in which, that is, in which sin. Whence the Apostle consequently says that many were constituted sinners through the disobedience of one man. This must be understood thus: because from the actual disobedience of Adam, original sin -- that is, carnal concupiscence -- came about, so that it was both in him and passed through to all, by transmission, namely of the flesh, not of the soul, in which sin itself dwells through the cause of corruption, not through fault. Whence Ambrose (309): How does sin dwell in the flesh, when it is not a substance but a privation of good? Behold, the body of the first man was corrupted through sin, and that corruption remains in the body, by whose companionship the soul is stained with sin. Therefore, because the cause of the deed remains in the flesh, sin is said to dwell in it. Likewise, sin does not dwell in the soul but in the flesh, because the cause of sin is from the flesh, and not from the soul, because the flesh is from the origin of sinful flesh. For through transmission all flesh becomes the cause of sin, not the soul (310).


But the objection is raised: if only the flesh is from transmission and not the soul, which is infused some time later, it does not seem that sin is drawn in the flesh, because what has been contracted is not sin, especially since sin cannot exist in an irrational thing -- which the flesh is before the soul is joined to it. But it must be known that sin in the flesh exists before the soul is joined as a cause, not as an effect. Nor does it follow that if what is drawn in the flesh is not sin, therefore sin is not drawn in the flesh -- because neither is what is conceived in the womb a man, and yet a man is conceived in the womb. Nor is what is sown in the field a crop, and yet a crop is sown in the field.


Whether the cause of original sin is punishment or fault. Therefore sin exists there only as a cause, which is not fault but punishment -- namely, the pollution and foulness contracted from the heat of intercourse. By whose contagion the soul, as soon as it is infused, becomes guilty, just as a liquid immediately turns sour or goes bad from a defect in the vessel.


How sin passes through transmission. Through these things it now clearly appears how sin passes through transmission. For we are not born sinners because flesh is drawn from Adam, but because it is drawn viciously through lust. When man and woman are joined to one another, their intercourse cannot be without lust. On this account the conception of children born from them cannot be without sin. Here it is not propagation but lust that transmits sin to infants -- not the fecundity of nature but the foulness of lust. From these things it is clearly indicated why the Lord's flesh was not sinful, because it descended from Adam by a different law than ours. For it was conceived not through the corruption of lust but by the power of the Holy Spirit from the Virgin.


(304) These words are found in the gloss on Exodus 13: The firstborn, etc.


(305) On Nature and Grace.


(305*) Augustine on Psalm 50: Behold in iniquities.


(306) On the Words of the Apostle, Sermon 12.


(307) Book 6 Against Julian, ch. 7.


(308) In Book 1 On the Baptism of Infants.


(309) On chapter 7 of Romans.


(310) In Book 1 of the Retractions, ch. 15.





Distinction 32. How original sin is said to be voluntary.


This sin is indeed voluntary, because it proceeded from the will of the first man. Whence Augustine (310): That which in infants is called original sin is not absurdly called voluntary, because contracted from the evil will of the first man, it has become hereditary. It is also necessary, because it cannot be avoided. Whence the Prophet: Deliver me from my necessities, O Lord (Psalm 24).


What sort of pure soul is joined to the body. Although the soul is created by God without defect, it is never entirely such before baptism. For as soon as it is infused, it is stained -- as if, having polluted hands, you never had the fruit in such condition as I gave it to you with clean hands.


Why God joins an innocent soul to a harmful body. Whether souls from creation are equal in natural gifts. Nevertheless, God is not to be blamed for joining an innocent soul to the body, knowing that it will thereby be stained and condemned if it is not regenerated: for this belongs to His hidden justice.


Moreover, it is not implausibly said that some souls are created more excellent than others in natural gifts, since it is established that this was so among the angels -- which is nevertheless neither a merit for punishment nor for life, because sharpness or dullness of intellect does not determine reward or punishment in the future.


How original sin is remitted in baptism, and yet concupiscence remains afterward. This sin, however, is dissolved in baptism with respect to guilt. Whence Augustine (312): Grace through baptism accomplishes this, that the body of sin is destroyed, so that the concupiscence sprinkled in the flesh, which was present in the one born, does not harm the one who has died. Yet it is not entirely consumed in baptism: for it remains in the members after the act. Whence Augustine (313): Concupiscence of the flesh is forgiven in baptism, not so that it does not exist, but so that it is not imputed as sin. Therefore, just as other sins pass away in act and remain in guilt -- such as murder and the like -- so conversely it can happen that concupiscence passes away in guilt and remains in act. For it remains in the oldness of the flesh, not to reign, but to lie as though overcome, and it is daily diminished in those who progress and are continent, until it is destroyed -- unless it revives through illicit consent. It also remains because it produces desires against which the faithful fight. That which therefore was both punishment and fault before baptism, after baptism is only punishment.


How offspring contracts original sin from purified parents. This concupiscence, although it is not imputed to the regenerated, nevertheless whatever offspring is born is bound by original sin, drawn from parents even though they are cleansed. Nor is this surprising: for just as the foreskin is removed by circumcision, yet it remains in those whom the circumcised have begotten; and just as the chaff, which is separated with such diligence, remains in the fruit that is born from purified wheat -- so the sin that is cleansed in parents through baptism remains in the children whom they have begotten.


(311) Book On the City of God XIV, ch. 3.


(312) On the Baptism of Infants, Book 1, ch. 39.


(313) On Marriage and Concupiscence, Book 1, chs. 25-27.





Distinction 33. That not the sin of other parents but of Adam is imputed to the children.


Finally, it must be known that only the sin of Adam, not of other parents, is imputed to children, which is proved from the fact that those to whom the grace of regeneration is not conferred, but who die as soon as they are born, are owed the mildest punishment. For Augustine says (314): The mildest punishment will be for those who have added no other sin beyond original sin. If this is so, then one is not bound by the sins of all parents. For if they were punished for those sins as well as for their own original sin, their punishment would not be lesser but perhaps greater than that of those same parents. With this understanding the prophet agrees, saying: The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, but the soul that has sinned, it shall die (Ezekiel 18).


But what the Lord says in the law seems contrary to this: I am the Lord, a mighty and jealous God, visiting the iniquities of the fathers upon the children, to the third and fourth generation (Exodus 20). Yet one who diligently attends to what is added in the same place understands that these are not contradictory -- namely, the words: of those who hate me. By which, as Jerome says (315), it is clearly shown that children are not punished because the fathers sinned, but because, similar to them in a certain hereditary evil, they have hated God. The law speaks of children who imitate their wicked fathers, whom it specifically named because children are especially accustomed to imitate the fathers whom they particularly love (316).


He also said only the third and fourth generation: because fathers sometimes live until they beget third or fourth generations, who, seeing the iniquity of their fathers, become heirs of their impiety by imitation.


That this must also be understood mystically is shown from the fact that a parable is spoken of in Ezekiel: What is it among you that you turn this parable into a proverb? (Ezekiel 18). The father, therefore, as some say, is the first impulse of thought; the son is the conception of sin -- namely, the consent and delight of the woman. The grandson is the completion of the work or the determination of consent to complete it -- namely, of the man -- or the perpetration of sin; the great-grandson is perseverance in what you have done. But God will not eternally punish all the first and second impulses of thoughts, which the Greeks call propatheiai, without which no one can exist. But if someone determines to carry out what he has thought, or refuses to correct what he has done -- these are mortal sins, and the third and fourth generation.


Nor does what is said present a difficulty: I was conceived in iniquities, and in sins did my mother conceive me (Psalm 50) -- as if in multiple sins. For as Augustine says (317): The plural is put there for the singular, according to the manner of Scripture. As there: Those who sought the life of the child are dead (Matthew 2:2), speaking of Herod alone; just as conversely the singular is put for the plural, as where it says: Pray therefore to God that He take the serpent from us (Numbers 21), when the people were suffering not one but many serpents.


Whether the actual sin of Adam is graver than all others. Finally, it seems worth asking whether the sin of Adam's transgression was graver than all others. This seems to be the case because it changed and corrupted all human nature, which no other sin did, and it harmed more than any other sin. For it subjected man to manifold misery and finally to both deaths, which was done by no other sin. To this we say that this sin must not be thought greater than the sin against the Holy Spirit. For it is not greater because it corrupted our entire nature, but because it was committed by man when the whole of human nature was in him. Nor should it be considered greater because it did more harm, since lesser evils sometimes do more damage, just as conversely lesser goods are sometimes more beneficial. Or as the Apostle, when pressed, chose the lesser good of two options, yet one that would benefit more people. Just as also the sacrament of baptism benefits more people than the sacrament of the altar, yet it is not greater.


(314) In the Enchiridion, ch. 93.


(315) Jerome on Exodus.


(316) On Ezekiel, ch. 48.


(317) In the Enchiridion, ch. 44.





Distinction 34. On actual sin according to its causality.


After the foregoing, let us now treat of actual sin, considering what was the origin of sin, in what thing sin exists, what sin is, and in how many ways it is contracted. It must be known that, since before sin nothing existed that was not good, therefore a good thing -- namely, the nature of man or angel -- was the origin of sin. Whence Augustine (318): Whence do you say the evil will arose, if not from good? For if from an angel or a man, what were these two before the evil will arose in them, if not a good work of God, a praiseworthy nature? Therefore evil arises from good, nor was there any other source from which it could arise except from good.


The evil will was the secondary cause of evils. In what thing evil exists. Moreover, from the evil will, as from an evil tree, all evils that pertain to us are produced, as evil fruit.


Similarly, evil exists in no other thing except in what is good, which is proved from Augustine (319). Evil is nothing other than the corruption or privation of good, which exists only in good -- that is, in nature. Therefore, as long as nature is being corrupted, there is in it a good of which it may be deprived, and thus, if there were no good in which evil could exist, there could be no evil at all. In this the rule of the dialecticians fails, by which they say that two contraries cannot coexist in the same thing. For since no one doubts that good and evil are contraries, not only can they coexist, but evils absolutely cannot exist without goods, and cannot exist except in goods. Whence a remarkable conclusion is reached: since every nature, insofar as it is nature, is good, when a vitiated nature is said to be evil, nothing else seems to be said than that what is good is evil. Hence also, when a man is called evil, what is said except that a good thing is evil? But good because he is a man, evil because he is wicked. In saying this, however, we do not fall into that prophetic condemnation: Woe to those who call good evil (Isaiah 8), or evil good. For that must be understood concerning the things of goodness and wickedness by which men are good or evil -- as if someone were to say that adultery is good, or that nature insofar as it is nature is evil.


(318) Against Julian the heretic, Book 1, ch. 3; in sense, but Book 2 of On Marriage and Concupiscence, ch. 28.


(319) In the Enchiridion, chs. 11 and 12.





Distinction 35. What sin is.


Sin, however, as Augustine says (320), is every word, deed, or desire that is done against the law of God. The same (321): Sin is the will to retain or obtain what justice forbids. Ambrose also says (322-323): What is sin but the transgression of the divine law and disobedience of heavenly commandments? From these it is clear that an evil act, both interior and exterior -- namely, evil thought, speech, and deed -- is sin. Nevertheless, sin principally consists in the will, from which, as from an evil tree, evil works proceed like evil fruit.


(320) Against Faustus the Manichean, Book 22.


(321) On Two Souls, ch. 27.


(322-323) In the book On Paradise.





Distinction 36. On the variety of sins.


It must be known that some sins are such that they are also punishments of sins. Whence Augustine (324): Between the first sin of apostasy and the final punishment of Gehenna there are intermediate things that are both sins and punishments of sin. Gregory also says (325): A sin that is not quickly destroyed through penance is either a sin and a cause of sin, or a sin and a punishment of sin, or a sin that is simultaneously both cause and punishment of sin. A sin is called a cause of sin with respect to the following sin, and a punishment with respect to the preceding sin. For when a sin is not washed away through penance, it soon drags one by its own weight to another, which is not only a sin but also a punishment of sin, because by just judgment God darkens the heart of the sinner, so that by the merit of the preceding sin he falls into others as well. Whence John: Let him who is filthy be filthy still (Apocalypse 17). Through this it indeed seems that some sin -- namely that which is a punishment of sin -- is just, because, as Augustine says (326), every punishment of sin is just. But it should be noted that sin is called a punishment and corruption or privation of good not by essence but by efficiency. Just as riches are said to be joy, not because they are joy, but because they produce joy. So also in the Epistle of Peter: An unjust suffering is said to be grace, not because it is grace, but because it makes one pleasing before God (1 Peter 2) -- I speak of suffering patiently endured. So also sin, as soon as it is committed by someone, separates from God and darkens the natural goods. This separation or darkening is essentially the corruption and punishment of sin, and this is from God; but sin itself is not.


Which Augustine says thus (327): God foreknows, but does not predestinate those things which He is not going to do -- that is, all evils, even if some are both sins and punishments according to that text: God gave them over to shameful passions, etc. (Romans 1). Yet it is not God's sin, but His judgment, that is, punishment.


(324) On that passage of Psalm 57: Fire fell upon them.


(325) On Ezekiel, homily 21, around the words 'but even if converted.'


(326) Book 1 of the Retractions, ch. 9.


(327) Book 1 of On the Predestination of the Saints, ch. 10.





Distinction 37. That God is not the author of sins.


Of all these things, God is not the author, because by God as author man does not become worse. Evil is spoken of both as fault, which He in no way causes, and as punishment, which He certainly does cause. Whence the prophet: There is no evil in the city that God has not done (Amos 3). Concerning this, however, Augustine says (328) that God is not the author of evil; but what he said, he said causally, for he says: I said this same thing just as it was said: God did not make death (Wisdom 1), because He does not do that for which death is inflicted -- that is, sin.


That all things insofar as they exist are good. There are, however, those who think that every will and act is from God, because they suppose that these things, insofar as they exist, are good. For Augustine says (329): Everything that is, insofar as it is, is good. And elsewhere: He supremely is who is entirely unchangeable. All other things that are cannot be except from Him; and they are good insofar as they have received existence. The response according to Augustine: That universality must be attributed to the genus of things. For it embraces only substances and natures, as is clear from his own words. For he says: If some things happen by chance in the world, then the whole world is not governed by providence. But if it is, then there is some substance or nature that does not pertain to the work of providence. See how he explains the term 'universal world' as natures or substances. By natures, however, he understands those things that substances naturally possess, such as intellect, memory, etc.


Moreover, it is easily proved that an evil act, insofar as it is, is not from God, because insofar as it is, it is a corruption of good. Whatever corrupts good is not from God, because, as was said, nothing is done by God as author by which man becomes worse. Otherwise: Everything that God makes is nature; but an evil act is not a nature, but an accidental act, corrupting nature by a deficiency of good. Likewise: The works of the devil, which are called vices, are acts, not things. Likewise: An evil act is sin, and every sin is iniquity, which act is not from God; for iniquity was not made through Him, but is a perversion that man made. Likewise: An evil act such as envy neither was, nor is, nor can be good from God; therefore it is not from Him. For iniquity was not made through Him. Likewise: If an evil act that is sin is not from God, then it is false that it was done without Him. For when it is committed, God gives it being; therefore it is not done without God (330).


