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4 

Full IntRoDuctIon

In the volume published by the Catholic University of America Press, our aim is two-

fold: to make available an annotated translation of texts most of which have never been 

translated into English before, and to provide the reader with such orientation as an intel-

ligent reading of the Scriptum requires.

This web-based Supplement contains three items in support of that aim: a fuller intro-

duction than the one printed in the book; the 518 webnotes to which the book refers in the 

form of superscript numerals; and an extensive bibliography covering the relationship of the 

Scriptum to other writings of Aquinas,1 the many philosophical and theological sources that 

nourished or provoked the author during its composition,2 and the gradual elaboration3 of 

his teachings on love, friendship, charity, and similar topics over the span of his career.4 The 

webnotes serve a variety of purposes: they follow out obscure references, unfold condensed 

or difficult arguments,5 point out implications of and developments in Thomas’s thinking, 

and refer the reader to secondary sources of greater scope and detail.

This Full Introduction (1) offers a brief overview of the Scriptum and some of its pecu-

liar features; (2) speaks about the portions of it translated in the published volume, the edi-

tions on which the translation is based (with special attention to the two versions of Book I, 

Distinction 17), and other textual issues; and (3) explains the translators’ strategy concern-

ing various terms and phrases.

1. Several biographies enter into the details of how the Scriptum came to be written during Aquinas’s 
eventful youth among the Dominicans in Paris, and comment on its structure, content, and characteristics 
as well as the place it occupies in Aquinas’s corpus of writings. The best and most up-to-date account is that 
of Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas, vol. 1: The Person and His Work, trans. Robert Royal (Washing-
ton, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996; rev. ed. 2005) [hereafter Person and Work], 36–53, 
although still very useful is James A. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d’Aquino: His Life, Thought, and Works, with cor-
rigenda (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1983), 53–92. For further discussion 
see M.-D. Chenu, Toward Understanding St. Thomas, trans. Albert M. Landry and Dominic Hughes (Chicago: 
Regnery, 1964), 226–37; E. M. Macierowski, Thomas Aquinas’s Earliest Treatment of the Divine Essence (Bing-
hamton, NY: Global Publications, 1998), 1–16; Simon Tugwell, Albert and Thomas, Selected Writings (New York: 
Paulist Press, 1988), 363–418.

2. See, for example, the careful study by A. Stevaux, “La doctrine de la charité dans le commentaires des 
Sentences de Saint Albert, de Saint Bonaventure et de Saint Thomas,” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 24 
(1948): 59–97; other studies are mentioned in Sections 2 and 3 of the Bibliography. Speaking of the Scriptum 
as a whole, Torrell writes: “We find here a Thomas attentive to but also dependent on his contemporaries: 
Master Albert, surely, whose influence is very powerful in the first three books, but less clearly perceptible in 
the fourth. Bonaventure is there too. . . . But only the critical edition, yet to appear, will permit a more exact 
estimate of what Thomas owed to his predecessors and contemporaries” (Person and Work, 44–45).

3. Special mention should be made of the extensive notes found in the French (Revue des Jeunes), Ger-
man (Die Deutsche Thomas-Ausgabe), and English (Blackfriars) editions of the Summa theologiae (see Section 
1 of the Bibliography), where comparisons or contrasts are often drawn with earlier writings.

4. See Section 3 of the Bibliography. 
5. When possible, I have preferred to draw upon the Scriptum itself when offering explanatory notes on 

this or that point in the text. In this way it has come about that translations of a good number of additional 
short passages have found their way into this volume.
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1. oVeRVIeW oF AquInAs’s  Scriptum Super SententiiS

The immediate background to the composition of St. Thomas Aquinas’s Commentary on 

the Sentences of Peter Lombard (in its Latin title, Scriptum super libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi 

or Scriptum super Sententiis,6 hereafter Scriptum) can be easily related. Having taken the habit of 

the Order of Preachers in April 1244 and having studied for some seven years under St. Al-

bert the Great—first in Paris from 1245 to 1248, afterwards in Cologne from 1248 to 1252—

Friar Thomas d’Aquino was sent by his Order to the University of Paris to earn the chair of 

Magister in sacra pagina. Under the direction of Master Elias Brunet de Bergerac from the Do-

minican province of Provence, Thomas, according to an already well-established custom,7 

commenced lecturing on the Sentences in September 1252, writing up his lectures for publica-

tion as he went on. We are not certain about the exact details of composition, but we can sur-

mise that he was still working at the text when he began to exercise the functions of Magister 

in 1256.8 If we take 1225 as his year of birth, this would mean Thomas was hard at work on 

the Scriptum from the age of 27 to the age of 31 or thereabouts.9

The formation he received during his time with St. Albert must have been incredibly 

stimulating and fruitful, for genius alone cannot explain the extraordinary depth and power 

of Thomas’s first major work. If the lecture-course delivered on the Sentences was meant to 

function (as Torrell puts it) “like the chef d’oeuvre that the apprentice was required to pres-

ent in order to become a master artisan,”10 Thomas’s effort could well be called, with a nod to 

the Areopagite, a superexcessive superabundance. It would be rather like an apprentice de-

signing and executing the cathedral of Rouen or Strasbourg. One can begin to appreciate just 

how ambitious an enterprise the Scriptum is by considering a quantitative measure: taking the 

four volumes together, the edition prepared by Mandonnet (Books I and II) and Moos (Book 

III and Book IV up to Distinction 22) contains over 4,000 pages—even with so large a part of 

Book IV left out.11

6. The alternate spelling Sententias is also to be met with.
7. This introduction will focus exclusively on St. Thomas, leaving aside the massive topic of Peter the 

Lombard and the original Sentences that furnished occasion for so many centuries of commentary. The most 
recent studies, each with ample discussion of the Sentences, are Marcia L. Colish, Peter Lombard, 2 vols. (Le-
iden: E. J. Brill, 1994) and Philipp W. Rosemann, Peter Lombard (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). 
There are also several critical editions of Lombard’s Sentences. The one we consulted in preparing our transla-
tion was Magistri Petri Lombardi Sententiae in IV Libris distinctae, ed. Collegii S. Bonaventurae Ad Claras Aquas, 
2 vols. (Grottaferrata/Rome: Editiones Collegii S. Bonaventurae Ad Claras Aquas, 1971 and 1981).

8. For further precisions on the dating of the Scriptum, see the revised edition of Torrell’s Person and Work 
(Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 424–25. The pagination in this edition 
remains the same as in the first, but a substantial appendix with updates has been added.

9. Weisheipl notes that most of Thomas’s predecessors in Paris had become baccalarius Sententiarum, or 
Sententiarius, in their forties; the fact that he was 27 goes far to explain his feelings of total inadequacy for the 
task at the time (Friar Thomas, 53). As stated, we do not know exactly when Thomas finished the text of the 
Scriptum, though it is not likely to have gone beyond 1256, given the many new responsibilities and projects 
that demanded his attention as a newly established Magister.

10. Person and Work, 39.
11. Omitting the table of contents, Mandonnet’s edition of Books I and II comprises 1,091 and 1,136 pag-

es respectively, while Moos’s edition of Books III and Book IV (up to Distinction 22) comprises 1,313 and 
1,105 pages respectively. If one were to take the approximate ratio of text to page in the portion of Book IV 
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Manuscripts of Aquinas’s Scriptum were considerably more diffused and studied in the 

centuries after Thomas’s death than either of his Summae tended to be, largely because of the 

fact that Lombard’s Sentences retained its status as a standard textbook.12 (A budding student 

of theology in the middle of the fourteenth century could readily find out what a whole se-

quence of great masters—e.g., Albert, Bonaventure, Thomas, Scotus—had to say about the 

Holy Spirit as charity by just looking up Book I, Distinction 17. Surely this common set of ref-

erence points must have been a major factor in the remarkable pedagogical endurance of the 

Sentences.) As Torrell remarks:

Thomas’s text [the Scriptum] was transmitted along with Lombard’s. The 

latter unintentionally contributed to the success of his young rival and to 

the persistence of a kind of misunderstanding. University rules required 

commenting on Lombard. Thomas’s commentary was used much more than 

the Summa, which expressed a more personally evolved thought . . . Even in 

the fifteenth century, the first great commentator on Thomas, Capreolus, the 

princeps thomistarum, comments on the Sentences and not on the Summa.13

Romanus Cessario notes:

Capreolus’s use of Lombard’s Sentences as a starting-point to provide his own 

theological commentary reflects the enduring value of this twelfth-century 

theology textbook, which was used, moreover, in some schools of theology 

even up to the end of the eighteenth century. During the second half of 

the fifteenth century, however, the Summa theologiae gained ascendancy as 

the standard textbook for professors of theology, especially in those German 

universities where Dominicans taught.14

In a reversal of its earlier fortunes, the Scriptum in more recent centuries—and espe-

cially since the revival of Thomism inaugurated by Pope Leo XIII—has been neglected by all 

that Moos completed and apply it to the remainder of Book IV (Distinctions 23 to 50), a fifth volume, had 
it been produced, would have totaled about 1,069 pages (not including the text of the Lombard). The grand 
total would be somewhere just short of 6,000 pages. Quite a doctoral dissertation, even if one were to sub-
tract the pages given over to the text of the Lombard in the printed edition. Another way of sizing up the 
text: in the edition prepared by Roberto Busa for the Index Thomisticus (Stuttgart–Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-
Holzboog, 1980), the authentic works of St. Thomas occupy six densely packed volumes—a total of 3,970 
pages of almost microscopic text (including, for simplicity’s sake, the few dubious works at the back of vol-
ume six). Of this total, the Scriptum alone has 708 pages, which makes it a staggering 17.8 percent of his en-
tire corpus. For comparison, the volume that contains both the Summa contra gentiles and the Summa theologiae 
weighs in at 926 pages, or 23.3 percent of the corpus.

12. “It was not until the latter part of the fifteenth century,” remarks Tugwell, “that his Summa Theologiae 
began to be adopted as a theological textbook instead of the Sentences” (Albert and Thomas, 242). On this tran-
sition, see also Jean-Pierre Torrell, Aquinas’s Summa: Background, Structure, and Reception, trans. Benedict M. 
Guevin (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 90–98.

13. Torrell, Person and Work, 47.
14. Romanus Cessario, A Short History of Thomism (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America 

Press, 2005), 61–62.
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but specialists, attention being focused rather on the saint’s “more mature” works. There are 

several reasons for this. One reason is that the Summa theologiae, by far the best known of the 

saint’s writings today, is, in most respects, a superior pedagogical instrument.15 The Scriptum 

lacks an elegant, transparent structure, and so it is harder to find what one is looking for. (As 

a graduate student reading many works of Thomas for the first time, I remember feeling es-

pecially intimidated by the Scriptum, with its lengthy divisions of and random notes on the 

text of Lombard, its quaestiunculae nested in articuli nested in quaestiones grouped in distinc-

tiones gathered in libri, and the seemingly odd location of topics within books. It seemed sim-

pler to go to one or the other Summa, or to the disputed questions.) A more practical reason 

is that very few portions of the Scriptum have been translated at all, and with the proportion-

ate decline in Latin readership among students of philosophy and theology, a work of this 

kind risks being passed over unnoticed by new generations of readers.16 The surprising dearth 

of English translations from the Scriptum, combined with the fact that the best Latin edition 

hitherto available, published between 1929 and 1947, is a “long out-of-print, rare, and inac-

cessible text,”17 has meant that the Scriptum has become, for all intents and purposes, a closed 

book to the better part of the audience that might be expected to know about it, study it, and 

profit from it. Our intention in preparing the present translation has been to remedy this sit-

uation at least as far as one important area of Aquinas’s theology is concerned.

Why study the Scriptum? Leaving it to the reader to discover how much is to be gained 

in many particular cases, I will suggest a general answer. While there is considerable overlap 

between the content of the Scriptum and that of the two Summae, given that each one pres-

ents the fundamentals of Christian doctrine in systematic fashion, there are also striking dif-

ferences, as well as numerous occasions where a subject is either treated more fully in the 

Scriptum than in other works, or even treated uniquely.18 Thomas’s avowed purpose in craft-

ing toward the end of his life that masterpiece of streamlined conciseness, the Summa theologi-

ae, was simply not his purpose in the Scriptum, where he writes freely and fully of divine mys-

teries and metaphysical subtleties with all the zest and zeal—though also, at times, with the 

hesitations and missteps19—of youthful genius. His answers, and often the objections and re-

15. I say “in most respects” because some arguments in the Summa are so concisely crafted that they be-
come rather obscure as a result, compared with the Scriptum’s easygoing volubility, replete with examples and 
digressions. In some ways the latter is more proportioned to a philosophically inquiring mind that has the lei-
sure to unfold, explore, take its time, while the former is more proportioned to a student who needs to pre-
pare for sacred ministry in the most efficient way—that is, by gaining maximum clarity about the conclusions 
to be drawn in sacra doctrina, yet without expending more time than is desirable in a formation program.

16. See Appendix II for a list of published English translations from the Scriptum.
17. Quoting another who has labored in the vineyards of Scriptum translation, E. M. Macierowski (Thomas 

Aquinas’s Earliest Treatment, 1). The Leonine critical editions of Books II and III are expected to appear soon. 
As will be discussed below, our translation is based, in large part, on the forthcoming critical edition.

18. An example of the latter would be In IV Sent. d. 49, q. 1, a. 2, qa. 5, “Whether beatitude is the same 
thing as the kingdom of God.” There is no query quite like it elsewhere.

19. There can be, of course, no doubt of a process of development from the Scriptum to the Summa theo-
logiae. As Torrell puts it, “it is important never to forget this: if he is consistent with himself in his large-scale 
choices, Thomas shows nothing of the fixed systematician. Rather, he is a genius in motion, perpetually 
in the act of discovery” (Person and Work, 67). Torrell offers this example: “It suffices to compare Sentences I 
d. 17 q. 1 a. 1 (or Sent. II d. 26 q. 1 a. 1) with De ueritate 27, 1–2, and ST Ia IIae q. 10 a. 1 (or IIa IIae q. 23 
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plies, tend to be fuller than in the two Summae written later. For these reasons, it is problem-

atic to view the Scriptum as a sort of rough draft of the Summa theologiae; it is more accurate 

to see them as complementary, as mutually illuminating.20 Indeed, for the serious student of 

Thomistic thought (or of Catholic theology), none of St. Thomas’s works can substitute for 

the others, but all must be used and used well. Torrell firmly underlines this point:

Since the 1980s, translations of other works [of Aquinas] into a number of 

languages have multiplied tremendously. Without enumerating all of them 

here, I should remind the reader that these other works of St. Thomas’s are 

the natural milieu in which to read the Summa. Following the maxim of his 

first disciples, Thomas is sui ipsius interpres (his own interpreter); this means 

that the reading of any one of his works, even if it be the most important, 

always gains by being done in conjunction with the others. This principle is 

best seen by the number of scientific monographs, sometimes of great value, 

that are now being published.21

The Summa theologiae is often and rightly admired for its fusion of order and brevity. 

However, what makes it an attractive “summary” is ironically what can, at times, make it ped-

agogically troublesome. The very conciseness of treatment—where premises are given rapid-

fire, not teased out of examples; where working knowledge of a vast wealth of philosophi-

cal and theological sources is presumed; where objections are pared down to the few that are 

a. 2), to see how the large thesis about the created nature of charity or grace (contra the position of Peter  
Lombard) is reinforced and better organized” (ibid., 66, n. 52). (Yet at the same time, Torrell sees in the 
Scriptum treatment of charity a notable example of where we can find the first flowering of Thomas’s ge-
nius: ibid., 42, n. 25.) Recently, Michael Sherwin has spoken of the overall development of Thomas’s theory 
of love in By Knowledge and By Love: Charity and Knowledge in the Moral Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas (Wash-
ington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), and delivers the verdict that there are certain 
flaws in the Scriptum presentation that its author will later overcome (see 64–81 and 192–202). Other ex-
amples of progress in Thomas’s thought, including the revision or repudiation of earlier ideas, are furnished 
by Tugwell (Albert and Thomas, 276–78, 282, 285–86; cf. 242). For his part Weisheipl states: “In this earliest 
major work by Thomas [the Scriptum], all of his principal conclusions are established” (mention is then made 
of eight characteristically Thomistic positions); “in theology also his basic principles stand out clearly. . . . 
Nevertheless, Thomas did not reach full maturity of his speculative thought in the Sentences. There are many 
points on which Thomas later abandoned earlier opinions, resulting in some discrepancy between the teach-
ing of the Sentences and the teaching of the Summa theologiae. After Thomas’s death there were not only nu-
merous summaries and condensations of his works, but also concordances to harmonize or bring out more 
clearly the development of doctrine” (Friar Thomas, 76). Deserving of special mention among such tools are 
the monumental Tabula aurea of Peter of Bergamo (repr. Alba/Rome: Editiones Paulinae, n.d.) and the “Ar-
ticuli in quibus frater Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis,” edited by R.-A. Gauthier and published in 
RTAM 19 (1952): 271–326.

20. Decades ago, Chenu drew attention to the importance of studying this work for a fuller understand-
ing of Thomas’s thought: see Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 272–76. Chenu rightly warns against a facile 
syncretism that would blend together the Scriptum and the Summa theologiae as if they were basically contin-
uous and undifferentiated, but he warns equally against treating the Scriptum as if it were a rough draft su-
perseded by later writings.

21. Aquinas’s Summa, 126. The importance of Torrell’s point will become apparent when we take up, be-
low, the question of loca parallela.
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most cogent—can make the text almost impenetrable for a beginner who is not thoroughly 

trained prior to reading it.22 The Scriptum, on the other hand, though it lacks the advantages 

of the Summa’s order and brevity, can have a way of befriending a beginner, or at least an ad-

venturous explorer. Premises are covered at length; metaphors and analogies are frequently 

employed; objections (including the sort of objections young students tend to raise) abound 

here, as do “on the contrary” arguments. In short, although one does not always find in the 

Scriptum the depth of penetration and economic style of the later works, there is often a more 

varied feast for the mind, a fuller unfolding of doctrine—and this can be a pedagogical asset in 

the hands of a teacher or a student who knows where to look for appropriate readings. The 

purpose of the present translation is, in part, to encourage the use of the Scriptum in the class-

room as a supplement to more familiar texts on love and charity from the Summa theologiae.23 

However much its author improved in pedagogical focus and the articulation of certain con-

cepts, his “youthful” commentary remains an astonishing tour de force, bearing everywhere the 

stamp of profound reflection. It is an invaluable and even indispensable source of Thomistic 

doctrine, one that has been sadly neglected in the modern English-speaking milieu. My hope 

is that this translation, in addition to whatever academic purposes it may serve, will also mo-

tivate others to undertake the rewarding labor of translating the Scriptum.

It was with an awareness of the riches to be found in the Scriptum that, in 1999, I enlist-

ed the aid of a student, now Brother Thomas Bolin, OSB, to undertake with me the project of 

translating from the commentary the most important passages on love and charity. The proj-

ect took a decisive step forward when, due to the generosity of the Leonine Commission, we 

were given an unexpected opportunity to consult the Commission’s provisional critical text 

for the relevant distinctions in Books II and III—passages we had originally translated from 

the edition of Mandonnet and Moos. This made it possible to review and correct the transla-

tion line by line against the critical text (here again I was able to benefit from the help of a 

student, Joseph Bolin, the younger brother of the Bolin who first worked on the translation 

with me).24 In addition, we had the privilege of consulting, prior to its publication, the criti-

22. It has been observed that the kind of “beginner” presupposed by the Summa must be a mightily gifted 
student indeed—more like a beginning graduate student already well trained in philosophy and Scripture 
than a “rank beginner.” It would be hard to differ with the judgment of John Jenkins (Knowledge and Faith 
in Thomas Aquinas [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997], 78–95) that the Summa cannot have been 
intended for “rank beginners,” so vast a wealth of prior knowledge does it simply take for granted. Anyone 
who has tried to teach the Five Ways without reducing them to a cartoon caricature knows how much they 
depend on a solid grasp of Aristotelian metaphysics; a fortiori, what hope could there be for a neophyte con-
fronted with the treatise on the Trinity, qq. 27–43 of the Prima pars? If Thomas really had in mind students 
with little or no metaphysical training prior to engaging the Summa, he was either working with unusually 
bright pupils ready to burn the midnight oil poring over Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Augustine’s De Trinitate, or 
he was—as is the case with many geniuses—incapable of realizing at how much lower a level than his most 
people are moving!