How it is understood that sin is nothing. But when we said above that sin is the act itself, or the will, which are something: we may seem to dissent from the saying that sin is nothing. But sin is said to be nothing, not because it is not something, but on account of the deficiency to which it leads and because it leads away from true being, which God is. For in this sense, men themselves, who are undoubtedly something, are sometimes said to be nothing. For Augustine says (331): Sin is nothing, because men become nothing when they sin. So also an idol, though it is gold, is said to be nothing in the world.


(328) In the book of 83 Questions, q. 21, which he explains in Book 1 of the Retractions, ch. 26.


(329) In the Enchiridion, ch. 14.


(330) Book 83, question 3. In the commentary on Psalm 68, on the verse 'There is no substance.'


(331) On John, ch. 1.





Distinction 38. On the will and the end by which it is judged.


It must be known that the will is judged by its end: whether it is upright or depraved. The upright end is charity, as the Prophet says: I have seen the end of all perfection; your commandment is exceedingly broad (Psalm 118). The depraved end is contrary to this. Whence Augustine (332): That which God commands or counsels is rightly done when it is referred to the love of God and neighbor. But what is done in such a way that it is not referred to charity is not yet done as it ought to be done, and then it is not rightly done. There are also many other ends of the will, all of which are referred to one supreme end. As in this example: I wish to prepare food so that I may refresh a poor man -- with this end, that I may please God and that I may have eternal life, which is the end of all good ends. The end, moreover, as Augustine says (333), is the delight that one strives by care and thought to attain. Intention, however, is sometimes taken for the will, sometimes for its end, which the diligent reader, wherever he encounters it, should carefully discern.


(332) In the Enchiridion, ch. 121.


(333) On the passage 'Searching the hearts.'





Distinction 39. How the will is understood to be evil.


It must be carefully noted that when the will is said to be evil or sin, this is not understood of that natural power by which we will, but of its act, which is the willing. That is, the evil use of the will, which concerning evil things can never be anything but evil -- which does not apply to the acts of other powers. They are evil if they are against charity, as remembering or understanding evil not in order to avoid it but to do it. The natural power itself, however, which exists even in infants, is always good, as Augustine says (334) concerning the image in which we were created: that even among vices, nature is good.





Distinction 40. On works, when they are good or evil.


For we say that works are to be judged according to their end, whether they are good or evil, except for certain things that are so evil in themselves that they cannot be good from any cause. As Augustine says (335): Those things that are not sins in themselves are now good, now evil, depending on whether they have good or bad causes. For instance, providing food for a poor man is good if it is done out of mercy and with right faith. And conjugal intercourse, if it is done with the faith that children may be begotten for regeneration. These same things, on the other hand, are evil if a poor man is fed for the sake of boasting, and if one lies with a wife out of wantonness.


Not only the reason why, but also what is done must be considered. But when works are themselves sins -- such as thefts, defilements, and blasphemies -- who would say they should be done for good reasons, or that they are not sins? As if theft were committed against a rich man so that something could be given to a poor man, or false testimony were given to free an innocent person? For what we do cannot be rightly done if we once concede that in evil acts we should not inquire what is done but why it is done, so that whatever is done for good reasons would not be judged evil (336).


(334) Book Against Lying, ch. 7.


(335) Book 15 of On the Trinity, ch. 7.


(336) Augustine has this in the book Against Lying.





Distinction 41.


Therefore, with the exception of those things that are evil in themselves, all others are judged generally by their end. Concerning which Ambrose says (337): Your disposition imposes the end upon your work. And Augustine (338): Let no one count his works as good before faith, because where there is no faith, there is no good work. For intention makes a work good, but faith directs the intention. Do not pay too much attention to what a man does, but to what he intends when he does it.


Augustine indeed seems to contradict himself, who elsewhere says (339): Good is sometimes not done well; no one does well unwillingly, even if what he does is good. To resolve this, distinguish the multiple senses of this word 'good.'


Good is said in many ways. For something is called good by condition, as whatever God makes; and by permission, whatever He commands or counsels; and by sign, as the sacraments of the Old Testament; and by utility, whatever benefits anyone in any way; and by end, as what is done for the sake of having eternal life, which is properly and truly called good. With this word thus distinguished, someone sometimes does something that is rightly denied to be good in one of the aforementioned senses and rightly affirmed to be good in another. As if someone offers a sacrifice for the sake of profit -- what he does is good by permission, but it is not good by end. That is, it is good by the law of its kind, not by the privilege of its particular instance.


What is frequently said -- that every sin is voluntary, and that no one sins except by the will -- is said of mortal and actual sin. This is true because no such sin occurs without the will, either of the sin itself or at least of that which constitutes the sin (340).


(337) On Duties, Book 2, ch. 30.


(338) On Psalm 31.


(339) On the Spirit and the Letter, Book 14, and Book of Sentences, prologue ch. 272; also Book 1 of the Confessions, ch. 12.


(340) Book 1 of On Free Will, ch. 12; similarly Book of Retractions 1, ch. 9.





Distinction 42. Whether the will and its work are the same.


The will, moreover, as Augustine says in Book 1 of the Retractions, is the first cause of sinning. This will together with its work is the same sin, because one contempt is in both. It is lesser, indeed, when one sins by the will alone; but greater when the deed is also added to the will. Yet they themselves are diverse. Just as it is one commandment to love God and neighbor, yet they themselves are diverse things. Just as also the blood and the body are one sacrament, yet they themselves are diverse. And 'I love' and 'you love' are one word, even though they are two persons. A committed sin, if it is actual, passes away in act and remains in guilt -- that is, in the obligation of punishment. Original sin, however, when forgiven, passes away in guilt and remains in act (341).


The difference between sin and offense. On the seven mortal sins. Sin is properly said, as Augustine says, to be the perpetration of evil. An offense, however, is the abandonment of good, as if a forsaking -- though they are used indifferently for one another.


Note also that there are seven principal vices, as Gregory says (342): namely, vainglory, anger, envy, sadness, avarice, gluttony, and lust. These, as Chrysostom says, were signified in the seven peoples holding the promised land. They are called capital or principal because from them all evils arise -- not indeed in all collectively but in each individually (342*). Nevertheless, all evils are said to arise from pride, whence: The beginning of all sin is pride (Ecclesiasticus 10), which is the love of one's own excellence. Similarly also from cupidity, whence the Apostle: The root of all evils is cupidity (1 Timothy 6). These seem contradictory unless you understand that the aforementioned universality does not gather individual sins in all, but individual or diverse sins in each person. For there are some who become proud from cupidity, and some who become covetous from pride, by which it is clear that sometimes pride arises from cupidity and sometimes cupidity from pride.


(341) In the Questions on Leviticus, Book 3.


(342) Question 20, Book 26 of the Moralia, ch. 31.


(342*) Lombard has it somewhat more clearly.





Distinction 43. On the sin against the Holy Spirit. What obstinacy is. What despair is. What it means that this sin is not forgiven.


There is moreover a certain sin more damnable than all others, namely to sin against the Holy Spirit, which, as the Truth says, will be forgiven neither in this life nor in the future. Someone commits this sin when, after the knowledge of God through the grace of Christ, he attacks the brotherhood, driven by the torches of envy -- if, however, he ends this life in this wicked perversity. For an impenitent heart cannot be judged as long as a person lives here. This sin, as some say, is obstinacy or despair.


Obstinacy is the stubbornness of a mind hardened in malice, through which a man becomes impenitent. Despair is that by which one utterly distrusts the goodness of God, thinking his own malice exceeds the divine goodness -- like Cain. This sin is said not to be forgiven, not because the sinner should not be pardoned if he repents (Genesis 4), but because the stain of that sin is so great that he cannot undergo the humility of entreating. Therefore John rightly says: There is a sin unto death (1 John 5) -- as if hardened -- I do not say that anyone should pray for it, because he who sins thus cannot be helped by any prayers either here or in the future.


What is said -- that there is sin against the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit -- is not to be understood as though the offense of three persons were divided. Rather, three kinds of sins are shown there, though not all are distinguished, but two are of the forgivable kind and one of the unforgivable. For to sin against the Father, to whom power is attributed, is to sin through weakness. To sin against the Son, to whom wisdom is attributed, is to sin through ignorance, and these two are forgivable. But the third, which is unforgivable, has been explained.


On venial sins. What destroys venial sins. There are also venial sins, that is, light sins, which merit only temporal punishment. We commit these daily through ignorance or forgetfulness, or surprise, or necessity, or weakness of the flesh, either unwillingly or willingly. Concerning these it is said: The just man falls seven times (Proverbs 24), that is, he will frequently sin. For Solomon says this about light sins, without which this life is not lived. These, on account of great charity, are immediately forgiven as soon as committed. Whence it is added in the same place: and he shall rise again. For those who are less perfect, a light penance is needed. For the Lord's Prayer and mutual confession suffice; otherwise after death they are burdened, but they are forgiven if a man has merited in life by good acts that they be forgiven him.





Distinction 44. That the power of sinning is from God.


Finally, it must be known that just as memory and understanding of evil are from God, so also the power of evil. Whence Augustine (343): The will to harm can come from the human soul, but the power to harm only from God. And therefore the devil, before he took anything from Job, said: Put forth your hand (Job 2), that is, give the power. All power, as the Apostle says, is from God, and whoever resists it, resists the ordinance of God (Romans 13).


Whether power should sometimes be resisted. Lest it seem from this that the devil or any tyrant should not be resisted, it must be known that we should not resist when they do not abuse their power. Whence it is also said in the same place: he resists the ordinance of God. For a just man, if he serves under a sacrilegious king, rightly obeys him if what is commanded is certainly not against God's precept, or if it is uncertain whether it is. But if someone abuses power, namely against God's command, then he should not be obeyed. Which Augustine proves through the grades of human affairs (344). For one should not obey a procurator if he commands against the proconsul, nor him if against the prince, nor even the prince if against God. No one, moreover, sins because he has power, but because he abuses power.


End of the book on the creation of things and the fall of man, and other matters pertaining thereto: which is the second book of Bandinus's Sentences.


(343) Book 2 of On the Literal Interpretation of Genesis, ch. 3.


(344) See Augustine on the grades of human authority.


Sententiarum III: De Verbo Incarnato

(On the Incarnate Word)
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Having set forth the nature of God in the first book, and the creation of the world and the fall of man in the second, he next treats in this third book, in very few words but with great clarity, the incarnation, passion, and death of Christ Jesus, the restoration of fallen man, and the recovery of the lost. He teaches much about the three theological virtues and the four principal moral virtues, as well as the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit, which were abundantly present in Christ, and which must be present in us through Christ's benefit and gift, so that Christ's death may be salutary and fruitful for us. To these he appends a brief exposition of the Decalogue with a discussion on lying and perjury at the end of the book.





DISTINCTION I. On the Incarnate Word.


Above we spoke of the fall of man; now let us consider his restoration.


When therefore the fullness of time came, the Son of God was sent into the world, that is, He appeared visibly to the world in the form of a man (Gal. 4; Phil. 2).


Why the Son assumed flesh, not the Father or the Holy Spirit.


It was not the Father or the Holy Spirit who was sent, but only the Son, so that He might be the Son of Man -- lest the name of Son pass to another who was not Son by eternal generation, and thus there would be two sons in the Trinity. The Son was therefore sent through the assumption of flesh, which the entire Trinity brought about, yet neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit assumed flesh. Just as the entire Trinity descended in the form of a dove upon Jesus, and produced that voice, 'This is my beloved Son,' etc. (Matt. 3), yet only the Father spoke those words, and only the Holy Spirit descended upon Jesus (ibid.).





DISTINCTION II. Why the Son assumed humanity, and what is understood by the name of humanity.


The Son therefore assumed humanity, by which name I understand the soul and the flesh. For as Jerome says: We confess in Christ two complete substances, namely of divinity and of humanity, which consists of soul and body. He therefore assumed this whole nature with all its properties. Hence John Damascene says: Everything that God planted in our nature, the Word assumed -- namely body and rational and intellectual soul, and their idioms, that is, properties. For the whole was wholly assumed by me, and the whole was united to the whole, so that He might bestow salvation on the whole. For what is not capable of being assumed is itself incurable.


That the Word assumed flesh and soul simultaneously.


Moreover, at the very moment of conception He took on flesh and soul, so that He would immediately be a perfect man. Hence Gregory says: As the angel announced and the Holy Spirit came upon her, immediately in the womb the Word was made flesh. And John Damascene says: At once flesh, at once flesh of God the Word, at once flesh animated, rational, and intellectual. Nor does what Augustine says on that passage contradict this: 'Forty-six years was this temple in building' -- this number, he says, corresponds to the perfection of the Lord's body (John 2). For he did not say this as though after so many days, in the manner of other conceptions, the conceived flesh was animated, but since it had been animated from the very beginning, as was said, within that many days it was notably distinguished into its members.





DISTINCTION III. On the conception of Christ.


The flesh of Christ was not sinful in Christ, that is, it was not bound to any sin, because it was not born from the pleasure of the flesh, nor did it afterwards sin.


It was indeed sinful in His mother, but with the coming of the Holy Spirit, it was entirely purified. Indeed, as Augustine says, it was granted to His mother herself from that time to so overcome sin that to her alone among all the saints that saying does not apply: 'If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves' (1 John 1).


However, the flesh of Christ was similar to sinful flesh, because it hungered, thirsted, and was subject to other defects.


(345) In the Exposition of the Catholic Faith. (346) Book 3, On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 6. (347) In the Moralia, bk. 18, ch. 27. (348) Book 3, On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 2. (349) In the Letter to Jerome. (350) Augustine, Book on Nature and Grace, ch. 30.





DISTINCTION IV. How the incarnation of Christ is attributed to the Holy Spirit.


The work of the incarnation is attributed especially to the Holy Spirit, as in the Creed: 'And was incarnate by the Holy Spirit.' And in the Gospel: 'She was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit' (Matt. 1) -- this is not because the Holy Spirit served the Virgin as seed, but because through the operation of the Holy Spirit, what was united to the Word was taken from the flesh of the Virgin. For what is from something is either from its substance, as the Son is from the substance of the Father, or from its power, as all things are from God -- in which way the Holy Spirit is called the author of the incarnation. And although this also belongs to the Father, it is attributed to the Spirit, who is called benignity, because it is a work of surpassing benignity.


How Christ is said to be conceived and born of the Holy Spirit.


Nor is it rightly inferred that the Son is the Son of the Holy Spirit because He was born from Him. For not everything that is born from something is a son of it, as a Christian is born from water; nor is everything that is someone's son born from him, as an adopted son.





DISTINCTION V. Who assumed and what was assumed. That the person assumed a nature.


Finally, it must be known that both person and nature assumed a nature, but neither did person assume a person, nor did nature assume a person. For Augustine says in On the Faith, to Peter (ch. 2): The Only-begotten God took up human nature in the unity of a person. Likewise: The Only-begotten Son of God was incarnated by the assumption of flesh and a rational soul. Behold, the person assumed a nature.


That nature assumed nature.