23. To facilitate this use I have provided a chart in which the Summa articles on love and charity in gen-
eral are correlated to their parallels in the Scriptum (see Appendix I). This chart makes immediately apparent 
some interesting features of the Scriptum, such as the sheer breadth of In III Sent. d. 27, q. 1, a. 1, with the 
philosophical freight it carries, in comparison to the way Thomas divides up the same themes in ST I-II, q. 
28. Here, a single article in the Scriptum is doing the work, so to speak, of six articles in the ST!

24. Writing in 1997, Steven E. Baldner and William E. Carroll remarked: “There is not as yet—nor likely 
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cal edition of the second (Roman) version or Lectura romana of Book I, Distinction 17, a trans-

lation of which we decided to include so as to make possible a fascinating comparison with 

the original (Paris) version. We also did not hesitate to include in the notes shorter transla-

tions of texts from other distinctions whenever these could throw valuable light on the top-

ics at hand. The result is the present volume, which contains by far the most extensive Eng-

lish translation from the Scriptum to date.25 Finally, to enhance the value of the translation to 

those who are interested in the historical development of Thomas’s thinking and his methods 

of working, we made a point of including the more doctrinally interesting “drafts” from the 

autograph manuscript of Book III, as edited by P.-M. Gils.26 Here we see the author laboring 

hard on his materials, emending, canceling out, taking different points of departure.27 All in 

all, the inclusion of draft material, of the finished Parisian product, and of the bold Roman at-

tempt at a second Scriptum offers an incomparable window into the first phase of Aquinas’s 

career as a theologian.

A few words are in order about unfamiliar features of the Scriptum. As with the Sum-

ma contra gentiles, the Scriptum is divided into four books.28 The main unit of division is not 

the question or chapter, but the “Distinction.”29 Each Distinction in the Scriptum opens with 

a divisio textus of Peter Lombard’s text, leading the reader to the points Thomas wishes to dis-

cuss.30 These points always have their roots, so to speak, in the rich soil of Lombard’s text, but 

to be soon—a critical Latin edition of Aquinas’ Writings on the Sentences. Despite the difficulties in not having 
an established text which meets the critical demands of the Leonine Commission, we feel that an English 
translation of the existing text meets an important need” (Aquinas on Creation [Toronto: Pontifical Institute of 
Mediaeval Studies, 1997], 35). Baldner and Carroll spoke correctly according to the status textus in 1997, but 
happily the story is now different for Books II and III. Nevertheless, it has been our experience that the stan-
dard Mandonnet-Moos edition is reliable on the whole.

25. See Appendix II. 
26. See P.-M. Gils, “Textes inédits de S. Thomas: Les premières rédactions du Scriptum super Tertio Senten-

tiarum,” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 45 (1961): 201–28; 46 (1962): 445–62 and 609–28.
27. Apropos the manuscript edited and published by Gils, Torrell writes: “Whatever Tocco may say, these 

lectures [on the Sentences] were not the fruit of an infused knowledge, but the result of hard work. The 
handwritten manuscript of the Third Book, which has come down to us, as has the Super Isaiam, with era-
sures and second thoughts, still bears the traces of that labor” (Person and Work, 44).

28. On the overall structure of Lombard’s Sentences, see Rosemann, Lombard, 54–70; Colish, Lombard, pas-
sim; W. J. Hankey, God in Himself: Aquinas’ Doctrine of God as Expounded in the Summa Theologiae (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 1987), 19–35; see also Vincent McNabb’s analysis of the contents of classic summaries 
of theology: “Saint Thomas and Moral Theology,” in Xenia Thomistica, ed. Sadoc Szabó (Rome: Vatican Press, 
1925), 2:187–202. In an immensely useful publication from 1932, “Plan des Sentences de Pierre Lombard 
d’après S. Thomas” (Bulletin Thomiste 3 [1930–1933], Notes et communications, 131*–154*), Paul Philippe 
offered a complete structural overview of the Sentences from the perspective of Aquinas, a kind of aerial map 
for the would-be explorer of either the base text or the commentary. St. Thomas’s own ingenious divisio tex-
tus of the four books may be found in the Prologue to Book I, which Ralph McInerny has translated in Thom-
as Aquinas: Selected Writings (London/New York: Penguin, 1998), 51–54; cf. Torrell, Person and Work, 42–44, 
for a brief discussion of the plan offered in this Prologue, and references to secondary literature.

29. The division of Lombard’s text into Distinctions appears to have been the work of the master Alexan-
der of Hales (cf. Torrell, Person and Work, 40).

30. It bears emphasizing, for those unfamiliar with it, that the Scriptum is not by any stretch of the imagi-
nation a commentary, strictly speaking, on another author’s text. As a finished product it bears more like-
ness to the disputed questions or the commentaries on Boethius, as this brief description from Baldner and 
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they grow and blossom well above it. As Torrell remarks, speaking of the authors of Thom-

as’s day: “In fact, theologians were not slow to abandon the servitude of a strict commentary 

and forcefully to introduce new considerations, sometimes quite distant from Lombard’s. . . . 

Thomas was, therefore, not the first or only commentator to go ‘beyond Lombard.’ But he 

was without question one of those who did so most resolutely.”31 The Distinction concludes 

with an expositio textus, a set of clarifications on phrases in the Lombard’s text that might give 

rise to misunderstandings (we have called this section “Notes on the Text,” because it is by no 

means an “exposition” of a text in the way that a commentary of Thomas’s on Aristotle or Di-

onysius or Proclus is). Torrell continues:

Between these two markers [the divisio textus and the expositio textus] we 

can see the vestiges of the literal commentary, which was honored less and 

less. If we wish to get an idea of the proportions of the young professor’s 

text compared with that of the Master, we can consider the example Father 

Chenu once gave: the two pages of distinction 33 of Book III provide Thomas 

with the occasion to pose 41 questions, which he develops over 88 pages.32

The Distinctions in the Scriptum are subdivided in various ways by Aquinas. In some 

cases, a distinction simply contains a series of articles.33 In other cases, it will contain sev-

eral questions, subdivided into articles. One curious aspect of the Scriptum for a reader new 

to it is the proliferation of so-called quaestiunculae—literally “little questions,” called here-

in “subquestions”—beneath the familiar question and article levels. This generates famously 

lengthy citations such as: “In III Sent. d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 3, ad 1,” where “III” identifies the 

book, “d. 27” the Distinction on love and charity in themselves, “q. 2” the question on char-

ity, “a. 4” the article whether charity is one virtue or many, “qa. 3” the subquestion whether 

charity is the form of the virtues, and “ad 1” the reply to the first objection, on charity as ex-

emplar form of the virtues.34

Carroll indicates: “The work is not strictly a commentary but rather writings (scripta) or elaborations of the 
text in the form of questions and discussions of themes which arise from the text. As ‘bachelor of the Sentenc-
es,’ Aquinas read aloud a passage from the text, which he then analyzed. He explained briefly the meaning 
of the points made and then addressed a question or series of questions arising from the subject of the text” 
(Aquinas on Creation, 31). Tugwell makes a similar observation: “The lectures on the Sentences, which preced-
ed graduation as a Master, gave scope for the exploration of isolated topics, since the lecturer was quite free 
to take up any point he wanted and tease it out with little reference to the actual text of the Lombard” (Al-
bert and Thomas, 249).

31. Person and Work, 40–41.
32. Person and Work, 41. 
33. Readers should be aware that at times Thomas or his editors introduce a heading styled “Question 1” 

which is then divided into articles, but after which no further question appears, rendering the “Question” 
heading entirely superfluous. Citations in secondary literature have waffled between keeping and dropping 
the “Question 1” in such cases. Here we mention “q.” only if there is more than a single question; otherwise 
the citation would read: In III Sent. d. 28, a. 3. There are also a few other numbering confusions in the Scrip-
tum, but in most cases the problem is easily spotted and solved.

34. There are several acceptable ways of citing the Scriptum in written work, but probably the clearest 
is: “Sent. III or In III Sent. [the commentary on the third book of the Sentences], d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 3, ad 1.” 
The customary abbreviation for a quaestiuncula or subquestion is “qa.” One sometimes sees a more compact 
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According to the convention he followed, Thomas does not take up and solve the quaes-

tiunculae or subquestions in succession; they are organized in such a way that first, all the ob-

jections and sed contras of all the subquestions are presented, and only afterwards, all the so-

lutions and replies, point by point. This happens to be an awkward way of proceeding that 

easily causes confusion in the reader’s mind; it is all the more odd for being most of the time 

quite unnecessary. The text’s readability is considerably improved by placing the main re-

sponse and the replies to objections in company with their natural partners. This was also 

the unanimous advice of students who used a draft of this translation in a course offered in 

Spring 2005. Hence, in all cases but one I have brought together all the elements of each sub-

question so that it reads like a regular article. The one exception is a place where Thomas de-

liberately builds one set of objections upon another, and then answers all the sets in the reply 

to the first subquestion.35

2. the contents oF the pResent Volume

a. Summary of contents and editions

The final determination of which texts to include in this volume took place over a long 

period of time. My ongoing research into Thomas’s understanding of amor, dilectio, caritas, and 

amicitia had me frequently turning to discussions in Book III of the Scriptum, where he ex-

plores these themes in great detail. The treatment of amor itself (In III Sent. d. 27, q. 1) puts 

before us a distinctly “Dionysian” Thomas, eager to explore aspects of the topic that a more 

pedagogically minded Thomas will often omit later on.36 Discussions of the objects, order, 

commandment, and duration of charity,37 while less orderly than their parallels in the Secun-

da secundae, examine certain points more finely. Thomas’s manner of placing caritas square-

ly within his metaphysical understanding of amor and his adaptation of Aristotelian amicitia 

sheds much light on a theme that will become a leitmotif in his works—namely, charity as a 

purely gratuitous supernatural friendship between God and man which is nevertheless root-

ed deep within the ontology of man himself. From Book III, I was led by a natural progression 

to the discussion in Book I of the Holy Spirit as the love poured into the hearts of the faith-

form of citation (e.g., “Sent. 3.27.2.4.3 ad 1”), which may be admirably concise but makes it hard to pinpoint 
where exactly the passage is to be found. For this reason we consistently use the fuller form. 

35. Namely, the three subquestions of In III Sent. d. 31, q. 1, a. 4, on the charity with which a man rises 
up from sin.