That nature assumed nature, Augustine says as follows (ibid.): That nature which always remains begotten from the Father, assumed our nature without sin. Likewise: The Only-begotten Son of the Father in the form of a servant and of God is one and the same, because the form of God received the form of a servant. But form is nature. For Hilary says: To be in the form of God is nothing other than to remain in the nature of God. Behold, nature assumed nature.


But if it is said elsewhere that the form of a servant was assumed by the Son alone, it must be understood that there not nature but another person is excluded. However, in the Council of Toledo the contrary seems to be found. For it says: The Son alone received man in the singularity of person, not in the unity of the divine nature. But how this is to be understood is explained subsequently in the same text, namely, that what is proper to the Son, not what is common to the Trinity -- that is, the proper person of the Son assumed man, not the three persons in common. This might have seemed otherwise because he had said above that the entire Trinity brought about the formation of the assumed man. The divine nature therefore assumed flesh, whence it is also called incarnate. For John Damascene says: We say that the divinity was united to flesh, and we confess one incarnate nature of God the Word.


That the nature of God is not said to have been made flesh.


It is not said, however, that the divine nature was made flesh, as the Word was; because neither does authority say this, nor does the usage of speech admit it. Perhaps because otherwise the convertibility of nature into nature would thereby be signified.


That no person was assumed.


A person, however, was never assumed, because there was no person already constituted from that flesh and soul for the Word to receive. Furthermore, it is not rightly said that a person was assumed simply because a soul was assumed. For the soul is not of individual nature, or a person, so long as it is personally united to something else, but only when it exists by itself. But if it is said somewhere that the man Christ Jesus, or that man, was assumed by the Word of God, as it is said in the Psalm: 'Blessed is he whom you have chosen and assumed' (Ps. 64), determine it thus: This is true of the nature of man, but false of the person.


(350) Book 12, On the Trinity. (351) On the Orthodox Faith, bk. 3, ch. 6.





DISTINCTION VI. What is the meaning of the statement, 'God is man.'


In order that what is said in these propositions -- 'God is man' and 'man is God' and similar ones -- may be more easily understood, it must first be briefly stated that from those things which the Son of God assumed, namely soul and flesh, no human person was constituted. For a person is composed from these two things only when they come together principally in that which is not yet a person, as happens in all other human beings apart from Christ. But if they come together in that which is already a person, as was the case in Christ, they do not constitute a person, but are merely possessed by that person -- just as walls, roof, and foundation, if added to an already completed house, do not make a house but are merely held by the house to which they were added. Just as baptism does not cleanse one already baptized, and consecration, ordination, or dedication, applied a second time to things that already participate in them, do not add anything -- that is, they confer nothing and change nothing, but are merely applied. So therefore soul and flesh were applied to the Son of God, as a garment to limbs.


For the Son of God was made man, yet not made man so essentially and truly as you are, who are the very composite essence of your soul and body; rather, He was made man essentially and truly according to a habitus (manner of possession). Hence Augustine says: God the Son was made a true man for us, because He has a true human nature. Augustine discusses this in his treatment of the passage: 'He was found in outward appearance as a man' (Phil. 2).


Four kinds of habitus.


For he says that things approach something else to be possessed by it in four ways. Something approaches something else either so that it changes the other but is not itself changed, as wisdom approaches a fool; or so that it changes the other and is itself changed, as food approaches the stomach; or so that it neither changes nor is changed, as a ring on a finger; or so that it does not change the other but is itself changed, as a garment on a body -- and this last kind fits the present comparison. For God the Son emptied Himself, taking the form of a servant (Phil. 2), not changing His own form, and thus was made in the likeness of man by assuming a true man, and was found in outward appearance as a man, that is, by having a man He was found to be as a man. He says 'as a man,' however, not simply 'a man.' Just as that flesh is called not the flesh of sin but similar to sinful flesh (Rom. 8).


When therefore it is said, 'God is man,' the habitus is predicated, so that the meaning is: God has a man, or is one having a man -- or even the humanated person is predicated. Cassiodorus indicates this, saying: The Son of God was made, so to speak, a humanated God. But when it is said, 'man is God,' the habitus is made the subject and nature or person is predicated, so that the meaning is: Man is God, that is, the one having a man is God. But if 'made' is placed in the proposition, as 'God was made man,' understand it thus: God began to have a man, or to be a humanated God. Likewise, 'man was made God,' that is, that third person began with a man to be God.





DISTINCTION VII. On the predestination of Christ.


According to this, therefore, it is easy to understand the passage: 'Who was predestined as the Son of God in power' (Rom. 1). For the Son of God was predestined, that is, it was prepared for Him by grace, not that He should be the Son of God, but that together with a man He should be the Son of God, so that grace is attributed to Him according to the nature of the person -- as if we were to say: This advocate is given a favor, not so that he may speak before the judge, but so that he may speak while seated, so that the favor is his not with respect to his speaking, but with respect to his being seated. So grace was given to Christ, not with respect to His sonship, but with respect to His being called Son together with His humanity. So also Augustine says: The name which is above every name was given to Him according to the form of a servant, that is, so that together with the form of a servant He would be called the Only-begotten Son of God. Thus therefore that person is said to be predestined, or even His human nature is said to be predestined, to be personally united to the Word of the Father, and then that passage is explained thus: 'Who was predestined,' that is, 'whose nature was predestined.'


Similarly, according to this, understand that saying of Augustine: So great, namely, is the union of both natures, that the whole is called God and the whole is called man -- that is, that person with all of this, namely divinity, soul, and flesh, and their properties, is God and man.





DISTINCTION VIII. That Christ is not 'something' insofar as He is man. The multiple meanings of the term 'according to.'


It must be known, however, that the Son of God, from the fact that He assumed a man, was not made into something, that is, into a person or a nature, because there is neither a quaternity in the Trinity nor is Christ two natures; yet although it is written that Christ subsists in two and from two natures or substances, it is not said that He is two, but rather that He became of a certain nature which He was not before. According to which that saying of Origen must be understood: He was made, without doubt, that which he was not before, that is, of that nature. Likewise that saying: 'The Son of God is one thing, the son of man is another,' that is, of one and of another nature, according to whether He was born from God or from man. Understand everything said in this manner accordingly.


Therefore the Son is not 'something' insofar as He is man, unless the phrase 'according to' denotes the unity of the person. For this expression 'according to' in this mystery sometimes denotes the person -- as in 'according to which He is man, that is, He who is man, gave gifts to men.' Sometimes it denotes nature -- as in 'according to which He is man, He suffered, that is, His humanity itself.' Sometimes it denotes state or habitus -- as in 'according to which He is man, He was predestined, or a name was given to Him,' as was said above.





DISTINCTION IX. On the adoration of Christ's humanity.


Since, however, the humanity was assumed into one person by the Word of God, it must be adored together with the Word. Hence John Damascene says: We adore Christ with the Father and the Spirit in one adoration together with His uncontaminated flesh. And Augustine says: I adore the humanity in Christ because it is united to the divinity. For if you separate the man from God, I will never believe in Him or serve Him -- just as if someone were to find the purple robe or royal diadem without the king, he would not adore it; but with the king, he adores it.





DISTINCTIONS X and XI. Whether Christ is a creature or was made.


Although Christ is man, He should not be called simply a creature, or made. For He by whom all things were made was not Himself made, as Augustine says. Nor is He a creature, because from this it would follow that He is not God. For Augustine indicates that God and creature are immediately opposed with respect to substance, saying: Every substance that is not God is a creature; and what is not a creature is God. Likewise: If the Word is not a creature, it is of the same substance as the Father. From which it is rightly inferred: If He is a creature, He is not God; and if He is God, He is not a creature; and: If He is of the same substance as the Father, He is not a creature. Therefore we do not say simply that He was made, but in a qualified sense, that is, according to His humanity.


Hence Ambrose says: The Apostle said the Son of God was 'made of a woman,' so that the making is attributed not to the divinity but to the assumption of the body (Gal. 4). For Augustine says that distinction is necessary when speaking of Christ: When we speak of Christ, let the diligent and devout reader understand what is said, and according to what, and about what, and for what reason. This -- God -- He always was; but according to the fact that He is man, He began to exist.


(352) On the Faith, to Peter. (353) In the Gloss on Rom. 1. (354) Origen, on the Epistle to the Romans. (355) Augustine, to Felicianus. (356) Book 3, On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 8. (357) From the Lord's sermon, 'Let not your heart be troubled.'





DISTINCTION XII. Whether Christ could sin.


It is asked whether Christ could sin. It seems so, because the ability to sin, as we proved above, is a good of our nature, which He assumed in its entirety apart from sin, in order to heal it entirely. But if this is the case, it seems that He could not be God, because being God and being able to sin are incompatible. To this we say, according to the distinction given above, that Christ could sin insofar as He was man; yet we do not say this without qualification, but add 'naturally.' For from the very moment of conception the assumed man was so confirmed by grace (which He received without measure) that He could not sin; naturally, however, He could have.


Whether an angel can sin.


We say the same also of the angel, who received a lesser grace of confirmation, that he simply cannot sin, but naturally could. Much less therefore could the Lord of angels sin, who was a perfect man from the very womb, not only on account of His soul and flesh, but also on account of His wisdom and grace.





DISTINCTION XIII. How Christ advanced in wisdom.


To this, however, what is read in the Gospel seems contrary: 'Jesus,' it says, 'advanced in age and wisdom and grace before God and men' (Luke 2). But according to what has been said, we understand this also. For Gregory says: According to His human nature He advanced in age, from infancy to youth. According to the same nature He also advanced in wisdom and grace -- not because He was wiser or more full of grace through the passage of time, but because the same wisdom and grace with which He was full from the first hour of His conception, He gradually demonstrated more fully over time to others. He advanced, therefore, that is, He caused others to advance, just as a teacher is said to advance in his students.


As for what Ambrose says -- 'He advanced in human understanding, just as He hungered with human appetite' -- this must be understood as meaning that, as far as human perception was concerned, Christ's human understanding was said to have advanced. According to this also, the prophet is said to have been ignorant of his father and mother in infancy, because he so conducted and bore himself at that time as though he were devoid of knowledge (Isa. 8).





DISTINCTION XIV. That the soul of Christ knows all things that God knows.


On this point, it must be known that the soul of Christ has knowledge of all things that Christ knows, because the spirit of knowledge was not given to Him in measure (John 3). For if He knew some things and not others, He would not have knowledge without measure. Fulgentius proves this by that authority: 'In whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge' (Col. 2). It is established by reason, because no one knows anything that His soul is ignorant of.


But what is said seems contrary: 'In nothing is the creature equal to the Creator'; and the Prophet: 'Your knowledge is made wonderful' (Ps. 138). Expounding this, Cassiodorus says: The assumed man cannot be made equal to the divine substance in knowledge or in anything else. But this must be understood as meaning 'in all respects' or 'perfectly.' For although the soul of Christ knows all things that God knows, it does not grasp all things as clearly and distinctly as God Himself does. Or: in nothing is the creature made co-equal with the Creator, that is, there is nothing that makes the creature equal to the Creator.


Nor is this passage contrary to it: 'For no one knows the things of God except the Spirit of God' (1 Cor. 2), who alone searches all things, namely by Himself, because He also gives others the ability to search. Hence it is added in the same place: 'But we have the Spirit of God,' as if to say, through whom we know the deep things of God. Much more therefore did that soul know all deep things, which had the Spirit of God above all others.


That Christ did not have all the power of God.


He did not, however, have all power, lest through this He would be omnipotent, and thus would be thought to be God. But what Ambrose says on that passage seems contrary: 'He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Most High' (Luke 1) -- 'Not because,' he says, 'He was not great before the Virgin's delivery, but because the power which the Son of God naturally has, the man was going to receive in time.' Since this does not seem to be said of the person, nor could the flesh receive it, it remains to understand it of the soul. But he spoke only of the person, who began to have with a man through grace the power which He had from eternity, just as we said above concerning predestination.





DISTINCTION XV. That Christ assumed our defects.


We also add that He assumed our defects, such as hunger, thirst, sadness, and fear, and the other general ones, none of which was sin. We say this on account of the tinder of sin. He did not, however, assume all defects, as Pope Leo says, but only those which it was fitting for Him to take upon Himself for our sake, and which were not unbecoming. For He did not assume invincible ignorance or difficulty in doing good, which, as Augustine says, every man suffers from the beginning of his birth. He also did not accept these because they are contrary to what He had from the first state of man.





DISTINCTION XVI. Whether there was in Christ a necessity of suffering and dying.


For there are four states of man, from each of which Christ received something. The first is before sin, from which He received immunity from sin. The second is after sin, before grace, from which He received punishment. The third was under grace, from which He received the fullness of grace. From the fourth, which will be in glory, He received the inability to sin. But He assumed these defects, like the flesh itself and death, not by the necessity of His condition -- that is, not from the corrupt law of birth which is the necessity of our condition -- but by the will of His compassion.


According to this, therefore, understand what Augustine says: The Lord did not truly fear to suffer, because He did not have a true cause of fear. Hence Hilary says: Christ had a body for suffering, but not a nature for feeling pain.


Or He did not truly fear, that is, not in such a way that fear dominated His soul so as to move Him from righteousness. For there was in Him a pre-passion, not a passion, as Jerome says; He truly feared, that is, with a true fear, not a feigned one.


Christ had the necessity of dying.


He also had the necessity of dying; for just as it is appointed for all men to die once, so also Christ, by the same necessity and law of nature, was offered once.


(358) Book 1, On the Trinity. (359) Book 1, On the Trinity, ch. 6. (360) Book 2, On the Trinity. (361) Book 1, On the Trinity, ch. 43. (362) Cited in the Gloss under the name of Gregory, but it is from Bede's Homily 2 on Luke. (363) Book On the Sacrament of the Lord's Incarnation, ch. (364) In a certain sermon. (365) Otherwise Bede's Homily 23 on Luke. In the Gloss, however, it is cited under the names of Ambrose and Bede. (366) Book 3, On Free Will, ch. 18. (367) On Psalm 21: 'I will cry out and you will not hear.' (368) Book 10, On the Trinity, before me.





DISTINCTION XVII. Whether Christ's will was always fulfilled.


Furthermore, it must be known that just as Christ had two natures, so He also had two wills. Hence Augustine says: Christ in His passion expressed in Himself two wills, according to His two natures. For He says: 'Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me' (Matt. 26). Behold the will of the man, which He immediately directs to the divine will, saying: 'Nevertheless, not as I will, but as you will' (ibid.). He therefore asked for the cup to pass, but did not obtain it -- which seems contrary to that Psalm: 'May the Lord fulfill all your petitions' (Ps. 19).


The human will of Christ is twofold.


But the human will of Christ must be distinguished according to the affection of sensuality, by which He willed not to die, and according to the affection of reason, by which He wholly willed to die, according to which He speaks in His spirit. Nor did the flesh of Christ in this matter lust against the spirit, because He asked this according to the will of God and of His spirit -- not indeed so that He might obtain what He asked, but so that He might express the truth of His humanity. He also asked this so that He might give to His members, when placed in tribulation, a model for crying out to God and subjecting their own will to the divine will. Both things therefore that He willed were good, but that was better which He committed to execution.


Hilary's opinion, different from the foregoing.


Hilary, however, understands by the cup the terror of death, to which all flesh except that which is Christ's was subject by the necessity of its condition -- a terror that was to be removed at last through the virtue of glory after the death of Christ. With this in view, he says that Christ prayed and feared not for Himself but for His own. For He Himself, as was proved above, did not fear as others feared. Hence it is that He did not say: 'My soul is sorrowful because of death,' but 'even unto death' (Matt. 26), since He saw that the scandals arising from apostolic weakness were about to cease.





DISTINCTION XVIII. On the merit of Christ and what He merited for Himself.


After which death, and also through which death, He merited for Himself glory and impassibility. Hence Augustine says: In order that Christ might be glorified through the resurrection, He was first humbled through the passion; humility is the merit of glory, glory is the reward of humility. By glory he means the manifestation of the name given to Him which is above every name (Phil. 2). For it was not then for the first time that that name was given to Him. Yet it is said to have been given to Him then by that figure of speech by which a thing is said to happen when it becomes known to have happened.


He also merited the impassibility of soul and flesh through that same death, which He had nonetheless merited from the time He became man, through charity and the other virtues. For Christ had nothing by which He could advance according to the merit of the soul, that is, according to the power of merit -- although He could advance with respect to the number of bodily merits, that is, of works.


Whether Christ was more blessed after death.


If it is asked whether His soul was more blessed after death than before, we say that it was more blessed with respect to immunity from misery, not with respect to the contemplation of God.





DISTINCTION XIX. On the manner of our redemption, and what Christ merited for us.


But if the preceding merits sufficed for these things, why then did He wish to die? For your sake, not for His own, so that He might instruct you in humility and thus lead you into paradise. For through His death He merited for us the entrance to paradise, which He had merited for Himself through His preceding merits, and redemption from sin, punishment, and the devil. For since God was going to reconcile the world to Himself through a sacrifice, no other sacrifice sufficed to reconcile it, since all had sinned. God had decreed, as Ambrose says, that no one be admitted to paradise, that is, to the contemplation of God, nor could the humility of any man avail as much as the pride of the first man had harmed. No one, therefore, was found except the Lion from the tribe of Judah, who by dying freed us from sin and the devil, since through that death charity is stirred up in our hearts (Rom. 5).


For gazing upon Him as upon the bronze serpent (Num. 21), and seeing with what great charity He loved us, so that He would die for us, we are admonished and set on fire to love Him who did such great things for us, and thus freed from sin and the devil we are justified. Finally, bearing our sins upon the wood, that is, the punishment of sins, He redeemed us from eternal punishment, by releasing the debt from temporal punishment, in hope, not yet in reality; from which He will completely free us when the last enemy, death, is destroyed. And so Christ properly became our redeemer by the display of humility; but in common the whole Trinity is called redeemer by the effect of power.


Christ alone is the mediator.


Christ alone, however, is the mediator between mortal sinners and the immortal just one (1 Tim. 2). For He alone is God and man, made mediator insofar as He is man, drawing near to us through weakness, yet not thereby through justice. Indeed, insofar as He is the Word, He is not a mediator but one God with the Father.


(369) On Matt., ch. 26. (370) On Psalm 33. (371) Book 10, On the Trinity. (371*) On those words, 'Christ was made obedient for us.' (372) On the Epistle to the Hebrews.





DISTINCTION XX. That God could have freed us in another way. Why Christ chose to free us in this manner instead.


There was indeed another way of our liberation possible to God, but none more fitting for healing our misery. For this manner most effectively frees us from the death of despair and raises our minds to heavenly things, when we see that He valued us so highly that He Himself, unchangeably good, preferred to die bearing our evils. And also because in this way the devil is overcome by justice, not by power. For God could have freed His servant by power, whom the devil had fraudulently led away and violently held, but He did not wish to, lest man seem to be taken from him by force. But humbled through death, He did this justly. For it is just that the debtors whom the devil held should be set free, those who believe in Him whom the devil killed without any debt.


The death of Christ was brought about by the Trinity, Judas, the devil, and the Jews. Whether the Jews did something good.


Finally, it must be known that the death of Christ was the work of the Trinity, of Judas, of the devil, and of the Jews. Of the Trinity, because it was done by God as author, that is, willing it (Rom. 8); of Judas, because he betrayed Him (Matt. 26); of the Jews and the devil, because they instigated it. And so one thing, that is, the death of Christ, was accomplished by all of these; but the deeds from which it resulted were diverse, namely: the Father's handing over, the Son's willing encounter, Judas's betrayal, and the instigation of the Jews and the devil. The Jews therefore did something good with respect to what was accomplished, that is, the effect, but something evil with respect to the act.





DISTINCTION XXI. Whether the Word, from the time it became man, ever ceased to be man.


It must be firmly held that the Word, as was said above, is true man, because He has a soul and flesh in the union of person. He is a living man because He has those two things joined together. He never therefore ceased to be man from the time He became man, because He never ceased to have those things. Hence Augustine says: The Word, from the time it assumed man, that is, flesh and soul, never laid aside the soul so that the soul was separated from the Word.


Of the flesh he also says: So also in the tomb Christ did not abandon His flesh by dying together with it, just as He formed it in the Virgin's womb by being born together with it. The divinity was not therefore separated from the man, but understand this with respect to the union of person, not with respect to the protection of nature, according to which it was separated. Hence Ambrose says: The man cries out as He is about to die from the separation of divinity, namely with respect to protection. The divinity separated itself by withdrawing its power, as is understood here (Matt. 26): 'Why have you forsaken me?' But it did not dissolve the union. Outwardly it separated itself from protection, but inwardly it was present for the union.


As for what Athanasius says under anathema, that the whole man was assumed again in the resurrection, understand this not with respect to possessing, but with respect to joining those two together again, so that the flesh, which had properly died, might live from the soul -- the flesh in which, not in Himself, Christ is said to have died. Hence Augustine says: Far be it that Christ experienced death in such a way that, as far as He is in Himself, life lost life.





DISTINCTION XXII. In what sense God is said to have suffered.


Whatever the flesh suffered, it cannot be said that God did not suffer. Just as you cannot say that you did not suffer an injury if your garment is drenched or torn, even though it is not you. Much more therefore, whatever the flesh united to the Word suffers, God must be said to suffer, even though the Word could neither die nor suffer. Of this therefore Ambrose says: The same one was dying and was not dying; was rising and was not rising -- He was rising according to the flesh, He was not rising according to the Word.





DISTINCTION XXIII. Whether Christ had faith and hope, just as He had charity.


Since Christ was full of grace, it is asked whether He had faith and hope. To explain this better, let us first see what faith and hope are. Faith, then, is to believe what you do not see; for the Apostle says: 'Faith is the substance of things hoped for by us, the evidence or conviction of things not seen' (Heb. 11). For through faith the things to be hoped for subsist now in us, and they will subsist in the future through experience.





DISTINCTION XXIV. On the faith of the ancients.


If there is doubt about these things, they are proved through faith, in this way: because the patriarchs and other saints believed thus. Properly, therefore, faith is about things not seen. For about things seen there is not faith, but recognition. This faith is said by the Apostle to be one by way of similarity, not singularity -- just as the will of those who will the same thing is called one will, and the face of two most similar persons is called one face. Therefore our faith and that of the ancients is one. But the manner of believing is different. Hence Augustine says: The same faith of the Mediator that saves us was saving the ancients. For just as we believe that Christ has come in the flesh, so they believed that He would come; as we believe that He died, so they that He would die; as we believe that He has risen, so they that He would rise and come to judgment.


On the faith of the elders and the simple.


These things, however, were revealed distinctly to the elders. But to the simple they were revealed in mystery. Hence Job: 'The oxen were plowing and the donkeys were grazing beside them' (Job 1) -- because the simple adhered to the elders, believing in the mystery which the elders taught in mystery.





DISTINCTION XXV. On hope. The difference between faith and hope.


Hope, then, is the certain expectation of future blessedness, arising from the grace of God and preceding merits, regarding the thing hoped for, namely eternal life. And it concerns things not seen, just as faith does. But hope differs from faith, because hope is about good things, and future things, and things pertaining only to the one who is said to possess that hope. Faith, however, is about good things and bad things, present and past and future, pertaining both to the one who has that faith and to others -- provided, however, that believing them pertains to religion.


These, however, advance in us until we know perfectly. For Augustine says: We do not know in order to believe, but we believe in order to know.


According to this, therefore, Christ did not have faith and hope, because He knew past and future things equally as well as present things.


Hence the saints are not now said to believe or hope for the future resurrection, because they understand it most perfectly in the Word of God.


(373) On John 10: 'I will lay down my life.' (374) In the exposition of Ps. 30, 'God, my God.' (374*) Against Felicianus. (375) Book 3, On the Holy Spirit. (376) Augustine, on John. (377) Book On Marriage and Concupiscence, ch. 2.





DISTINCTION XXVI. That the saints are not now said to believe or hope.


It is read, however, that Christ believed and hoped. For He says through the prophet: 'I will be trusting in him' (Heb. 2). And in the Psalm: 'In you, Lord, I have hoped' (Ps. 30). This is to be understood with respect to the outward effect, not with respect to the inward act. For he prayed and did other things in the way that one does who, not yet seeing, believes and hopes. Yet He was not delayed from full knowledge by hoping or believing. Finally, according to this, He says to the Father: 'Your discipline itself will teach me' (Ps. 17), that is, by the outward effect, by which He displayed the form of one well corrected, not by an inward act, because He never reformed Himself from wrong to right.





DISTINCTION XXVII. On the charity of Christ. The two precepts of charity.


Christ had charity, which He demonstrated by the work of His passion, about which let us speak briefly. Charity, then, is the love by which God is loved for his own sake, and the neighbor for the sake of God. Its first and nearest commandment is: 'You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your mind, and with all your strength' (Deut. 6; Matt. 22) -- that is, that you should direct all your thoughts, your entire life, and your understanding toward him, which will be fulfilled not here but in the future. This was said, however, so that we might not be ignorant of the goal toward which we must run. The second is: 'You shall love your neighbor as yourself' (John 13), that is, for that end and for that reason for which you love yourself. By neighbor understand every man, who is called neighbor in three ways: by the condition of shared nature, by proximity of faith, and by the conferring of benefit.





DISTINCTIONS XXVIII and XXIX. Angels are bound by the precept of charity.


Hence the angels too are included under that precept. For Augustine says: It is clear that even the holy angels are included under the precept of love of neighbor, by whom the offices of mercy are bestowed upon us.


There are four kinds of things to be loved.


Every kind of thing to be loved is comprehended under the aforementioned commandments, and there are four, as Augustine says: One which is above us, namely God; another which we ourselves are; a third which is beside us, namely our neighbor; a fourth which is below us, namely our body and that of our neighbor. This is understood in those commandments, even if it is not explicitly stated. For Augustine says: If you understand that you as a whole are to be loved, that is, soul and body, you must also love your neighbor, that is, his soul and body.


That we love God and neighbor with one charity.


Although there are so many things that we love, nevertheless we love them all with one charity alone. For Augustine says: There is one charity and two precepts. For it is not a different charity that loves the neighbor from the one that loves God. Therefore charity must be ordered, both in interior affection and in exterior effect. Concerning the order of affection, Augustine says: Whoever wishes to have well-ordered love should see to it that he does not love what should not be loved, or fail to love what should be loved; or love equally what should be loved more or less, or love more or less what should be loved equally.


The order of things to be loved.


Every man, insofar as he is a sinner, is not to be loved; insofar as he is a man, he is to be loved. God, however, is to be loved more than every man. Furthermore, the neighbor is to be loved more than our own body, because the neighbor is loved for God's sake, and can enjoy God together with us, while the body cannot. Finally, all neighbors are to be loved with equal affection but unequal effect. Hence Augustine says: All men are to be loved equally; but since you cannot benefit all, those must especially be cared for who are more closely bound to you by the opportunities of places, times, or any circumstances.


Ambrose says this more distinctly: First God is to be loved; second, parents; then children, then members of the household, who, if they are good, are to be preferred to evil children. Last of all, enemies, whom God does not command us to love with all our strength or as ourselves, but simply. For it is sufficient that we love them and do not hate them. Ambrose says this not because we should not love them as ourselves -- for they are indeed our neighbors -- but to show that it is sufficient if we love them less than other neighbors, and this, of course, with respect to outward effect.


On the degrees of charity.


It must also be known that charity is not perfect as soon as it is born. For in order to be perfected, it is born; once born, it is nourished; once nourished, it is strengthened; once strengthened, it is perfected. And when perfect it says: 'I desire to be dissolved' (Phil. 1), etc.


(378) Book On Christian Doctrine, ch. 30. (379) Book 1, On Christian Doctrine, chs. 23, 24, and 26. (380) Book On Christian Doctrine. (381) Sermon on the Lord's Ascension.





DISTINCTION XXX. Whether it is better to love friends than enemies, or vice versa.


It is also customarily asked whether it is of greater merit to love a friend or an enemy. We say it is of equal merit. For each is loved with the same charity from which merit comes. But with respect to the outward act, it is a more evident sign of perfect charity to love an enemy than a friend. Hence Augustine says: Yet this great good -- namely to love an enemy and to do good to one who hates, and to pray for one who persecutes -- does not belong to as great a multitude as we believe to be heard when it is said: 'Forgive us our debts, as we also forgive our debtors' (Matt. 6).





DISTINCTION XXXI. Whether charity once possessed is lost.


By saying this, let us consider that he distinguished perfect charity from imperfect. Imperfect charity is often lost and recovered, and both good and evil persons share in it. Hence Ambrose says: To some, grace was given for use, as to Saul and Judas. For frequently those who will be good are first evil, and those who will be evil are first good. But rooted and perfect charity, once possessed, never ceases, nor do any but the good share in it. Hence charity is the proper and singular fountain of the good, which no outsider shares. According to this, resolve the apparent dissonance found among many authorities.


How charity will not be made void.


Perfect charity will remain in the future. For although it is perfected in the future, the same substance and the same mode will remain, which is to love God more than yourself, and your neighbor as yourself. But the other things will either entirely cease, like faith and hope (which some think also applies to knowledge), or at least with respect to their mode, which will be entirely different in the future from what it is in the present.


Why charity is placed after faith and hope.


It should also be noted that charity is not placed after faith and hope because it arises from them, but because after them it will remain increased. These three are now equal, not with respect to their comprehension, but with respect to the intensity of their acts. For if you believe more intensely, you also hope and love more intensely.





DISTINCTION XXXII. How Christ loved.


Christ had charity, not that of the way, so as to love every neighbor unto life, but that of the fatherland, by which He loved only the elect unto salvation. He also loved the reprobate, just as He loved them from eternity -- that is, insofar as they were to be His work, that is, those whom and such as He was going to make them. Accordingly, He loved some of the elect more and others less from eternity, not according to the essence of love but according to its efficacy, because He prepared greater goods for some than for others. According to this sense, some are said to begin to be loved by God then, when they receive the effect of His eternal love.





DISTINCTION XXXIII. On the principal virtues which they call cardinal.