36. It is noteworthy, too, that Thomas later in that Distinction (In III Sent. d. 27, q. 2, a. 1) does not rely on 
the Gospel of John for identifying charity as friendship, as he will do in the Summa theologiae (on this topic, 
see Anthony W. Keaty, “Thomas’s Authority for Identifying Charity as Friendship: Aristotle or John 15?” The 
Thomist 62 [1998]: 581–601). He seems more interested in showing that the reality that Aristotle, through 
philosophical analysis, had already identified as “friendship” can also be discerned in this wholly gratuitous 
and inconceivably lofty relationship with the divine Being (see Liz Carmichael, Friendship: Interpreting Chris-
tian Love [London: T&T Clark, 2004], 105–6). The conclusion in the response is reached by a logical analysis 
of the different kinds of love: “Friendship ..... embraces all definitions of love and manifests every possible 
aspect of it. Caritas must surely belong in the same perfect class” (Carmichael, Friendship, 107).

37. In III Sent. dd. 28, 29, 30, and 31; in addition, d. 36, a. 6 takes up the relationship between command-
ments and the “mode of charity.”
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ful (where we witness first-hand Thomas’s famous disagreement with Peter Lombard over 

whether the charity given to Christians is the very uncreated charity that is the Holy Spirit—

an opinion that Thomas, with uncharacteristic pugnacity, declares that he has “destroyed”),38 

as well as the opening article of Distinction 1 on fruitio, which contains precious elements of 

doctrine. At about the same time I looked at crucial discussions in Book II of the love of God 

above self39 and of the orientation of “right wills” toward a single end, which can be variously 

described as God, beatitude, and charity.40 Near the very end of Book IV, too, I found much 

enlightening material in the treatment of beatitude as man’s ultimate end, linked inextricably 

to the possession and exercise of charity.41 All these texts proved to be mutually illuminating 

and, as it turns out, stand well together. 

An overview of the contents may thus be given, with an asterisk indicating that only 

part of that Distinction or question has been translated:

In I Sententiarum (Paris version) [Mand.]

d. 1, q. 1* Whether to enjoy is an act of intellect

d. 17, q. 1  Charity as something created in the soul

d. 17, q. 2  Charity’s increase and decrease

In I Sententiarum (Roman version) [Boyle]

d. 17, q. 1  Charity as something created in the soul

d. 17, q. 2  Charity’s increase and decrease

In II Sententiarum [Leon.]

d. 3, q. 4  The natural love of angels for God above self

d. 38*   Charity as the single common end of right wills

In III Sententiarum [Leon.]

d. 23*   The theological virtues; the formation of faith by charity

d. 27, q. 1  Love in general

d. 27, q. 2  Charity (in general)

38. This he says in In III Sent. d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 4, referring back to In I Sent. d. 17 (Paris version), q. 1, 
aa. 1–2. In addition to this Distinction 17 of Book I of the Scriptum, concerned with charity as a created gift, 
Thomas Bolin and I also made draft translations of Distinction 10 (on the Holy Spirit as love, ut amor), Dis-
tinction 18 (on the Holy Spirit as gift, ut donum), and Distinction 32 (on love, dilectio, in the Trinity). Howev-
er, since these particular discussions occupy their place squarely within the broader, systematic examination 
of trinitarian doctrine in Book I—so much so that they are quite unintelligible apart from the other Distinc-
tions they presuppose—we saw that it would be unsuitable to include them in the present volume. What is 
required is nothing less than a translation of the trinitarian Distinctions of Book I, an ambitious project in 
which expert help would be gladly welcomed!

39. In II Sent. d. 3, q. 4. 
40. In II Sent. d. 38, aa. 1–2. 
41. In IV Sent. d. 49, q. 1.
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In III Sententiarum [Leon.] (cont.)

d. 27, q. 3  Charity for God

d. 28   The objects of charity

d. 29   The order of charity

d. 30  The commandment of charity

d. 31, q. 1 What happens to charity (its duration, its quantity) due to sin 

d. 31, q. 2 What happens to faith, hope, and charity in glory

d. 32  God’s love for creatures

d. 36*   Whether a commandment contains the mode of charity

Deleta Super III Sent. [Gils]

In IV Sententiarum [Parm.]

d. 49, q. 1* Beatitude

The Latin editions on which the translations are based: Leon. = provisional critical edition 

of the Leonine Commission; Boyle = Lectura romana in primum Sententiarum Petri Lombardi, 

ed. †Leonard E. Boyle and John F. Boyle (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 

2006), 190–201; Mand. = Scriptum super libros Sententiarum, vols. 1 and 2 (containing Books 

I and II), ed. P. Mandonnet (Paris: Lethielleux, 1929); Moos = Scriptum super libros Sententia-

rum, vols. 3 and 4 (containing Books III and IV, dd. 1–22), ed. Maria Fabianus Moos (Paris: 

Lethielleux, 1933 and 1947); Gils = P.-M. Gils, “Textes inédits de S. Thomas: Les premières 

rédactions du Scriptum super Tertio Sententiarum,” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 

45 (1961): 201–28; 46 (1962): 445–62 and 609–28; Parm. (for Book IV, dd. 23–50) = Sancti 

Thomae Aquinatis Opera omnia, vol. 7/2: Commentum in quartum librum Sententiarum magistri Pe-

tri Lombardi (Parma: Typis Petri Fiaccadori, 1858), pp. 872–1259. Within the translation, ref-

erences to exact page numbers from the above editions are provided in a note placed at the 

start of each new Distinction. (Note that the titles of the Distinctions are not Thomas’s but 

those of later editors, usually Mandonnet and Moos, and for this reason they are bracketed. 

Although the provisional critical edition bears no such titles, they have been retained here 

for ease of orientation.) When Latin phrases are given in the notes, the orthography follows 

the edition that served as the basis of the translation; so, for Books II and III we take the Leo-

nine edition’s spelling, while for Book I we take that of Mandonnet, etc.42 In texts translated 

from Gils’ transcription of Thomas’s handwritten revisions to Book III, I have signified (with 

Gils) major textual changes, namely the strikethroughs and rewordings.

Although not true critical texts, the volumes prepared by Mandonnet and Moos are 

of generally high quality, since their editors consulted an array of editions and manuscripts 

42. The Leonine editors of Books II and III employ the now-familiar orthographical conventions of the 
Commission (e.g., uis cogitatiua, uirtus caritatis, Vnde amor amicitie, rather than vis cogitativa, virtus charitatis, 
Unde amor amicitiae). 
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to establish the best text that could be arrived at in the circumstances. In comparing the 

provisional Leonine critical edition of the texts from Books II and III with the edition of  

Mandonnet-Moos, I have found, alongside a fair number of minor ones, rather few signifi-

cant differences. The latter sort, and at times the former, have been indicated in the notes. 

With the prospect of a critical text with full apparatus being released soon to the public, we 

do not call attention to every instance of divergence between the Mandonnet-Moos text and 

the provisional text of the Leonine Commission that was shared with us; to do so would far 

surpass the ordinary functions of a translation.

b. thomas’s citations of other authorities

For the hundreds of references Aquinas makes to other authors we have always provid-

ed sufficient data to locate the texts in a modern edition. Critical editions of Patristic authors 

have been used wherever available, substituting CCSL citations for the PL and PG citations in 

Mandonnet and Moos. We have made no effort to be perfectly comprehensive in this regard 

(by citing, for example, Latin versions of Aristotle or his commentators). When the Leonine 

edition appears, it will include, as always, detailed references to the source texts and versions 

from which St. Thomas draws his quotations. 

All quotations from authorities, especially from Scripture, have been translated direct-

ly from Thomas’s text, not from modern translations. As is well known, Thomas cites from 

memory and so his quotations are not always exact; he occasionally elides different texts or 

ascribes to one author or book what is to be found in another. (The same is true for his rath-

er frequent citations from “the Gloss,” which, as scholars of medieval exegesis know all too 

well, is a notoriously complicated tangle of sources found in many forms and variants.)43 

These discrepancies are duly noted. All the more necessary is it to pay attention to his take on 

Scripture passages, since modern translations can fail to capture just the point that Thomas 

discerns in a particular verse as he knew it in Latin. More significant discrepancies between 

a verse as cited by Thomas and the same verse as found in standard English translations 

(whether the Douay-Rheims or the Revised Standard Version) have been noted. In most 

cases, Thomas cites Scripture by book and chapter. In league with most editors and transla-

tors, we have taken the liberty of inserting verse numbers as well. When St. Thomas refers 

to psalms by number, he follows the numbering of the Vulgate; most modern psalm transla-

tions, on the other hand, follow the Hebrew numbering, which is, in most cases, one ahead 

of the Vulgate’s. Here, for simplicity’s sake, I have followed the Hebrew psalm and verse 

numbers as given in the RSV, although the translation is directly from the Latin and is more 

akin to what one would get in the Douay-Rheims version.

43. We do not enter into the exquisite minutiae of Gloss composition but are content, with a nod to the 
convenient PL edition, to refer in our notes to “Strabo’s Gloss”—aware that it is not really Strabo’s. See M. T. 
Gibson, “The Place of the Glossa ordinaria in Medieval Exegesis,” in Ad litteram: Authoritative Texts and Their 
Medieval Readers, ed. Mark D. Jordan and Kent Emery, Jr. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1992), 5–27.
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c. the Lectura romana 

Some particular comments are in order on the “Roman version” of Book I, Distinc-

tion 17, which, as noted above, is translated in this volume. The recently rediscovered Lectu-

ra romana or second attempt at a Sentences commentary has been the subject of much recent 

scholarly discussion, to which the reader is referred for a detailed treatment.44 Though it was 

long known to biographers that St. Thomas might have attempted a second commentary on 

the Sentences for the purposes of his studium in Rome, and though it was certain that he soon 

abandoned whatever he was doing to concentrate his energies on the Summa theologiae, it was 

only in 1983 that Leonard E. Boyle, in a brilliant piece of detective work, demonstrated con-

vincingly that the extensive marginalia of an Oxford manuscript of the Parisian Scriptum actu-

ally reproduce a substantial portion (perhaps all there ever was) of a completely new and au-

thentically Thomasian commentary on Book I of the Sentences.45 In his Gilson lecture of 1982, 

Boyle already announced his certainty on this point and emphasized the startling importance 

of the find: “[W]e are lucky to possess a part of a student reportatio of that class-room com-

mentary which shows, among other things, that it was not at all, as has been conjectured, a 

reworking of his Scriptum super Sententiis of 1252–1256 at Paris but an independent work in a 

simple, direct style not unlike that of the later Summa.”46 One of Boyle’s students, M. Michèle 

Mulchahey, offers a succinct summary of the manuscript and its contents:

Lincoln College, MS. lat. 95, is a copy of the first book of Thomas’s Parisian 

Sentences commentary, the Scriptum super libros Sententiarum, which carries in 

44. The critical edition of the Lectura romana is equipped with a substantial introduction by John Boyle 
(pp. 1–57) that enters into the historical, textual, and doctrinal issues at stake in this intriguing text (for a 
brief summary, see Torrell, Person and Work, 45–47; cf. 412 in the rev. ed.). Boyle’s introduction makes full 
use of the wealth of research that has been devoted to the rediscovery of this text and to debates over its 
authorship and some vexed issues of doctrinal content. At the time of this writing, the majority opinion fa-
vors its Thomasian authorship, with only a few expressing reservations. Certainly it has been our experi-
ence as translators, comparing both versions of Distinction 17, that the text of the Lectura romana breathes 
the style of writing and the manner of thinking of Thomas Aquinas, and we know, at any rate, that (in the 
words of Mark Johnson) “the person who copied the marginal texts into the Oxford manuscript, quite pos-
sibly before the year 1286, thinks he’s copying Aquinas” (from the Thomistica newsletter of March 2006,  
www.thomistica.net/march-2006-on-line/, accessed March 15, 2006).