After the foregoing, let us consider the four principal virtues. The first of these is justice, which consists in helping the wretched who are unable to stand against the power of the stronger. The second is prudence, in guarding against snares. The third is fortitude, in enduring hardships. The fourth is temperance, in restraining base pleasures.


That these virtues remain in the future.


These will exist in the future, but according to a different use than here. Hence Bede says: The powers of heaven are illustrious in the four aforementioned virtues, which are observed differently in heaven by angels and holy souls than they are here by the faithful.





DISTINCTION XXXIV. On the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit.


The seven gifts are also virtues, and they exist in the angels, as Ambrose says: The Spirit of God gladdens the nature of the angels with a certain more abundant richness of sanctifications. Then, explaining these sanctifications, he adds: By these sanctifications is signified the fullness of seven spiritual virtues, which Isaiah enumerates (ch. 11), saying: 'The spirit of wisdom,' etc.


But what Bede says seems contrary: After he had discussed servile and chaste fear, he added: Both will cease in the future. Augustine also says: The fear of the Lord is a great safeguard for those advancing toward salvation; for those who arrive, it is cast out. For they no longer fear a friend when they have been led to that which was promised.


But we say that fear will exist in the future, not according to the use it now has, which is the dread of separation, but according to reverence, which is mixed with the subjection of love, according to which it was in Christ. Hence the Apostle: 'He was heard because of His reverence' (Heb. 5).


A full distinction of fears. Worldly fear. Human, servile. Initial. Chaste or filial.


Here it must be known that there are five kinds of fear. Worldly fear, which is a fault, by which we fear losing the goods of the world. Human or natural fear, which is a punishment and was in Christ, by which we shrink from bodily dangers. Servile fear, by which, out of fear of hell, a man restrains himself from sin and does good, which is useful -- through this, the habit of justice gradually develops, and it is insufficient. Initial fear, when what was hard begins to be loved, and this is sufficient. Then chaste fear succeeds, and is called friendly or filial, by which the separation from the Bridegroom is feared, and this is perfecting. According to this last sense it remains until the end of the world; but according to the sense stated above, that is, according to reverence mixed with filial subjection, it will exist both here and in the future (1 John 4). When it is said that 'fear is not in charity,' this is to be understood of perfect charity and initial fear. The more charity grows, the more fear decreases. And the more charity becomes interior, the more fear is cast out -- greater charity, lesser fear; lesser charity, greater fear.


It should be noted that in the usage of Scripture, both servile fear and initial fear are called the beginning of wisdom, but for different reasons. For servile fear is called the beginning of wisdom because it prepares a place for the charity of God; initial fear, because it is part of an incipient charity.


(385) In the Enchiridion, ch. 73. (386) On ch. 9 of Romans. (387) On Exod. 26. (388) Book 1, On the Holy Spirit, ch. 20 and the last. (389) On the Proverbs, ch. 1. (390) On Psalm 5. (391) On the Epistle of John 4, Homily 9.





DISTINCTION XXXV. The distinction between knowledge, understanding, and wisdom.


Those three gifts -- knowledge, understanding, and wisdom -- are distinguished from one another as follows. Knowledge avails for the right administration of temporal things and good conduct among the wicked. Understanding, for the contemplation of the Creator and of invisible creatures. Wisdom, for the contemplation of and delight in the eternal truth alone.





DISTINCTION XXXVI. On the connection and equality of virtues.


Here it must be known that all virtues are so connected to one another that, if one is possessed, all are possessed. Hence Jerome says: All virtues cling to one another, so that whoever has one has all, and whoever lacks one lacks all. Augustine also says: The virtues that are in the human mind, although each is understood in a different way, are in no way separated from one another, so that whoever is equal in one -- for example, in fortitude -- is also equal in prudence, justice, and temperance. For if you say that these men are equal in fortitude but that one excels in prudence, it follows that this man's fortitude is less prudent, and therefore they are not equal in fortitude either, because the other's fortitude is more prudent. And so you will find with the other virtues, if you run through them all with the same consideration.


For when someone is said to excel in a particular virtue -- as Abraham in faith and Job in patience -- this must be understood according to outward practices, or in comparison with other men, because he especially displays the habit of humility, or principally carries out the work of faith or of some other virtue.





DISTINCTION XXXVII. On the ten commandments of the Decalogue, and their reduction to the two commandments of charity.


Now the distinction of the Decalogue must be considered. For the Decalogue has ten precepts: three on the first tablet pertaining to God, and seven on the second tablet pertaining to the neighbor. The first on the first tablet is: 'You shall not have strange gods. You shall not make for yourself a graven image, nor any likeness' (Exod. 20). A graven image is what has nothing similar to itself. A likeness is what has the appearance of some thing (1 Cor. 8).


The second is: 'You shall not take the name of your God in vain' (Exod. 20). Which is to say, according to the letter: You shall not swear to no purpose by the name of God. Allegorically, however, it is commanded that you should not think that Christ the Son of God is a creature.


The third is: 'Remember to keep holy the Sabbath day' (Exod. 20). According to the letter, the observance of the Sabbath is commanded. Allegorically, however, that you should expect rest both here from vices and in the future in the contemplation of God. The first commandment pertains to the Father, in whom there is unity; the second to the Son, in whom there is co-equality; the third to the Holy Spirit, in whom there is the communion of both.


On the seven commandments of the second tablet.


On the second tablet there are seven commandments, the first of which pertains to the earthly father: 'Honor your father and your mother, that you may live long upon the earth' (Exod. 20), namely the land of the living. The second is: 'You shall not kill' (ibid.). Where according to the letter the act of homicide is forbidden; spiritually, the will to kill. The third is: 'You shall not commit adultery' (ibid.), that is, you shall not be joined to anyone except through the bond of marriage. For from the part the whole is understood. Under the name of adultery, therefore, every illicit sexual intercourse and every illegitimate use of those members must be understood as forbidden. The fourth is: 'You shall not steal' (ibid.). Where sacrilege and all robbery is forbidden. For he who forbade theft did not permit robbery.


Whether the children of Israel committed theft in despoiling Egypt.


Here it is customarily asked whether the Israelites committed theft in despoiling Egypt (Exod. 3). We say they did not, because the perfect ones rendered service to God who commanded it. The weaker ones were rather permitted to do this to those who justly suffered such things, than commanded. The fifth is: 'You shall not speak false testimony against your neighbor' (Exod. 20). Where the crime of lying and perjury is forbidden.





DISTINCTION XXXVIII. On lying.


A lie, as Augustine says, is a signification of a false utterance with the intention of deceiving. To lie is to speak contrary to what one thinks in one's mind. Hence if a Jew says that Christ is God, while he does not believe this, he indeed lies, but he does not speak a falsehood.


Whether every lie is a sin.


Every lie, then, is a sin. But it matters greatly with what intention and about what things one lies. For one who lies in order to console does not sin in the same way as one who lies in order to harm; nor does one who lies about the way of the earth sin as one who lies about the way of life.


Three kinds of lies.


For one lies sometimes merely for the advantage of someone, as the midwives and Rahab did (Exod. 1; Josh. 2). Sometimes in jest, which is not fitting for the perfect. Sometimes out of malice, which all must be very careful to avoid.


Whether Jacob lied when he said he was Esau.


Jacob is excused from lying when he said he was Esau (Gen. 27), since he was only intending to obey his mother, who knew by God's intimate counsel the mystery of the sacrament that was being accomplished in him. Or Jacob did not lie, because he was Esau by right, if not in person, since he had bought the birthright from him.





DISTINCTION XXXIX. On perjury.


Perjury is a lie confirmed by an oath. To swear is to render to God what is due, namely truth and not falsehood -- that is, to call God as witness, or to pledge something to him. As one does who swears by his children, whom he pledges to God, so that what proceeds from his mouth may befall them: if true, what is true; if false, what is false.


(392) On Isaiah 10. (393) Book 6, On the Trinity, ch. 4. (394) Augustine, on that passage. (395) In the Enchiridion, ch. 18.





DISTINCTION XL. On the 6th and 7th commandments of the second tablet.


Which oaths are more binding. What perjury is.


One swears by God, by the Gospels, and by creatures. But the holier the thing by which one swears, the more punishable the perjury. Perjury, then, is to lie under oath, which occurs when someone, while swearing, speaks with the intention of deceiving -- an intention which he has either immediately or afterwards, before the time when what he swore must be fulfilled. For a guilty tongue is not produced except by a guilty mind.


The companions of an oath. An imprudent oath is a sin.


It must also be noted that an oath has three companions: truth, judgment, and justice -- so that one swears discreetly with respect to oneself, usefully with respect to the neighbor, and truthfully (or believing it to be true) with respect to God. If these are lacking, it is perjury, that is, an oath rashly taken. This is a sin because swearing is not to be sought as a good thing, nor is it to be shunned as evil when it is necessary.


When perjury is said to occur.


Perjury is properly said to occur when the oath can be fulfilled and ought to be according to the terms of the swearing, but is disregarded. This should be done with sounder counsel when fulfilling the oath leads to a worse outcome -- as when someone has sworn to persist in fornication, who is indeed perplexed between the fornication and the aforementioned perjury, where the pledge must be broken. For Isidore says: In a shameful vow, change the decree; do not do what you rashly vowed.


On one who swears by the cunning of words.


Therefore by whatever verbal artifice one swears, God accepts it as the one who swears and the one to whom the oath is sworn simply understand it.


On one who compels another to swear falsely.


If anyone knowingly demands a false oath, he is a murderer.


The sixth precept is: 'You shall not desire the wife of your neighbor' (Exod. 20). The seventh: 'You shall not covet the house of your neighbor, nor his servant, nor his handmaid' (ibid.).


Whether these last commandments are included in the former ones.


But these two precepts seem to be included in the earlier ones, in which it was said: 'You shall not commit adultery, you shall not steal.' But by those, deeds were forbidden; by these, however, concupiscence is forbidden. The aforementioned commandments of the law are therefore the ten strings of the psaltery, which must be touched by charity so that the wild beasts of the vices may be slain.





End of the book On the Incarnate Word and the Restoration of Man, which is the third book of the Sentences of Bandinus.


(396) Augustine, Letter 4 to Publicola. (397) Augustine, in the Sermon on Perjuries.


Sententiarum IV: De Ecclesiasticis Sacramentis

(On the Ecclesiastical Sacraments)
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Master Bandinus: On Ecclesiastical Sacraments, which is the Fourth of the Sentences.


Throughout nearly this entire fourth book, with remarkable clarity and in very few words, Bandinus discusses the confirmation of man restored through Christ's death, which consists in the saving use and dispensation of the holy sacraments of the Church, deriving their power and origin from Christ's passion. Toward the end, he touches upon certain matters concerning the ultimate — so to speak — beatification of man confirmed through the ecclesiastical sacraments, explaining the resurrection of the dead and the last judgment, with the punishments of the impious and the joys of the pious; with which Bandinus happily concludes his book, praying that the Lord may make us sharers in the joy of the just.





Distinction I. On sacraments in general. What a sacrament is.


After the treatment of things which are to be enjoyed and used, and of those who enjoy and use them, let us come to treat the waters of refreshment which are called sacraments. A sacrament, therefore, is a visible form of invisible grace, or a sign of a sacred thing. A sign, moreover, is a thing which, beyond the appearance it presents to the senses, causes something else from itself to come to knowledge.


How the sacraments of the old and new law differ.


Moreover, a sacrament bears a resemblance to the reality of which it is a sign — as the waters of baptism resemble the cleansing of sins. Indeed, a sacrament is properly said to be that which so signifies grace that it also confers it. Through this the difference between the old and new sacraments is clearly noted: for those only promised and signified, while these both signify and give grace.


Why the sacraments were instituted.


They were instituted for a threefold cause: namely, that we might be humbled, instructed, and exercised. For man, who despised one greater than himself, is pleasing to God when he is reverently humbled by visible things inferior to himself at the command of the Creator — since also through that which is perceived in visible form, the mind is instructed to know the invisible power. Through these sacraments also one avoids harmful occupation and is usefully exercised who could not be idle.


On circumcision.


Although the ancient sacraments did not give grace, circumcision nonetheless had the same power against sin that baptism now has. Whence Bede says: Circumcision under the law provided the same remedy of saving healing against the wound of original sin as baptism does in the time of grace, except that it did not open the gate of the kingdom.


On the institution and cause of circumcision.


Circumcision was first commanded to Abraham, and afterward to his seed. It was commanded to him for the approval of his faith and obedience, and so that that people might be distinguished from other nations by this sign.


Why in the flesh of the foreskin.


It was also commanded to be done in the flesh of the foreskin, because it was fitting that the sign of obedience should appear where the punishment of disobedience — that is, concupiscence — most held sway.


Why on the eighth day and with a stone knife.


It was performed on the eighth day, with a stone knife, because through the resurrection of Christ which occurred on the eighth day, the soul is cleansed from sins; and in the general resurrection, in the eighth age to come, all corruption will be removed from the elect through the rock which is Christ.


By what means original sin was removed before circumcision.


Before circumcision, sins were forgiven for infants through the faith of their elders, and for adults through sacrifices. Whence Gregory says: what the water of baptism avails among us, among the ancients either faith alone accomplished for infants, or the power of sacrifice for adults.


Why circumcision was changed into baptism.


Circumcision was rightly changed into baptism, because baptism is more universal and more perfect; let us now consider it.





Distinction II. On Baptism.


It should be known that the baptism by which the faithful are regenerated was preceded by the baptism of John, which was useful in this: that it prepared people by the practice of baptizing for the baptism of Christ.


Why it is called the baptism of John.


It is called the baptism of John because it was the work of John alone, who washed only outwardly — not of God working inwardly. This baptism was conferred in the name of the one who was to come.


Whether those baptized by John ought to be rebaptized.


Therefore those baptized with John's baptism, who did not believe that the Holy Spirit existed, were rebaptized with the baptism of Christ. Whence Jerome says: Those who did not know the Holy Spirit, when they received baptism from John in the name of the one to come, were baptized again — lest anyone should think that water without the Holy Spirit suffices for salvation. Let us therefore consider what baptism is, what its form is, when it was instituted, and why.





Distinction III. What baptism is.


Baptism is the immersion of the body performed under the form of the word, of which it is said: The word comes to the element, and it becomes a sacrament.


The form of baptism. Whether it is permitted to baptize in the name of Christ.


That word is the invocation of the Trinity. According to what the Truth says, showing the form of baptizing: Go, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit (Matthew 28). This word comes to the element not only because it is spoken, but because it is believed. We also read that the apostles baptized in the name of Christ (Acts 8, 10). In which the whole Trinity is understood — namely the Anointed One Himself, and the Father by whom He was anointed, and the Holy Spirit by whom He was anointed.


Whether it is permitted to baptize by naming only one Person.


Indeed, the sacrament is perfectly conferred even by naming only one of the Persons, provided one holds right belief about the others. And conversely, even if all are named, the mystery is empty if one holds wrong belief about them. Whence Ambrose says: Just as if you comprehend in speech only one — whether the Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit — yet in faith you deny neither the Father, nor the Son, nor the Holy Spirit, the sacrament of faith is complete; so also, even if you name the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, but diminish the power of any one of them, the mystery is empty. It is safer, however, to name the three Persons in baptism, saying: In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit — not 'in the names' but 'in the name,' that is, in the invocation or confession of the three Persons.


Where baptism was instituted.


Baptism was instituted in the Jordan, when Christ by the touch of His pure flesh conferred regenerative power upon the waters, so that whoever was afterward immersed, with the name of the Trinity invoked, might be cleansed from sins.


Why one is baptized only in water.


Baptism is celebrated in water, not in any other liquid, so that no one may be excused by poverty, and on account of the resemblance of the sacrament: for just as water washes away the stains of the body, so baptism wipes away the stains of the soul.


How many times the one being baptized should be immersed.


According to the varying custom of churches, the one being baptized is immersed once or three times. Whence Gregory says: In one faith, the diverse custom of the holy Church does no harm; hence it is in no way reprehensible to immerse an infant being baptized three times or once, because by immersing three times, the Trinity of Persons is designated, and by once, the unity of the divinity can be designated. We who immerse three times also signify the sacrament of the three-day burial.





Distinction IV. On the threefold effect of baptism. The error of some.


After the foregoing, it should be known that some receive both the sacrament and the reality, others the sacrament only, and others the reality only. Infants receive both the sacrament and the reality, although some think otherwise about those who are to perish, wrongly relying on the word of Augustine who says: The sacraments effect what they represent only in the saints. This should be understood as follows: since the sacraments effect forgiveness for all, they do this unto salvation only for the elect. Adults also who approach with faith receive both the sacrament and the reality; those without faith receive the sacrament only. Whence Jerome says: Those who do not receive baptism with full faith receive not the Holy Spirit but water.


Augustine also says: Everyone who has already been constituted as the arbiter of his own will, when he approaches the sacrament of the faithful, cannot begin a new life unless he repents of the old. As for what Augustine seems to say — that sins are forgiven at the very moment for one approaching falsely — he does not say this asserting it, but comparing and challenging others. This is shown from the fact that he says in the same place: If one approaches baptism falsely, either his sins have been forgiven or they have not been forgiven — let them choose which they will. He also says: Baptism begins to avail for salvation when that falsehood has departed from the heart through a truthful confession that follows. Therefore one who approaches falsely receives not the reality, but only the sacrament.


What baptism avails for those who approach with faith.


But what does baptism provide for those who approach with faith, when they have already been justified? To this we say that absolution from exterior satisfaction is granted to them, and helping grace, and every virtue is increased; the tinder of sin is also further weakened. Whence Augustine says: The faith that makes the faithful is given or nourished in the waters of baptism, because to one who does not have it, it is sometimes given there; and to one who has it, it is given so that he may have it more fully.


Who receives the reality and not the sacrament.


Those who shed their blood for Christ, or who hold his faith, receive the reality but not the sacrament — those who cannot be helped because of the urgency of time. Whence Augustine says: Considering again and again, I find that not only suffering undertaken for the name of Christ supplies the place of baptism, but also faith and conversion of heart — provided that the mystery of baptism is excluded not by contempt of religion, but by the exigency of necessity. Ambrose also says of Valentinian: I grieve in my heart, because I lost the one I was about to regenerate; yet he did not lose the grace he had requested.


What seems to contradict the foregoing.


This opinion is not contradicted by what the Lord says: Unless one is born again of water and the Spirit, etc. (John 3). For this is to be understood of those who are able to be baptized but refuse. Similarly, this too is to be understood: We believe that no catechumen, however much he may have died in good works, has life.


Baptism relates to the remission of sins in various ways. What godparents ought to do. Explanation of the words which those receiving the child speak. What precedes baptism.


It should be known that since baptism is the sacrament of the remission of sins, it sometimes precedes remission itself — as when one who is insincere is baptized; sometimes it follows — as when a just person is baptized; sometimes they occur simultaneously — as when infants are baptized. When they are baptized, they receive the grace of doing good as a gift but not in actual use, which they will have when they reach a more advanced age, unless they choose wrong use through free will. For them, godparents request faith and profess belief. All of this is to be understood of the sacrament of baptism, so that the meaning is: I seek faith — that is, I am ready to receive the sacrament of faith. I believe — that is, I receive the sacrament of faith; which the godparent says on behalf of the infant, who does not have the age to speak for himself. Through this the infant is also bound to fulfill it when he has grown up, and the godparent is also bound to work diligently so that it may be fulfilled. Whence Augustine says: You have made a most certain pledge, by which you promised to renounce the pomps of the devil.


Baptism is preceded by exorcism — that is, adjuration — and catechism — that is, instruction — not because baptism cannot exist without these, but so that the one to be baptized may be instructed about what to flee and may know to whom he becomes a debtor. Whence Augustine says: The infant is breathed upon and exorcized, so that the devil may flee from him, and he may know to whom he henceforth becomes a debtor.





Distinction V. Baptism is equally effective whether from a good or bad minister.


Since Christ alone truly baptizes, an equally good baptism is always conferred by anyone, whether it be conferred by a good or bad minister.





Distinctions VI and VII. Who is permitted to baptize.


In summary, it should be known that the ministry of baptism is lawful only for priests. In time of necessity, however, it is lawful for deacons and any person whatsoever to administer baptism, which, conferred by anyone whatsoever, provided there is no error in the form of the Church, is not repeated.





Distinction VIII. On the sacrament of the Eucharist. Whence the Eucharist is so called.


After the sacrament of baptism follows the sacrament of the Eucharist, and rightly so: for through baptism we are cleansed; through the Eucharist we are strengthened in goodness.


The Eucharist is called 'good grace,' because in this sacrament the whole of Him is received who is the font and origin of all grace. In this sacrament, then, let us consider its institution, its form, and its reality.


On the institution of this sacrament.


The Lord therefore instituted this sacrament at the supper, after the typological lamb, in which He signified that the sacraments of the old law would be terminated by His death, and that the things of the new law were about to begin.


On the form of this sacrament.


The form is that which the Lord Himself instituted, saying: This is my body which will be given for you. And: This is my blood which will be shed for many (Matthew 26). The rest is said in praise of God. Whence Augustine says: It should be believed that the sacraments are confected in those words of Christ; all the rest are praises, supplications, and petitions.


Three things to be distinguished in this sacrament.


There are three things to be distinguished in this sacrament: first, that which is sacrament only — namely, the species of bread and wine; second, that which is both sacrament and reality — namely, the flesh of Christ which He took from the Virgin, and the blood which He shed for us; third, that which is reality only of the sacrament — namely, the unity of the Church, which is the spiritual flesh of the Lord, of which it is said: Unless you eat my flesh and drink my blood, you will not have eternal life in you (John 6).





Distinction IX. On the two modes of eating.


Just as there are two realities of this sacrament, so also there are two modes of eating: sacramental — that is, by which the body which He took from the Virgin is received under the sacrament, and the blood is drunk; and spiritual — by which one eats if he remains in God and God in him. Whence Augustine says: He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood remains in me and I in him. If he remains in me and I in him, then he drinks. But whoever does not remain in me, nor I in him, even if he receives the sacrament, he acquires great torment.


Likewise: Why do you prepare your stomach and teeth? Believe and you have eaten. According to these two modes is distinguished what Augustine says: The good person receives the sacrament and the reality of the sacrament. The bad person receives only the sacrament — that is, the body of Christ. According to this also is understood that saying of Augustine: The non-eater eats, and the eater does not eat.





Distinction X. The body of Christ is on every altar.


The body of Christ, taken from the Virgin, is on every altar at the time of sacrifice. Yet in only one place is it visible — namely, at the right hand of the Father, visibly according to its human form. This is what Augustine says: The body of Christ is in one place visibly — namely, in human form; yet its truth is everywhere — that is, its divinity. Likewise: Its truth — that is, its true body — is everywhere — that is, on every altar where it is celebrated — yet invisibly, according to the same form. Similar statements are to be understood in this way.





Distinction XI. On the conversion of bread into the flesh of Christ and wine into blood.


Therefore true faith confesses that ordinary bread is on the altar before the sacred words which were set forth above; after those words, from bread the flesh of Christ is made — or it is confected, or the bread passes over, or is converted into flesh. Similarly also with the wine.


How this conversion takes place.


If one asks about the manner of the conversion, we say that some hold that the conversion is to be understood in this way: that under those accidents under which there was formerly the substance of bread and wine, after the consecration there is the substance of the body and blood. Others say that the bread is substantially changed into flesh, yet it is not increased. For all that is there shines forth by the power of the miracle. But whether it be in this way or otherwise, what Augustine says must be held: If you ask the manner by which this can happen, I say briefly: the mystery of faith can be profitably believed; it cannot be profitably investigated.


Why the body of Christ is received under another species.


The body of Christ is received under a different species than its own for a threefold reason: namely, so that faith might have merit; so that the mind might not be horrified at what the eye would see; and so that religion might not be mocked by unbelievers.


Why under a twofold species. Why water is mixed in.


Under a twofold species also, the whole Christ is received, to show that Christ assumed the whole of human nature and redeemed it entirely. For bread relates to flesh and wine to blood, as Moses says: Flesh is offered for your body, blood indeed for the soul (Deuteronomy 12; Leviticus 17). Water also, which signifies the people, is mixed with the wine, so that through this the faithful people may be shown to be joined to Him in whom they believe. If water is omitted through ignorance or negligence, what is done is not void. But if this is done in order to introduce heresy, nothing is accomplished.





Distinction XII. Where those accidents are grounded. On the breaking and the parts.


If one asks about those accidents, where they are grounded — it seems more proper to admit that they exist without a subject, which is not impossible for Him who created them. The body of the Lord is indeed broken — not in its own essence, since it has been made impassible — but in the sacrament, as Augustine says: And indeed in the sacrament it is so done, in which sacrament it is so handled and broken and ground by the teeth of the faithful, as Berengarius swore before Pope Nicholas.


What those parts signify.


Three parts are made in the daily use of this same sacrament in the Church.


Not without signification, as Pope Sergius says. For the part of the offering placed in the chalice represents the body of Christ which has already risen; the part consumed represents the body still walking on earth; the part remaining on the altar until the end of Mass represents the body lying in the tomb, because until the end of the world the bodies of the saints will be in tombs.


Why this sacrifice is called an immolation. Why it was instituted. How often one should communicate in a year.


This sacrifice is called the immolation of Christ. For Christ is immolated daily — not in His essence, since He died once and now dies no more — but by sacramental representation. Nor is this sacrament repeated, because the blessing is not repeated over the same thing, just as baptism is not repeated in the same person. This sacrament was instituted as a medicine for daily weakness. Whence Augustine says: This offering is repeated daily because we sin daily. Likewise: Because we fall daily, the mystery of Christ is daily immolated for us. Three times in the year each of the faithful should communicate: at Easter, Pentecost, and Christmas.





Distinction XIII. Who confects this sacrament.


This sacrament is confected by any priest according to the rite and with the intention of confecting, provided he stands in the unity of the Church. Those who are excommunicated, or marked with manifest heresy, do not confect this sacrament. For no one consecrating says 'I offer,' but 'we offer,' as if from the person of the Church, which Augustine says thus: Recall the name and attend to the truth. For it is called 'Mass' because the heavenly messenger — that is, the angel — comes to consecrate the body of the Lord, as the priest says: Almighty God, command this to be borne by the hands of your angel to your sublime altar. But does God send an angel from heaven to consecrate His offering when a heretic usurps this mystery? These things we have briefly touched upon concerning the heavenly mystery, which are to be faithfully held by Catholics.





Distinction XIV. On penance. Whence penance is so called. What it is to repent. Division of penance.


After this, let us consider penance, which after the shipwreck of Adam and original sin is the second plank. For the first is baptism, where the old man is put off and the new put on — which, once bestowed, is not repeated. Penance, however, frequently comes to our aid. With penance the preaching of John began, saying: Do penance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand (Matthew 3). Penance is so called from 'punishing,' by which one punishes the unlawful things he has committed. For to repent is to hold to punishment, so that one always punishes in oneself by avenging what one committed by sinning. Therefore the virtue of penance is conceived in fear. Whence Isaiah says: From your fear, O Lord, we have conceived the Spirit of salvation.


Solemn penance. Non-solemn penance. Confession.


Of penances indeed, one kind is solemn, and another is not.


Solemn penance, as Ambrose says, is that which is done publicly outside the church, in ashes and sackcloth, which is imposed only for manifest and horrible offenses, and which is not repeated out of reverence for the sacrament. For it signifies the expulsion of the first man from paradise. The other kind is not solemn: it is a virtue of the mind, is carried out in secret, and can frequently be repeated by the same person for salvation. This is proved by the example of David, who, after obtaining pardon for adultery and murder, sinned gravely in numbering the people. When the angel was striking the people, he offered himself saying: What has this flock done? Let your hand be upon me and upon my father's house. He was immediately made worthy of sacrifice and deserved to be absolved (2 Samuel 24). This is also what Augustine says: Confess your sins even once to an earthly judge before death, but frequent confession to God brings life. Likewise on the Psalm: He will spare the poor (Psalm 71). If one who has been freed offends, he will spare, because all sin. The authorities, therefore, that seem to forbid penance from being repeated are to be understood either of the penance of the perfect or of solemn penance — such as: Penance is always a punishment that punishes what one has committed; and: Those are found who think penance should be performed repeatedly, who revel in Christ.





Distinction XV. Whether a confession of one sin avails while the rest remain.


It seems that a confession made about only one sin has value, especially if satisfaction has been made for it, because Scripture says: God will not judge twice for the same thing, and a double affliction will not arise (Nahum 1). But this is to be understood of those who are changed for the better by present punishment. If, however, they persist in evil, they join eternal punishments to present ones, according to that saying: Crush them with a double crushing, O Lord our God (Jeremiah 17).


For Gregory says: The Lord rained upon one city, and upon another He did not rain. And the same city He partly rained upon and partly left dry. When one who hates his neighbor corrects himself of other vices, one and the same city is partly rained upon and partly remains dry, because there are some who, while they cut away certain vices, gravely persist in others. But this is to be referred not to the pardon of the crime, but to the abandonment of the act of sinning. So that part of the city is said to be rained upon, because it now refrains from the pleasure and act of sinning. And this restraint is called rain, because it proceeds from the font of grace — so that one may either gradually repent in this way, or be less punished by God, who through a more prolonged pleasure and act of sin would have accumulated greater torment for himself.


Whether satisfaction should be imposed for a sin confessed without the others.


As for the question that is commonly asked — whether satisfaction ought to be imposed again for that sin — we say it should be imposed again, because the first time he did not make worthy satisfaction, since his penance was false. For Innocent says: It is established that penance is false when, with many sins despised, penance is performed for only one. Or when penance is performed for one in such a way that one does not depart from another; yet this can be moderated at the discretion of the priest.





Distinction XVI. On the three things considered in penance.


In penance three things are to be considered: compunction of heart, confession of mouth, and satisfaction of works. For just as we offend in three ways, so we ought to make satisfaction in three ways: by heart, by mouth, and by deed.


On three differences of sin.