45. The now-classic article by Leonard E. Boyle was “Alia lectura fratris Thome,” Mediaeval Studies 45 
(1983): 418–29, written in response to the initially skeptical report of H.-F. Dondaine, “‘Alia lectura frat-
ris Thome’? (Super I Sent.),” Mediaeval Studies 42 (1980): 308–36. Both the 1983 article and the 1982 Gilson 
lecture (The Setting of the Summa theologiae of Saint Thomas) have been reprinted in a collection of Boyle’s 
studies, Facing History: A Different Thomas Aquinas (Louvain-la-Neuve: Fédération Internationale des Instituts 
d’Études Médiévales, 2000), 93–106 and 65–91. In the introduction he contributed to this volume, Torrell 
takes the opportunity to express his reservations about the Lectura’s authorship (pp. xxi–xxiv). L. Boyle’s 
“Alia lectura fratris Thome” has also been reprinted in the Lectura romana volume (pp. 58–69), immediately 
after the introduction by John Boyle.

46. The Setting of the Summa theologiae of Saint Thomas, in Facing History, 75. For background on the studi-
um at Santa Sabina in Rome and the importance of Aquinas’s groundbreaking work there, see ibid., 71–78; 
cf. also the painstaking work of M. Michèle Mulchahey, “First the Bow is Bent in Study....”: Dominican Education 
before 1350 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1998), 278–306, esp. 280–94, where the Lectu-
ra romana is discussed in detail and related to Thomas’s effort to revamp the theology course in Rome.

http://www.thomistica.net/march-2006-on-line/
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its margins a second partial commentary on the same material. This marginal 

text appears to be or to derive from a student reportatio, and has now been 

shown to represent the lecture notes of someone who heard Thomas teach 

at Santa Sabina in 1265–66. In other words, these are pieces of Thomas’ lost 

Roman commentary, collated with the earlier Scriptum.

The surviving Roman notes cover the substance of the first eighteen 

[sic] and the twenty-third distinctions of book one of the Sentences.47 ..... 

In expounding this portion of the Lombard, the marginal commentary 

incorporates material from Aquinas’ own De veritate, from his commentary 

on Boethius’ De Trinitate, and from the Scriptum super libros Sententiarum—

referred to in the marginal reportatio as “brother Thomas’ other lecture on 

the Sentences,” “alia lectura fratris Thome.”

But this is no lazy man’s recapitulation of teaching done a dozen years 

before, for there is recognizable evolution in Thomas’ thinking .....48

Mulchahey goes on to compare texts from the Parisian Scriptum, the Lectura romana, and the 

Summa theologiae on whether the name “God” should be predicated of the Three Persons of 

the Trinity in the singular or in the plural. With the inclusion in the present volume of trans-

lations of the two versions of Distinction 17—separated, as Mulchahey says, by about a dozen 

years—a like comparison may be undertaken between two texts that are impressively differ-

ent in several ways. In the Roman version, one tastes the flavor of the coming Summa theolo-

giae. A certain leanness or muscularity of argument is characteristic of the Lectura in general: 

there are fewer objections of greater force (usually three or four, as in the Summa), one “on 

the contrary” (again, as in the Summa),49 and a more direct pathway of argument in the main 

response as well as in the replies to the initial arguments. Such cutting away of all inessentials 

makes for a considerable increase in rhetorical power. It may not be fanciful to detect also a 

tone of growing confidence in the answers given and the arguments used to bolster them. In 

these features the Lectura shows itself, in retrospect, to be a genuine transitional exercise, a 

“missing link,” between the Scriptum and the Summa. The content is also handled differently: 

the material is broken out into articles in a more schematic and logical way. In the Paris ver-

sion, for example, the opening article of Distinction 17 asks if charity is something created 

in the soul, and the second article if it is an accident. By contrast, in the Roman version the 

opening article asks, more broadly, whether a “supernatural light” is required in order to love 

God. This proposition it proves by way of a most elegant argument: love rests on knowledge, 

and so if there is a supernatural knowledge of God, there will be a supernatural love of him; 

but the knowledge of God as he is in himself is vouchsafed by the gift of faith, therefore the 

love of God for his own sake as our beatitude is vouchsafed by an analogous gift, that of char-

47. Actually it includes Distinctions 1 through 17 (not 18), 23, and a note to 24.
48. “First the Bow Is Bent in Study,” 281–82.
49. One notes a consistent reduction in size of the “on the contrary” section; two or three such argu-

ments are not uncommon in the Paris version, whereas the Lectura romana gives but one, and that one has 
been streamlined to the barest auctoritas or syllogism.
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ity. This point proved, Thomas then goes on to ask in the second article if this gift is created or 

uncreated. Having established that it is created, he finally asks in the third article if it is a sub-

stance or an accident. The whole approach is refreshingly direct, uncluttered, and lucid.

d. Loca parallela

Something must be said about the concept of loca parallela or parallel texts, a standard 

feature in the commentaries and lexicons of generations of disciples of Aquinas who have 

been eager to link together into an organic and self-correcting system, as much as possible, 

the many and varied presentations of doctrine found in the diverse genres of the master’s 

writings. When working on a certain text of St. Thomas, most readers find it highly use-

ful to be aware of other places in his works where he treats of the same or similar matters 

and to study this range of texts to know the author’s mind as fully as may be, permitting a 

better understanding of the subject itself. Beginning with the great exponents of historical 

research into Aquinas, such as Chenu, the very notion of a “parallel text” has been called 

into question as an artificial construct that risks disintegrating the internal unity of individ-

ual works and risks overlooking subtle contextual and developmental facets. Chenu warns 

against “fall[ing] back upon the Sentences, as has sometimes been done, where the texts of the 

Summa are elliptical and too concise. This would be to proceed contrary to history and doc-

trine.”50 What Chenu is worried about, however, becomes clear: the fusion (or confusion) of 

loca parallela by inattentive neoscholastics. For in the same place he writes, apropos the Scrip-

tum and the Summa:

In each one of these works, on the contrary, their original framework, 

particular context, own responses, own ways of proceeding, nuances, and 

conclusions will be examined. The purpose will not, of course, be to contrast 

them for the sake of contrast but to take part in the genesis of each one of 

the elements that make up the synthesis of Saint Thomas....... Today, the 

resources of the historical method, for the sake of doctrine and not just from 

a taste for erudition, have decided the interpreters of Saint Thomas to follow 

step by step the operations of his thinking, even where his conclusions are 

identical....... [D]ivergences [between the two works] have bearing as such 

only upon particular points, which explains why the common and simple 

practice is permissible of supporting the texts of the Sentences and of the 

Summa one upon the other. The listed divergences, however, invite us to 

read, within the movement that is proper to each, these two works of the 

Angelic Doctor.51

Dedicated students of St. Thomas have always known how to handle with care, and 

for the sake of acquiring a well-rounded and more penetrating understanding, the variety of 

overlapping treatments he left behind: one pays close attention to the genre of the work, the 

50. Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 272. 
51. Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 272–73; 276.
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exact question being investigated, the resources brought to bear on it, the purpose of the in-

quiry, and, of course, its place in the overall life and writings of its author. One treats an ear-

lier text as, ceteris paribus, less definitive than a later text; one treats a disputed question or 

a quodlibet differently from a theological summa, or a paraphrase of Aristotle from a scrip-

tural commentary. One may say, in short, that the notion of a parallel text is valid provided 

one does not entertain false expectations of the completeness or exactness of any parallel-

ism; Thomas rarely did exactly the same thing twice,52 but he obviously discussed many of 

the same questions many times, refining and developing similar arguments. Aware though 

I am of the reasoning of Joseph de Guibert concerning the cautious and responsible use of 

such parallels,53 it is nevertheless invaluable to know where Thomas comes again at the same 

or similar issues in order to be able to trace the development of his thinking and to sharpen 

one’s own speculative insight. There are manifestly real parallels and they shed a tremendous 

amount of light on each other. 

For these reasons, I have incorporated into the notes cross-references to loca parallela in 

other works of Aquinas, using several sources to check the lists for reasonable completeness 

(bearing in mind that in many cases looser or broader parallels abound to an uncountable 

extent). Effort was made to include all the extensive parallels a reader might wish to consult 

in search of further understanding of St. Thomas’s position on a given subject; hence, more 

tenuous or generic ones are not mentioned. The list of loca parallela is found in a note at the 

start of each self-contained unit of argumentation (that is, usually the article or subquestion). 

Since a reader equipped with such a list can easily find the texts that merit a more detailed 

comparison, the notes throughout do not attempt to specify every instance where Thom-

as speaks differently in later works—an enterprise that would, in the event, require a book-

length commentary of its own.