There are three differences of sin, as if three deaths: in the house, at the gate, and in the tomb — which the Lord signified in the three dead persons He raised. Compunction is commended where it says: Rend your hearts and not your garments (Joel 2). Confession where it says: The just man is his own accuser at the beginning of his speech (Proverbs 18). Satisfaction where it says: Bring forth worthy fruits of penance (Luke 3).


What the one confessing should attend to.


The one who confesses, as Augustine says, should express to the priest the nature of the crime, the place, the time, his own persistence, and the condition and intention of the person with whom he sinned, and by what kind of temptation he did this. For all this variety must be confessed and lamented.


Confession should not be divided among different priests.


Let him also beware lest, led by shame, he divide his confession, wishing to reveal different things to different priests — which is to praise himself, to tend toward hypocrisy, and always to lack pardon, to which he vainly thinks he will attain.


On the three actions of penance.


There are also three actions of penance. Whence Augustine says: People perform penance before baptism for their prior sins, yet in such a way that they are baptized. They also perform penance after baptism, if they have sinned so gravely as to deserve excommunication. There is also a penance of good faithful people, nearly daily, for those sins without which this life is not lived, for which we beat our breasts saying: Forgive us our debts (Matthew 6).





Distinction XVII. To whom confession should be made.


Light sins may be confessed to any companion with a contrite heart; grave sins, however, must ultimately be confessed to a priest, unless he is absent and danger presses. Whence Bede says on the text: Confess your sins to one another (James 5): We reveal daily and light sins to our equals, but grave ones to a priest. But grave sins also should be revealed to equals when a priest is lacking and danger presses. Therefore if grave sins are hidden, let them be confessed in secret; but if manifest, they require public medicine.


Augustine teaches this through the likeness of those who were raised from the dead by the Lord. For he says: At the raising of the girl, few were present who saw it (Matthew 9). He raised indoors the one He found indoors, leaving only Peter, James, and John, and the girl's father and mother (Mark 5) — in whom the priests of the Church are signified. But those He found outside, He raised thus (Luke 7). The crowd wept for the widow's son. Mary and Martha wept, pleading for their brother (John 11). By this we are taught that for those who sin publicly, not their own merit but that of the Church suffices.





Distinction XVIII. When and what God forgives and the priest.


God forgives sin in the contrition of the heart before the confession of the mouth. Whence the Prophet says: I said: I will confess my injustice against myself to the Lord; and you have forgiven the wickedness of my sin (Psalm 31). Where Cassiodorus says: Great is the mercy of God, which forgives sins at the mere promise. Likewise Augustine: He has not yet spoken, and God forgives. God forgives sin in this way: He dissolves the debt of eternal death and inwardly purifies the soul. For God covers sin in the penitent so that He may not punish eternally. Whence Augustine says: For God to see sins is to impute them to punishment; but to turn His face away from sins is not to reserve them for punishment.


On the darkness of the soul.


Behold, thus He forgives sin as regards exterior darkness; He also forgives as regards interior darkness, when He illuminates the soul darkened by the cloud of sin and restores it to His own purity. Whence: Rise, you who sleep (Ephesians 5). And in the Psalm: He scatters mist like ashes (Psalm 147).


What the priest forgives.


The priest forgives sin in confession by the ministry of his office, by which, as an evangelical minister, he both binds and looses — that is, he shows by his office that one has been bound or loosed by God, just as the priest of the law formerly declared a leper contaminated or cleansed — that is, showed him to be contaminated or cleansed (Leviticus 13). For whatever power the latter had over the body, the former has over the mind. He shows one loosed by the very fact that he obliges to temporal punishment one whom he judges to be truly penitent; he shows one bound if he has acted to the contrary. The priest also binds when he imposes temporal punishment; he looses when he remits it. Thirdly, he also binds when he suspends from communion; he looses when he restores to communion.


On the keys of the Church.


This the priest is permitted to do by the authority of the keys of the Church, which were conferred upon him at ordination, the bishop saying to him what only a priest can bind and loose. The Lord said to Peter: Whatever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven, and whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven (Matthew 16). That is, as Augustine says: I and God and all the orders of the heavenly host and all the saints in my glory praise with you and confirm those whom you loose and bind; He did not say, those whom you think you bind or loose, but those upon whom you exercise the work of justice and mercy. But your other works against sinners I do not recognize.


Jerome also says: Some, not understanding this passage, take something from these words with the pride of the Pharisees, so that they think they can condemn the innocent and absolve the guilty — whereas before God, it is not the sentence of priests but the life of the accused that is examined, namely whether it benefits or harms them.


On the sentence of the pastor. What the two keys are.


Moreover, whether the sentence of the pastor is just or unjust, it is rightly to be feared, yet without prejudice to truth. For sometimes one who is cast out is within, and one who seems to be retained within is actually outside. These two keys are: the knowledge of discerning sins, and the power of judging concerning sins.





Distinction XIX. How these keys are given and to whom.


Everyone who is ordained as a priest receives these keys. For even if he previously had the knowledge of discerning, he did not have it as a key — that is, he could not use it with the authority of the key-bearer, which only one who is ordained can do. It would seem, however, that not all priests have these keys. For Origen says: This power was granted to Peter alone and to his imitators — namely, to the worthy — or to imitators in rank, if not in life. This dignity belongs to the order, therefore, not to the person. Augustine proves this by the example of Caiaphas (John 11). He says: This was said of the most wicked Caiaphas. He did not say this of himself, but because he was the high priest of that year. By this it is shown that the spirit of graces follows not the person of the worthy or unworthy, but the order of tradition, so that however worthy someone may be in merit, he cannot bless unless he has been ordained.


Why must one confess to a priest after the crime has been forgiven by God?


But if God forgives sin in contrition, why must anyone thereafter confess to a priest — that is, to the Church? I believe that among other reasons this is the principal one: that through this sacrament the unity between Christ and the Church may be commended — so that just as the two are in one flesh and in one voice, so also the two may be in one confession. This was not required in the Old Testament, but is required now — because now, not then, these two are one in one flesh.


On general confession.


Penance is to be performed, as we said above, where there is memory of offenses. But since no one understands all his offenses, at least they should be confessed in general terms, as Augustine says. For he says: If some sins have slipped from the mind, one confesses the truth to God when he says generally: God, who know the hidden things of hearts, my works and my offenses are not hidden from you — grant them pardon. And this is the truth of the one confessing, which God loves.





Distinction XX. On those who repent at the end.


Since penance is always necessary, that penance is most praiseworthy which has not only fear but also freedom. Whence Augustine says: Let no one wait until he can no longer sin. God seeks freedom of will, that He may be able to blot out what was committed — not necessity but charity, not merely fear, because man does not live by fear alone. Therefore that penance which is performed at the end of life is not so praiseworthy, because it seems to come more from fear than from charity — when, that is, your sins dismiss you rather than you them. Whence Augustine says: If you wish to do penance when you can no longer sin, your sins dismiss you, not you them. And therefore assurance is not granted to one who repents in this way. If you wish to be freed from doubt, therefore, do penance while you are healthy.





Distinction XXI. Do forgiven sins return?


It is also commonly asked whether forgiven sins return when the one who repented sins again. We say that either position can be held with faith intact. For approved doctors support both sides of the question: namely, that either forgiven sins return when someone is ungrateful for the benefits — which the evangelical parable seems to explain — or that they do not return, but in their place there are as many acts of ingratitude as there were sins that had been forgiven (Matthew 18). Whence Augustine says: Bless the Lord, O my soul, and do not forget all His rewards, which are as many as there are remissions; therefore there are also as many acts of forgetfulness.





Distinction XXII. On the anointings. The anointing of catechumens. The external anointing of the sick. The anointing in confirmation. What oil and balsam signify.


Lastly, it should be known that there are three kinds of anointing. The first is that by which catechumens and neophytes are anointed on the chest and between the shoulders, so that as they approach the military service of Christ, they may be strengthened for right understanding and right action. The second is the anointing of the sick, which began with the apostles, as James says: Is anyone among you sick? Let him bring in the priests of the Church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord; and if he is in sins, they will be forgiven him (James 5). This anointing is repeated or granted only once, according to the varying practice of the churches.


There is a third anointing, more reverend than the others, by which the head is anointed — whether of a bishop, a king, a baptized person, or one confirmed on the forehead. This prerogative of overflowing grace, which is conferred in it, is called chrism, which means anointing. For by the privilege of more abundant grace, it has two principal liquids mixed together: oil and balsam, of which one excels in brightness, the other in fragrance. By oil, therefore, the glory of conscience is signified; by balsam, the most celebrated fame — so that those who are anointed with chrism may be both clear in conscience and glorious in reputation.


What is the sacrament, and what is the reality of the sacrament.


In these, therefore, the sacrament is the anointing of the outward person; the reality of the sacrament, however, is the fruitfulness of the inward person, which is then given to us through the Holy Spirit.





Distinction XXIII. On ecclesiastical orders.


Now let us consider the ecclesiastical orders, explaining what power they hold in us and how Christ bore them in Himself.


What an order is.


An order is a seal — that is, a certain sacred thing by which spiritual power and office are conferred upon the ordained.


How many orders of clerics there are.


According to the prerogative of the sevenfold Spirit, there are seven orders: namely, porter, lector, exorcist, acolyte, subdeacon, deacon, and priest.


Why they are called clerics. What the tonsure signifies.


All are called clerics — that is, 'chosen by lot' — because Matthias, whom the Church first ordained, was elected by lot. The tonsure signifies this lot, which is a sign of royalty and honor. Whence all ministers of the Church are not undeservedly called kings, as Peter says: You are a chosen race, a royal priesthood (1 Peter 2).


Whence the porter is so called.


The porter is so called because he presides over the doors of the temple. In the Old Testament he was called a doorkeeper, appointed to guard the temple lest any unclean person should enter it (1 Chronicles 26). So also now he guards the church, receiving the worthy and rejecting the unworthy. Whence the keys of the church are given to him by the bishop when he is ordained.


Where Christ exercised the office of porter.


The Lord fulfilled this office in Himself when He drove the buyers and sellers from the temple with a whip (John 2).


On lectors. The office of lectors.


The second order is that of lectors, who are so called from reading, because they sing and read in the church, so as to stir the hearts of the hearers to compunction. It pertains to them by office to read the prophecies and lessons in church. Whence the book of divine law is given to them by the bishop when they are ordained. They ought therefore to have knowledge, so that they may be able to pronounce and expound clearly what they read.


Christ also fulfilled this office when, opening the book of Isaiah (chapter 61), He read clearly in the midst of the elders: The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because the Lord has anointed me; He has sent me to preach good tidings to the meek (Luke 4).


The third order is that of exorcists, who in Latin are called 'rebukers' or 'helpers.' For they adjure or rebuke the unclean spirit over catechumens and demoniacs — that is, the possessed. The exorcist, therefore, by office ought to lay hands upon the aforementioned with exorcism. Whence he also receives the book of exorcisms from the bishop when he is ordained.


The Lord exercised this office when He touched and healed the ears and tongue of the deaf and mute man, and when He also put many demons to flight by His command (Mark 7).


The fourth order is that of acolytes, who in Latin are called candle-bearers, who carry candles before, especially when the Gospel is to be read. It pertains to the acolyte to prepare and carry the light in the sanctuary, and to offer the vessels for the Eucharist to the subdeacons. When he is ordained, he receives from the archdeacon a candlestick with a candle, and an empty cruet.


Christ fulfilled this office when He said: I am the light of the world; he who follows me does not walk in darkness (John 8; Mark 7).


The fifth order is that of subdeacons, who are so called because in their ministries they are subject to the instructions and offices of deacons. It pertains to the subdeacon to carry the chalice and paten to the altar and to hand them to the deacons; also to hold the cruet and water, the towel, and the hand-cloth for the priests and Levites for washing hands before the altar. Whence when they are ordained, they receive from the bishop the chalice and paten, and from the archdeacon the cruet, etc.


Where Christ exercised this office.


The Lord exercised this office when He girded Himself with a linen cloth and washed the feet of the disciples (John 13).


On deacons. The office of deacons. The manner of ordaining deacons.


The order of deacons is in sixth place, in which their perfection is commended. In Latin they are called ministers, because just as in the priest there is consecration, so in the deacon there is the dispensation of the mystery. It pertains to him to set the Lord's table, to carry the cross, to preach, and always to assist and minister at the celebration of the sacraments. They are also called Levites, from the tribe of Levi, because just as the ministry of the temple was entrusted to that tribe for all Israel, so to these the ministry of the altar is assigned for the whole Church. The bishop lays his hand upon them when they are ordained, and places the stole on the left side, so that they may be free to minister; and spiritually, so that they may understand that whatever pertains to the left they are to subject to the divine yoke. He also gives them the text of the Gospel, to proclaim them heralds of Christ.


Where Christ exercised the office of deacon.


Christ exercised this office when He dispensed the sacrament of His body and blood to the disciples, and when He admonished them to pray, saying: Watch and pray that you may not enter into temptation (Matthew 26).


On priests. The manner of ordaining priests. Where Christ exercised this power.


The seventh order is that of priests, who are translated as 'elders' — not for age, but for dignity. For they ought to excel in character and prudence among the people, as it is written: For venerable old age is not that of long life, nor is it measured by the number of years (Wisdom 4). For gray hair is the understanding of a man, and the age of old age is an unspotted life. When they are ordained, the bishop anoints their hands, by which they receive the grace of consecration. They also receive the stole which covers or presses upon both sides, so that as more perfect they may submit both adversity and prosperity to the yoke of the Lord.


The Lord exercised this office when He converted bread and wine into His body and blood, and offered Himself on the altar of the cross.


On the names of dignities.


There are also certain other names not of orders but of dignities, such as bishop, so called because he superintends, exercising care over his subjects; for 'epi' means 'over' and 'skopein' means 'to watch.'


The order of bishops is fourfold: namely, patriarchs, metropolitans, archbishops, and simply bishops. Patriarch means 'chief of the Fathers.' Metropolitan is so called from the measure of the cities. Archbishop means the prince of bishops. All these are called pontiffs and are named high priests; for they ordain the other priests and Levites and arrange all the orders of the Church — which they can unhesitatingly do so long as they persist in the unity of the Church.





Distinction XXIV. On those ordained by heretics. Bandinus resolves the apparent contradiction of opinions.


If they have erred from the womb and speak falsely, Innocent, Gregory, Cyprian, and Jerome say that their baptism alone is valid; but the rest of what they administer is false and empty. Indeed, those who have lost honor cannot give it. By which it seems that honor should be repeated for those who return from heretics to the Church. Augustine, however, seems to contradict this, proving that the right of conferring orders belongs to heretics just as baptism does — yet both to their own destruction. And therefore they can give what they have, nor should it be repeated for those who return, lest an injury be done to the sacrament.


But this apparent contradiction is resolved in many ways. Either the aforementioned authors speak of heretics who have been cut off by formal sentence, while Augustine speaks of those who are divided from the purity of faith only by the depravity of their own thinking; or the aforementioned speak of heretics who celebrate the sacraments under a different form, while Augustine speaks of those who preserve the form of the Church in celebrating; or the aforementioned looked to the effect of the sacraments, which are empty for those who handle them unlawfully, while Augustine said they are true and valid in themselves; or the aforementioned speak of heretics who are outside the Church, while Augustine speaks of those who received orders within the Church.


On the age of those to be ordained.


Concerning those to be ordained, the canons have decreed that a subdeacon shall not be ordained before fourteen years of age, a deacon before twenty-five years, and a priest before thirty, even if he is very worthy.





Distinction XXV. On marriage.


Now let us consider marriage, which is read to have been instituted in paradise before all sacraments for the first humans, when the Lord said: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth (Genesis 1). Before the multiplication, marriage was for duty according to the commandment; but afterward it was for a remedy according to indulgence, so that the weakness of man, prone to the ruin of base conduct, might be received by the honesty of marriage.





Distinction XXVI. What marriage is.


Marriage is the marital union between legitimate persons, retaining an undivided mode of life. Although it is grasped or consists in many things, it is principally concerned with this: that while both are living, neither of them is maritally joined to another.


Who are legitimate persons.


Legitimate persons are those who are not impeded by a vow of continence, or sacred order, or spiritual or carnal kinship, or disparity of worship, or condition, or natural frigidity. By the first four they are wholly illegitimate; by the last two, however, they are in an intermediate state. For if such persons are joined in ignorance, when certain circumstances obtain they can cohabit, and when these circumstances cease they can be separated — as when the known condition is acceptable and natural frigidity is not found repugnant.


What cause effects marriage. The effect of marriage. In what the perfection of marriage consists. A twofold union is understood in marriage.


The efficient cause of marriage is consent, not about the future but about the present, expressed through words of this kind: I take you as husband, and I take you as wife. In this both human and divine laws agree. For the law says: Marriages are contracted not by dowries but by affection. And Isidore says: Consent makes marriage; consent about the present, not the future, effects marriage. Likewise Pope Nicholas says: Let consent alone suffice according to the laws of those whose unions are in question; if this alone is lacking, everything else, even if celebrated with intercourse itself, is frustrated.


This consent is that of an undivided life and of conjugal society to be mutually preserved, from which marriage is indeed initiated and perfected in carnal union. For Ambrose says: When marriage is initiated, the name of marriage is taken on. Likewise Isidore says: From the first pledge of betrothal they are more truly called spouses. That it is perfected in carnal union, Ambrose says: In every marriage a spiritual union is understood, which the bodily mingling of the spouses confirms and perfects. Likewise Jerome says: The Lord prohibited adultery in regard to the future proper to marriages, which are initiated by the contract of betrothal and perfected by the mingling of bodies.


From these things it is possible to understand that marriage is a sacrament and a sacred sign of a sacred reality — namely, of the union of Christ and the Church: according to the spirit, as regards its beginning; according to the flesh, as regards its perfection. And thus it is a sign of a twofold sacred reality: namely, of the union of the soul to God, which is signified in the betrothal; and of our flesh in God, which is signified in carnal union — namely, when man and woman are made one flesh.


Just as Christ and the Church were made one flesh in the Virgin's womb. According to that last sign, the authority speaks: There is no doubt that that woman does not pertain to marriage — namely (as far as this sign is concerned) — with whom it is shown there was no sexual union.





Distinction XXVII. Coercion excludes consent.


Moreover, that this consent ought to be free from coercion, the laws also say: Marriages ought to be free both in contracting and in dissolving.





Distinction XXVIII. That error impedes marriage.


Error also impedes marriage, because nothing is so contrary to consent as error, which reveals ignorance. But we understand this of error of person and of condition, which entirely impedes marriage — not of error of fortune or quality, which is tolerated in marriage.


On the final cause of marriage.


The final cause of marriage is principally offspring, according to what the Lord says: Increase and multiply (Genesis 1); secondarily, the avoidance of fornication. There are also other causes, such as the restoration of peace, the beauty of the husband or wife, also profit and the possession of wealth, and many other things which anyone attending carefully would easily find.


On the marriage of the Virgin and Joseph.


According to the threefold good of which we shall speak immediately below, between the Virgin and Joseph there was a perfect marriage. For Augustine says: In the parents of Christ every good of marriage was fulfilled; for we know the offspring to be Christ the Lord; fidelity, because there was no adultery; the sacrament, because there was no divorce.





Distinction XXIX. On the threefold good of marriage.


There are therefore three goods of marriage, as Augustine says: fidelity, offspring, and the sacrament. Fidelity, lest one have relations with another man or woman; offspring, that it be lovingly received and religiously educated. If these are lacking, there is offspring without the good of offspring — as when one rashly wishes to have an heir of his possessions, not desiring to seek offspring in order to form it religiously. But marriages frequently lack these two goods, which never happens with the third — which is the sacrament: namely, that the marriage not be separated — that is, that while both are living, neither ever be sacramentally joined to another.


What and how many kinds of separation of marriage there are.


There is bodily separation and sacramental separation. Bodily separation can occur on account of fornication without consent, or by mutual consent for a time on account of religion, or until the end. Therefore where these three goods are present, intercourse is excused either from all fault if it is done for the sake of offspring, or from greater fault if it is done because of incontinence. Whence Augustine says: Conjugal intercourse for the sake of generation has no fault; for the satisfaction of concupiscence, but yet with one's spouse on account of fidelity to the marriage bed, it has venial fault. But when fidelity and the good of offspring are lacking, intercourse that occurs for the sake of satisfying the spouse's lust has the nature of a crime. Whence Sextus the Pythagorean says in his Sentences: Every excessively ardent lover of his own wife is an adulterer.





Distinction XXX. On things that impede marriage. In which order marriage cannot be contracted.


Now let us take up again the causes that impede marriage and pursue them at greater length. Not every ecclesiastical order impedes marriage, but only the priesthood, the diaconate, and the subdiaconate; in the others it is permitted, unless they have taken the religious habit or have made a vow of continence. Whence Innocent says: That the law of continence and purity pleasing to God may be extended in the ecclesiastical orders, we decree that bishops, priests, deacons, and subdeacons who have professed, and who have presumed to take a wife in transgression of their sacred resolution, shall be separated. Likewise the Council of Ancona says: Any deacons who, when asked about continence, have sworn and received the laying on of hands, having professed continence — if they afterward enter into marriage, they ought to cease from their ministry.





Distinction XXXI. On the difference of vows. Division of individual vows.


One kind of vow is common, such as that which all make in baptism; another is individual, as when someone voluntarily promises continence. Of individual vows, one kind is private — that which is made in secret or without solemnity; another is solemn — that which has solemnity, which in widows is constituted by the religious habit. This alone impedes marriage. The aforementioned order in clerics, the blessing in virgins, claims for itself a name both general and proper.





Distinction XXXII. On disparity of worship.


Disparity of worship — that is, disparity of religion — impedes marriage. For it is not lawful for a Christian to enter into marriage with a pagan or a Jew. But if they entered into marriage while both were unbelievers, and one is converted to the faith, the marriage can stand according to the counsel of the Apostle who says: If any brother has an unbelieving wife, and she consents to live with him, let him not dismiss her; and similarly regarding a woman (1 Corinthians 7). In this the Apostle counsels that there is an occasion for winning the other, since it is lawful for him to leave. For on account of fornication, both bodily and spiritual, a wife may lawfully be dismissed.


Threefold marriage. Legitimate and ratified. Ratified and not legitimate. Legitimate and not ratified.


Here it should be known that one kind of marriage is legitimate and ratified — such as that which is contracted publicly between the faithful with the customary solemnities preserved. Another is ratified and not legitimate — such as that which is contracted between the same parties secretly and without any solemnity; this is prohibited lest, when legitimate spouses become displeasing to each other, they be separated when proof of the marriage is lacking. Another is legitimate and not ratified — such as that which is entered into between unbelievers with public solemnity.





Distinction XXXIII. On kinship of flesh. How far consanguinity impedes. The impediment of affinity.


The kinship that impedes those who wish to marry is of two kinds: one of flesh and another of spirit. Of the flesh, one is called consanguinity and another affinity. Consanguinity impedes marriage up to the sixth or seventh degree, according to different methods of computation. Affinity also impedes marriage, and indeed in various ways according to its many kinds. For in the first kind, it impedes just as consanguinity does — that is, to the seventh degree; in the second, to the fifth, though they are permitted in the fourth; in the third, to the second.


The first kind of affinity. The second kind. The third kind.


The first kind of affinity to you is all the blood relations of your wife, and yours to her. The second kind of affinity to you is every spouse of the blood relatives of your wife, and similarly the spouse of your relatives to her. The third kind to you and your wife is the spouse of those who are affines of the second kind, mutually. Just as those who are affines of the first kind to you and your wife are second-kind affines to one another, so those who are affines of the second kind to you and your wife are third-kind affines to one another. For each person added through marriage changes the kind but not the degree; but a person added through generation changes the degree but not the kind.





Distinction XXXIV. On the degrees of affinity.


You will compute the degrees of affinity thus: since you and your wife, according to the divine sentence, are one flesh, and are reckoned as one person also (Genesis 2), in whatever degree her blood relative stands to her, in the same degree that same person is an affine to you, and conversely. And so count in every case of affinity. Affinity is not destroyed in the surviving spouse upon the death of one spouse, because the word of the Lord is strong and mighty, by which He said: The two shall be in one flesh (ibid.).





Distinction XXXV. On spiritual kinship.


Spiritual kinship is that which the heavenly sacrament creates through ministry between certain persons — as between a godfather and godmother, and their sons and daughters. Through this, a spiritual nearness arises between natural children and spiritual children. And therefore, between the person through whom the co-parentage was contracted and the natural children of the other, as Pope Nicholas says, marriage cannot take place; among others, however, it can, even though Pope Paschal seems to prohibit from marriage those born after the co-parentage was established.


Whether one can marry two godmothers one after the other.


One can also have two godmothers as wives one after the other, if the co-mothership and carnal union with the first never coexisted — as if he married her but did not know her; or if one who was long since known and repudiated without reconciliation was made a godmother of someone. So say Pope Paschal and the Council of Tribur. But if those two things coexisted, he cannot have both as wives, as Nicholas says.





Distinction XXXVI. On the resurrection. What the trumpet of the last judgment is.


Lastly, let us consider the resurrection and the manner of those who will rise. The resurrection ought to be believed by all. For Isaiah says: The dead shall rise, and those who were in the tombs shall rise again (Isaiah 26). And John says: The hour is coming in which all who are in the tombs shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and shall come forth, etc. (John 5). The resurrection will occur at the sound of the trumpet (that is, openly), which will have the power of raising the dead (1 Thessalonians 4). Whence the Prophet says: Behold, He will give to His voice a voice of power (Psalm 67). This trumpet is the cry of which it is said: At midnight a cry was made: Behold the bridegroom comes, go out to meet him (Matthew 25). This voice or trumpet is said to be that of the archangel — that is, of Christ — which He will utter at midnight. This is not said of the hour of time, but because He will come when He is not expected, or it is said of the time.


For Cassiodorus says: At this time the firstborn of Egypt were struck (Exodus 12), when also the bridegroom is to come. This time is also called the day of the Lord, not for the quality of the time, but because then the secrets of each individual will lie open. Whence Daniel: The Ancient of Days took His seat, and the books (that is, the consciences of each individual) were opened before Him (Daniel 7).





Distinction XXXVII. On the age and stature of those who will rise. In what manner will the wicked rise?


Every person will rise according to the age of Christ, as the Apostle says: We shall all meet in the perfect man, in the measure of the age of the fullness of Christ (Ephesians 4). Not, says Augustine, in the measure of the body or stature, but of age — because each one will receive his own measure, which he either had in his youth if he died old, or would have had if he died before reaching it. In those who rise, Christ will restore with wonderful swiftness everything of which their body had consisted, nor will it matter whether hair returns to hair and nails to nails, or whether whatever had perished of them is changed into flesh and recalled to other parts of the body — with the one who raises them taking care that nothing unseemly should occur there; for indeed nothing unseemly will be there.


This is to be understood of the elect. As for whether the wicked will rise with the defects and deformities of their bodies — what need is there to labor in investigating this? For the uncertain condition or beauty of those whose damnation will be certain and everlasting ought not to weary us.





Distinction XXXVIII. On prayers for the dead.


In the meantime, however, before the resurrection takes place, let us consider what benefit the good works done in the Church for the dead provide. There are four orders of the dead. Some are very good, some very bad, some moderately good, and some moderately bad. When sacrifices or offerings are made for them: for the very good, they are thanksgivings; for the very bad, even though they provide no help to them, they are at least consolations of some sort for the living. For the other two orders they are beneficial: for the moderately good, so that there may be a remission of punishment for them; for the moderately bad, so that their damnation may be more tolerable.





Distinction XXXIX. On the order of those who are to be judged.


There will be four orders of those present at the judgment. Some will be judged and will perish — those to whom it is said: I was hungry and you gave me nothing to eat, etc. (Matthew 25). Others will not be judged, yet will perish — such as those to whom the Lord says: He who does not believe is already judged (John 3). Others will be judged and will reign — those who will hear: I was hungry and you gave me food to eat. Others will not be judged and will reign — those to whom the Lord says: You also shall sit upon twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel (Matthew 19). This is to be understood as said not only to the apostles, but to all who, having attained apostolic perfection, left everything and followed Christ.


These will judge both by the comparison of their better conduct and by the power of judgment; whence two-edged swords are in their hands (Psalm 149) — that is, the sentence concerning both the good and the wicked is in their power. But whether what is believed to be spoken there will be uttered by voice, or will only take effect by the power of the judge, has been clearly defined by no authority.





Distinction XL. On the place and sentence of the judgment.


The place of the judgment, as the authority on the prophet Joel says, will be in the space of this air before the Mount of Olives (Joel 3), whence He ascended. There the Lord will judge in the glorified form of a servant, appearing to both the good and the wicked. Whence Augustine says: When both good and evil have seen Him judging in the glorified form of a servant, the wicked man shall be taken away lest he see the glory of God; and then the angels will bear the sign of the cross before Him, as He Himself says: Then the sign of the Son of Man will appear in heaven (Matthew 24).





Distinction XLI. On the difference of dwellings in heaven and in hell.


The impious will be tormented with diverse punishments. The pious, however, will differ in the brightness of knowledge, because in my Father's house there are many mansions (John 14). Yet the joy of all will be equal, either because each will rejoice in the good of another as if in his own, or because in everything from which one will rejoice, all will rejoice — so that equality refers not to the intensity of rejoicing, but to the number of things in which they rejoice.


May the Lord make us sharers in that joy. Amen.





Distinction XLII. On the vision of the good and the wicked.


Lastly, it should be known that the saints teach that before the judgment neither the good nor the wicked see each other. After the judgment, however, the good will see the wicked, but the wicked will not see the good. Whence Gregory says: The unbelievers placed below before the day of judgment; the faithful in rest observe, whose joys they cannot afterward contemplate. Isaiah also says: The elect will go out and will see the corpses of the living who have transgressed against me (Isaiah 66). And the Psalmist says: The just man will rejoice when he sees the vengeance (Psalm 58).


End of the fourth book of the Sentences of Bandinus.
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