52. Though that, too, was something he did—perhaps to save time, or because he was not able to devise 
a better formulation than one he had already hit upon. A good example is the discussion of the infinitude 
of Christ’s grace as found in two works: the Compendium theologiae I, ch. 215 (beginning “Est autem propri-
um Christi”) and the Super Ioannem 3, lec. 6 (beginning “Sed notandum, quod in Christo est triplex gratia”). 
The latter passage, written 1270–72, tracks the Compendium of ca. 1265–67 quite closely, showing at times an 
identity of wording in the vicinity of 95 percent. A more remote but still relevant example is the way Thom-
as borrows from an earlier dossier when preparing his sermons or scripture commentaries: see L.-J. Batail-
lon, “Les sermons de saint Thomas et la Catena aurea” in St. Thomas Aquinas 1274–1974, Commemorative Studies, 
ed. Armand A. Maurer et al. (Toronto: PIMS, 1974), 1:67–75; Jeremy Holmes, “Aquinas’ Lectura in Matthae-
um,” in Aquinas on Scripture: An Introduction to His Biblical Commentaries, ed. Thomas G. Weinandy, Daniel A. 
Keating, and John P. Yocum (London/New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 73–97, esp. 86–90, 96.

53. Les Doublets de Saint Thomas d’Aquin: Leur étude méthodique; Quelques réflexions, quelques exemples (Paris: 
Beauchesne, 1926). Among other things, de Guibert underlines the inexactness of lists of parallels in view 
of the frequently extensive reshuffling of contents and order within the major works of St. Thomas. For ex-
ample, in some works Thomas combines several divine attributes into a single discussion taking them in one 
order, but in other works he takes them up separately in discussions far apart, and in a different order. Such a 
shift in material cannot really be accounted for by a list of “parallels,” since the formal argument and its ma-
terial content are welded together into a single unit.
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3 .  Issues oF tRAnslAtIon

a. General observations

How to translate St. Thomas into a readable English that at the same time faithfully re-

flects his style of arguing and way of thinking has been a question, a puzzlement, at times an 

anxiety, to many during the decades of the Thomistic revival in the twentieth century, which 

witnessed so great an increase in the number of those who wanted to study the saint’s writ-

ings yet did not possess the requisite fluency in Latin. Since we are right now witnessing an 

ever-growing “second revival” of general as well as scholarly interest in Aquinas, there could 

not be a better time for new efforts to bridge the gap between text and audience.

Our single goal was to produce a translation both accurate and readable—the former, 

by sticking to the text as it stands, not pretending that the original is more literary and filled-

out than it really is (for scholastic Latin does at times have the characteristics of an abbreviat-

ed code language), the latter by supplying those words or phrases of which an English speak-

er would naturally avail himself simply to make his meaning plain, but that a Latin author, 

above all a scholastic author, can so easily omit, trusting to inflections, to context, and to his 

immediate audience’s considerable skill in dialectic. On the many occasions when a sentence 

or argument seemed to cry out for paraphrase or commentary, we have strictly confined our 

paraphrase and commentary to the notes, never imposing it on the translation itself.

One is almost guaranteed to displease readers of Latin, because each person would 

have done things a bit differently. Common idioms can be rendered many different ways. 

Should the translator translate in a style as word-for-word literal as possible, those who fa-

vor a smooth, idiomatic English version will denounce the result as unintelligible and use-

less. On the other hand, should he try his hand at “adaptation,” filling out phrases for clar-

ity’s sake, lovers of literalism will denounce the result as relaxed, “too interpretive.” The great 

challenge is achieving the right middle course between ungainly literalism and irresponsible 

license. There will always be those who want a translation to read like the prose of a polished 

English gentleman, regardless of the violence that has to be done to the lean, sinewy style of 

St. Thomas.54 There will also always be those (fewer in number, it is true) who want a trans-

lation to stick to the text word-for-word, no matter how obscure or clunky the results. The 

translators of the present volume do not side with either camp, nor would Thomas have done 

so, if we may judge from his discerning remarks on the task of a good translator.55 We sought 

54. I am thinking here of the legendary translations of Thomas Gilby, which may read sonorously, but of-
ten depart so widely from the actual Latin that it is hard to know which Thomas is the primary author!

55. It is a well-known passage from the Prologue of the Contra errores Graecorum that can always be quot-
ed again: “It is, therefore, the task of the good translator, when translating material dealing with the Catho-
lic faith, to preserve the meaning, but to adapt the mode of expression so that it is in harmony with the id-
iom of the language into which he is translating. For obviously, when anything spoken in a literary fashion 
in Latin is explained in common parlance, the explanation will be inept if it is simply word for word. All the 
more so, when anything expressed in one language is translated merely word for word into another, it will 
be no surprise if perplexity concerning the meaning of the original sometimes occurs” (from the translation 
of the Contra errores Graecorum made by G. H. Duggan and Peter Damian Fehlner, in James Likoudis, ed., End-
ing the Byzantine Greek Schism [New Rochelle, NY: Catholics United for the Faith, 1992], 126). “Unde ad offi-
cium boni translatoris pertinet ut ea quae sunt catholicae fidei transferens servet sententiam, mutet autem 
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to avoid at all costs any smoothing-out or rewriting of phrases that would intrude our own 

thoughts into the text of a master who is perfectly capable of speaking for himself. Hence, at 

times, a certain awkwardness was allowed to stand, which could have been avoided only at 

the expense of giving the reader a quite different impression of what the original says.

So the two general principles of our translation: (1) maximal fidelity to Thomas’s text, 

the attempt to say things as he says them, with the weight and balance of his own state-

ments—not glossing or paraphrasing something that is obscure or difficult in the Latin;  

(2) maximal clarity in English, often by using a turn of phrase more familiar to our ears and 

capturing the sense of the Latin better.56 Thus, sometimes “at work” or “working” is used in-

stead of “operating,” and “activity” instead of “operation”; “has its term in” rather than “ter-

minates in”; “in the manner of” rather than “through the mode of”; and so on. True, it is of-

ten impossible, or absurdly artificial, to find everyday English phrases for the technical vocab-

ulary of Latin scholasticism; nor should one overlook the long-standing, honorable tradition 

of English-language scholasticism that has always borrowed heavily from the Latin (e.g., “ac-

tuality” and “potency”). The resulting policy for us has been a sort of pragmatism that keeps 

the translation as close to spoken English as possible, but does not go out of its way to avoid 

technicalities, especially those hallowed by custom. Since this translation is likely to be of 

greatest use to those who are already somewhat familiar with Thomas’s thought, such a pol-

icy offers no real difficulty.

Brackets [ ] have been used to indicate words added by the translators for the pur-

pose of clarifying the basic sense of the text. Wherever Thomas’s condensed Latin permit-

ted of a small non-interpretive expansion to help the English reader—an example would be 

a place where Thomas simply writes hoc, “This,” but where the translation supplies the noun 

or phrase intended, which might have been three or four lines back—we have expanded it 

without notice. Any “glossing” of the Latin text has been carefully noted. For all but a few 

who have devoted their careers to the study of his thought, it is no easy task to read the com-

plex discourse of St. Thomas without at least some help in the way of explanations of this or 

that Aristotelian, patristic, or biblical argument. Thomas without commentary is as little help 

for us in the twenty-first century as Aristotle without notes was to the confreres of Albert 

and Aquinas in the thirteenth. This is particularly the case whenever the arguments given 

are (at least to us, at a distance of seven and a half centuries) cryptic or, as happens all too of-

ten, invite misinterpretation. It can also be helpful to have commentary that points out how 

certain ideas or avenues of argument in the Scriptum remain fruitful for problems that con-

modum loquendi secundum proprietatem linguae in quam transfert. Apparet enim quod si ea quae litter-
aliter in latino dicuntur vulgariter exponantur, indecens erit expositio si semper verbum ex verbo sumatur; 
multo igitur magis quando ea quae in una lingua dicuntur transferuntur in aliam ita quod verbum sumatur 
ex verbo, non est mirum si aliqua dubietas relinquatur” (ed. Leon. 40:A 71, ll. 62–72).

56. And this for no ideological reason (such as “terms with Anglo-Saxon roots are always better than 
terms derived from Latin”), but simply looking to how people speak and what comes more naturally to their 
lips. There is no getting around technical terms, of course, which remain just that: technical. No field, least 
of all philosophy and theology, is without them. One who tried to find a really adequate substitute for “iras-
cible (or concupiscible) appetite” would reap more frustration than success.
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tinue to be center stage in philosophy or theology today. The extensive webnotes that accom-

pany our translation have these various aims in view.

A related issue is the expansion of quotations wherever it seems clear that Thomas is 

quoting only a few words not so as to limit himself to them, but rather to call to mind a fa-

miliar authority that a listener or reader could be counted on to know. In his commentary 

on Aristotle’s On the Soul, Thomas makes the point that Aristotle mentions only the beginning 

of a verse from Homer, expecting his readers to supply the rest. Boethius had supplied the 

whole verse for his Latin readership.57 We imitate Boethius in this regard. A good example 

is the abbreviated reference system employed in the divisio textus that opens each Distinction 

of Aquinas’s Scriptum. By means of this divisio, the teacher places before his student the argu-

mentative structure, the topical outline, of some portion of the Sentences, to help the student 

more effectively work his way through the details of the text and to provide an aid to mem-

ory. In the medieval manner, Thomas economically writes down only a few words from the 

start of a paragraph (“Consequenter modum etc.”), expecting the reader to know just what part 

of the text he is referring to. To make for smoother reading we have always expanded these 

abbreviated citations to the extent of forming a complete sentence.

)_

On the next pages will be discussed some of the more important and recurrent particu-

lar issues of translation that faced us in our project, and the solutions we arrived at. The vo-

cabulary of love will be considered first, followed by miscellaneous items in alphabetical or-

der. It should be borne in mind that many other more specific questions concerning Latin 

terms and their meaning and translation are addressed in footnotes throughout the book.

b. Vocabulary of love, desire, appetite

Amor, dilectio, caritas. Perhaps the best way to enter into the question of Thomistic 

love-terminology is to look at Summa theologiae I-II, q. 26, a. 3, where St. Thomas poses the 

question: “Is love (amor) the same as dilection (dilectio)?” In the response he states that love, 

dilection, charity, and friendship (amor, dilectio, caritas, amicitia) are “four words that refer, in a 

way, to the same thing.” The basic difference is that amicitia is like a habit, whereas amor and 

dilectio are actions or passions, and caritas can be taken either way. Of the latter trio, the most 

general is amor, which signifies any first principle of appetitive motion, whether sensitive or 

57. “It should be known, however, that Aristotle does not put down the whole of this verse from Hom-
er, but only the beginning of it; hence neither in the Greek text nor in the Arabic text is there more than 
this: ‘For such is the mind .....’, so that the [whole] dictum is thus understood, just as we are accustomed, in 
bringing forward a verse of some authority, to put down only the beginning, if the verse is familiar. But be-
cause this verse of Homer was not familiar to his Latin readers, Boethius put down the whole of it” (name-
ly, “For the mind of mortals is such as the father of gods and men brings into light”). “Sciendum est autem 
quod hunc uersum Homeri Aristotiles non totum posuit, set solum principium; unde nec in Greco nec in 
Arabico plus habetur quam hic: «Talis enim intellectus est», ut sic intelligatur hoc dictum sicut consueui-
mus inducentes aliquem uersum alicuius auctoritatis ponere principium tantum, si uersus sit notus. Set quia 
hic uersus Homeri non erat notus apud Latinos, Boetius totum posuit” (Sent. II De anima, ch. 28 [ed. Leon. 
45.1:189]). 
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rational. Dilectio adds something, namely that a choice58 of the good is made, and for this rea-

son it is found only in the will, not in the concupiscible power. Caritas denotes a certain per-

fection of love, because the beloved is held to be of great price.59 One should not overlook the 

remark Thomas makes regarding the sed contra quotation from Dionysius (“some holy men 

have held that amor means something more godlike than dilectio”): “Amor denotes a passion 

..... whereas dilectio presupposes the judgment of reason. But it is possible for man to tend to 

God by love (amor), being as it were passively drawn by Him, more than he can possibly be 

drawn thereto by his reason, which pertains to the nature of dilectio.”60

For a translator wishing to be clear, caritas hardly presents a problem: it must be al-

ways translated “charity.” The fact that for some people “charity” has come to mean noth-

ing other than tossing a coin into a beggar’s cup or the social work of the Salvation Army is 

no reason to throw it out of theology where it occupies the queenliest of places; like many 

another beautiful but threatened species in the English language, it rather needs to be res-

cued and multiplied in captivity. The traditional trio of theological virtues is “faith, hope, and 

charity,” and in our translation we have not deviated an inch from this manner of speaking. 

For the scholastics charity means nothing less than the very love which is God’s essence, the 

love that Christ manifested in his death on the cross. The reductionism that makes “charity” 

equivalent to almsgiving or other works of mercy—which are really charity’s effects61—must 

be resisted in the name of both sound English and sound theology.

The trouble begins for the translator with amor/amare and dilectio/diligere. As we just 

saw, Thomas finds it useful to draw some distinction between them—but not an absolute 

and exclusive one. He never shows the slightest hesitation in using amor/amare for all loves, 

supernatural and natural, intellectual and sensual. (Think of the phrase used, in the pro-

logues of Prima Pars questions 59 and 60, to announce the treatment of will and love in the 

angels: amor sive dilectio.)62 In actual practice, when speaking of caritas he readily uses dilectio 

58. This is familiar Thomasian (or Isidorean) word-play: dilectio comes from electio. “Addit enim dilectio 
supra amorem, electionem praecedentem, ut ipsum nomen sonat” (ibid.).

59. Again, arguing from the word: carus means dear, so caritas means love of what is (most) dear to one. 
ST I-II, q. 26, a. 3: “Quatuor nomina inveniuntur ad idem quodammodo pertinentia, scilicet amor, dilectio, 
caritas et amicitia. Differunt tamen in hoc, quod amicitia, secundum Philosophum in VIII Ethic., est quasi 
habitus; amor autem et dilectio significantur per modum actus vel passionis; caritas autem utroque modo ac-
cipi potest. Differenter tamen significatur actus per ista tria. Nam amor communius est inter ea, omnis enim 
dilectio vel caritas est amor, sed non e converso. Addit enim dilectio supra amorem, electionem praeceden- 
tem, ut ipsum nomen sonat. Unde dilectio non est in concupiscibili, sed in voluntate tantum, et est in sola 
rationali natura. Caritas autem addit supra amorem, perfectionem quandam amoris, inquantum id quod 
amatur magni pretii aestimatur, ut ipsum nomen designat.”

60. ST I-II, q. 26, a. 3, ad 4: “Ideo aliqui posuerunt, etiam in ipsa voluntate, nomen amoris esse divi- 
nius nomine dilectionis, quia amor importat quandam passionem, praecipue secundum quod est in appeti-
tu sensitivo; dilectio autem praesupponit iudicium rationis. Magis autem homo in Deum tendere potest per 
amorem, passive quodammodo ab ipso Deo attractus, quam ad hoc eum propria ratio ducere possit, quod 
pertinet ad rationem dilectionis, ut dictum est. Et propter hoc, divinius est amor quam dilectio.” Earlier in 
his career Thomas had given a similar evaluation of the terms in the Notes on the Text at the end of In I Sent. 
d. 10 (Paris version); this text is translated in webnote 230.

61. See ST II-II, q. 30 on mercy or pity, q. 31 on good deeds, q. 32 on almsgiving.
62. Similarly, at ST II-II, q. 27, a. 2, where Thomas writes near the end of the response: “Sic igitur in dilec-
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and amor (with their verbs) as synonyms, quite interchangeably. That he does not worry too 

much about this can be seen in many texts. For example, an objection is phrased as follows: 

“‘Loved’ [dilectum] is named by a word taken from ‘love’ [dilectio]. Therefore love is not loved 

[dilectio non diligitur], nor is charity loved by charity [charitas charitate amatur].”63 To make the 

linguistic parallel exact, Thomas would have needed a verb for caritas, but he had none, so he 

substituted the present passive indicative of amare—not, as one might have expected, of dilig-

ere. In another objection of the same article, he writes: “Everything which is loved [diligitur] 

is loved by some love [dilectione diligitur]. If therefore the act of charity itself is loved [actus car-

itatis amatur], it must be loved [ametur] by some other act, and for the same reason, that act 

will also be something to be loved [erit diligendus].”64 Here we see the whole gamut of terms. 

Such texts—and they are numerous—indicate a fluidity of usage among dilectio/diligere, 

amor/amare, and caritas. It is relevant to point out that since Peter Lombard uses amor, caritas, 

and dilectio synonymously,65 it is hardly surprising that the young author of a commentary on 

the Sentences follows suit, even when, in the interests of greater precision, he sees fit to in-

vest each with a peculiar note or shade of meaning. All this suggests that one ought not to be 

troubled about using English “love” for Latin dilectio/diligere (and we will see more evidence, 

in a moment, that Thomas wouldn’t mind). This is an obvious strategy, especially when one 

considers that “dilection” is a rare and rather dry latinism that does not at all convey what di-

lectio is supposed to convey, and hence seems useless.66 (It would be like referring to yawning 

as “pandiculation,” or bread-making as “panification.” Perfectly real words—they’re in the 

Oxford English Dictionary—but perfectly useless.) Even if one wanted to use “dilection” out 

of a sense of obligation, more problematic still would be the verb diligere, for which there has 

never been a special English word. Such worries are misplaced, however, since most of the 

time there is no problem in translating both amor/amare and dilectio/diligere as “love/to love.” 

When Thomas speaks of “the charity by which God loves us” (de caritate qua Deus diligit nos) 

or of the Christian’s “love of charity” (dilectio caritatis), there is really no confusion possible, 

since we are manifestly speaking of an intellectual or rational love, just as in the sentence 

“an empty stomach loves the food that a full stomach abhors,”67 the reader easily infers that 

“loves” translates amat, for a stomach is incapable of dilectio. Put differently, because amor/

amare readily refer to every kind of love and dilectio/diligere are employed where there can be 

no doubt that the love is the activity of a rational being, there is no reason to employ stiff la-

tinisms or awkward conventions to distinguish them.68 On the rare occasions when an argu-

ment hinges on the words as such, the underlying Latin has been indicated.

tione, secundum quod est actus caritatis, includitur quidem benevolentia, sed dilectio sive amor addit unionem 
affectus” (emphasis added). 

63. In I Sent., d. 17 (Paris version), q. 1, a. 5, obj. 3.
64. In I Sent., d. 17 (Paris version), q. 1, a. 5, obj. 4.
65. See Rosemann, Peter Lombard, 85. In the notes on the text at the end of In I Sent. d. 10 (Mandonnet, 

272; translated in webnote 230), Thomas takes up a statement of the Lombard’s—“The Holy Spirit is the 
love, or charity, or dilection, of the Father and the Son”—and explains the nuance of each term.

66. Having sensed this, translators of Thomas’s works into English have, as a matter of fact, tended to 
avoid using “dilection” for dilectio. 

67. In III Sent. d. 27, q. 1, a. 1, obj. 3. 
68. As a matter of fact, such a procedure would have its distinct disadvantages, for while Thomas is con-
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Amans, amatum. Many discussions of love in the Scriptum are cast in the framework of 

friendship between two persons, “the lover and the beloved,” which exemplifies love at its 

height. It is customary for Thomas to speak of the agent as amans and the object of his love as 

amatum, a neuter word that stands for any object of amor or dilectio. In translating amans there 

is every reason to say “lover,” though we shall have to purge this word of any narrowly erot-

ic connotations it may have; surely we are better off risking too much passion than too little 

(besides, who could take seriously the alternative: “the one loving”?).

The real question is this: When we encounter amatum in the nominative case, with 

its unmistakably neuter gender, how shall we translate it? The same question can be raised 

about analogous formulae, as when Thomas writes (translating as literally as possible): “That 

love [of concupiscence] ..... does not have its ultimate term in the thing that is said to be 

loved, but is bent toward that thing for whom that thing’s good is desired. In another way, 

love is borne to the good of something such that it has its term in that very thing, inasmuch 

as the lover is pleased that the object of his love has whatever good it [or he] has, and desires 

for it [or him] the good it [or he] as yet lacks.”69 Or this statement: “But toward that one [ad il-

lud] for whom the lover wishes good, he has the love of friendship.”70 In a study on Thomas’s 

“personalism,” David Gallagher, having cited this last text, suggests what Thomas’s use of the 

neuter gender in such passages indicates, and what it does not:

Thomas describes the structure of amor amicitiae/amor concupiscentiae using 

neuter pronouns (here, illud) to refer to that for which the goods are willed, 

i.e., that which is the object of the love of friendship. In my opinion, he does 

so in order to highlight the fact that we are dealing with a formal structure 

pertaining to the very nature of this love: a love which has as its object both 

that for which goods are willed and those goods which are willed for that 

thing. We should not take this to mean, however, that any kind of being at 

all could fit into this structure and so be the object of amor amicitiae. Rather, it 

is clear that for Thomas only rational beings can be loved in this way. Indeed, 

in other texts we find Thomas using the masculine pronoun to refer to the 

sistent in using diligere for rational love (arguing at In III Sent. d. 27, q. 2, a. 1 that amor is transferable from 
lower to higher levels of appetite or affection, but dilectio is never transferable from the spiritual level to the 
sensual), the Vulgate does not support him on that point. One of his favorite verses to cite in speaking about 
likeness as a cause of love is Sirach 13:19: “Every animal loves one like itself,” for which the Vulgate has: 
“omne animal diligit simile sibi”!

69. In III Sent. d. 29, a. 3, from the response: “Amor autem iste [scil., amor concupiscentie] non termi-
natur ad rem que dicitur amari, set reflectitur ad rem illam cui optatur bonum illius rei. Alio modo amor fer-
tur in bonum alicuius rei ita quod ad rem ipsam terminatur, in quantum bonum quod habet complacet quod 
habeat, et bonum quod non habet optatur ei.” Thomas is speaking of the contrast between what, in the end, 
he will fixedly call amor concupiscentiae and amor amicitiae, which mean: “the love of things (goods) intended 
for persons” and “the love of a person, the love characteristic of a friend.” In the translation of this passage 
contained later in the volume, the reader will notice that some slight modifications have been made, in ac-
cordance with the argument about to be made here.

70. Summa theologiae I-II, q. 26, a. 4. The love of friendship is here directed toward a (grammatically) neu-
ter object.
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object of this love.71 In his general teaching, Thomas holds that the objects of 

amor amicitiae are only beings capable of friendship, an activity he considers 

proper to rational beings. Thus he consistently maintains that all beings 

inferior to human beings, whether animals, plants, or non-living beings, can 

be loved on the level of dilectio only with the amor concupiscentiae component 

and only in order to some rational being(s).72

What we are seeing in such texts is, in short, a verification of Cajetan’s famous dictum Sanctus 

Thomas semper loquitur formaliter.73 In the texts cited, the thrust of the argument demands that 

the illud, the rem illam or rem ipsam, is no mere “thing,” but always a person.

So much for philosophical preliminaries; the question of English wording remains. “Are 

we to translate amatum ‘the beloved’ or ‘the thing loved’?” asks translator Eric D’Arcy. “The 

trouble with the former is that, in modern English, it is normally applied to love of a per-

son, and indeed a person loved romanti cally; the trouble with the latter is that it would ex-

clude persons.”74 Not without hesitations, D’Arcy chooses “the object loved,” noting that this 

is broad enough to include things or persons, and that “loving” can include that lesser degree 

of attachment we call “liking” (thus amatum can mean “something liked,” “something one is 

fond of”). 

Reasonable enough, but a uniform translation has problems of its own. The Latin word 

amatum is a neutral place-holder for one accustomed to thinking formaliter, whereas to our 

post-Romantic ears, “object loved” sounds heavily impersonal, smearing a dull brown over 

the colorful places where Thomas is speaking of personal, even passionate, love.75 When 

Thomas asks whether amans and amatum “dwell within each other” (as he does in Summa 

theologiae I-II, question 28, article 2), he has persons in mind—so much so that the “on the 

contrary” argument is about the dwelling of Father and Son in the God-loving soul.76 In 

71. Gallagher lists as examples ST I, q. 20, a. 1 ad 3; Quaestiones quodlibetales I, q. 4, a. 3. 
72. “Person and Ethics in Thomas Aquinas,” Acta Philosophica 4 (1995), 57. On friendship as proper to ra-

tional beings and thus as inextensible to the subrational, see ST II-II, q. 25, a. 3; De uirt. q. 2, a. 7; In III Sent. 
d. 28, a. 2 (translated herein). Regarding the neuter gender, one notices that a baby is often referred to as 
“it,” the idiom asserting nothing against the humanity or sex of the child. More noteworthy is the extensive 
application in certain languages of neuter nouns to youths; cf. German das Mädchen, das Fräulein. In modern 
languages, the use of the neuter gender for an adult would, on the contrary, be highly offensive, for it would 
be perceived as a denial of personality or personal dignity.

73. For judicious thoughts on this idea, see Chenu, Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 117–23, concerning 
“the language of Saint Thomas.”

74. The Emotions [translation of and commentary on ST I-II.22–30] (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), 75, 
note b.

75. This claim will become self-evident to anyone who reads In III Sent. d. 27, q. 1, a. 1, which contains 
wording that some have even considered immature because too amorous, too “romantic” in our sense of the 
word. In reality, however, one may easily find in all of St. Thomas’s treatments of love those luminous indi-
cations of the intensity of personal attachment, of burning devotion and ecstatic self-abandonment, that he 
takes to be characteristic of charity as it grows in perfection. There are echoes of these qualities in his treat-
ments of virtuous friendship in general—even taken at a “natural” level, prescinding from the gift of charity.

76. Accordingly, D’Arcy himself renders the ubiquitous amatum in ST I-II, q. 28, a. 2 as “the person loved” 
or “the person he [the lover] loves,” adding in a note: “This article makes sense only if it is taken as applying 
to the love of one person for another” (The Emotions, 93, note a).
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some discussions the use of the time-honored pairing “lover and beloved” is not only the 

most appealing translation of amans and amatum but also the most profound. Such a transla-

tion does not imply that the discussion pertains only to what has come to be called “romantic 

love.” The “beloved” in question is anything that a moral agent can love for its own sake—

parent, sibling, spouse, child, friend, confrere, neighbor, citizen, or, more generally, any com-

munity or group which can be styled a moral person.77 Hence, although the terminology is at 

times poorly suited, we consider “lover and beloved” applicable to all relationships predicated 

upon a common good, such as a family, a local community, a nation, a team of sportsmen, or 

an army going to war. Beloved family, beloved country, beloved team—these are phrases still 

heard and certainly meaningful. As for the problem that “lover” and “beloved” used just by 

themselves seem to be exclusively romantic in tone, we respond that it is easy enough to con-

ceive of a wider extension of their meaning. There are, moreover, good Thomistic reasons for 

allowing the “erotic” connotations (in the Platonic sense of the word eros) to stand and to be 

heard in the language, uncontaminated by the contemporary reduction of the erotic to the 

carnal.

Hence, admitting with D’Arcy that the rendering of amatum (or, for that matter, any 

other neuter term that stands formally for the object of love) is a delicate business, we have 

taken a different route than he. There is no single solution that works across the board, so our 

translation varies according to context; and for the reasons just explained, we give precedence 

to the personal meaning over the impersonal grammar. English is, at any rate, ill equipped to 

track the abstract formality of the Latin; the moment one writes “beloved” or even “loved 

one,” a fortiori if one uses masculine or feminine pronouns, the personal note is so strong as 

to marginalize all other possibilities, even when it makes perfectly good sense philosophi-

cally to include those possibilities (such as a miser’s love of money, a ruler’s love of honor, a 

sportsman’s love of sport, a priest’s love of the Church or of his parish, a citizen’s love of his 

country, etc.). On the other hand, if one speaks of “what is loved,” “the thing loved,” “the 

object of love,” or similar turns of phrase, the impersonal note is so strong as nearly to cancel 

out personal applications. We never refer to our friends as whats, only as whos; to our sensi-

True, there are some interesting ambiguities. Jealousy (ST I-II, q. 28, a. 4) can refer to sub-personal goods 
or to persons regarded as physical possessions. Consider Thomas’s example of the jealousy (zelus) that be-
longs to amor concupiscentiae: “hoc modo viri dicuntur zelare uxores, ne per consortium aliorum impediatur 
singularitas quam in uxore quaerunt.” Such jealousy, which views the wife under the aspect of non-sharable 
material singular, can be accompanied by a noble sentiment of love for the woman for her own sake, but the 
point is that we can be jealous of a person as a thing, an amatum. Could we then conclude that Thomas, by 
using amatum throughout this article, is teaching that all zelus views the object of love as a thing? Certainly 
not; what he says is just the opposite, that one kind of zelus views the amatum as person, as a good in herself, 
and another kind views the amatum as thing, as desirable and pleasurable for somebody else. The dominant 
note is placed on jealousy over a person especially loved. It is, to be fair, an unsharable wife that the jealous 
husband gets worked up about in ST I-II, q. 28, a. 4, not his horse or cart (though he might).

77. While Thomas usually has individual relationships in mind when speaking of amans and amatum—
parents and children, brothers, neighbors, friends—the structure of his arguments, combined with his teach-
ing on justice and the common good, admits of extension to what have been called “moral persons.” On 
amor amicitiae for collectivities, see David M. Gallagher, “Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship in 
Thomas Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 58 (1996), 34–35; idem, “Person and Ethics,” 63.
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bilities, they are never things, they are people. All this makes for a bewildering situation in re-

gard to some of the texts of St. Thomas. There is no question that throughout these passages 

he intends to speak principally of love as it concerns human beings, and even more, love as 

it concerns “deified” human beings, namely Christians living ex caritate, from the love of God 

infused into their hearts. But at the same time, in his usual manner, Thomas comes at these 

intensely personal realities from the vantage of a speculative philosopher, and he treats of 

them accordingly in a language metaphysical, neutral, and abstract. Thus, he does not speak 

of “lover” and “beloved,” narrowing his treatment down to men and women, or humans, an-

gels, and God, as he might have done in a sermon; he speaks of “the lover” in the sense of 

an agent exercising a certain kind of activity, and “the thing loved,” in the sense of the ob-

ject, the target or goal, of this activity. Manifestly, the activity has a special nobility when ex-

ercised by a rational agent, a nobility enhanced by the kind and degree of the personal com-

munion achieved.

These things being so, it seemed to us better to vary the translation according to con-

text—to employ “what is loved” or “the thing loved” in more abstract analyses, but to say 

“beloved” in discussions that are more concrete. Of course, all of Thomas carries metaphysi-

cal depth and all of his passages admit of personal applications, so there is something a little 

arbitrary about such an approach. Still, it is better on the whole to vary the vocabulary in this 

way, provided the reader remains sensitive to the fact that “beloved” could also have been 

rendered “what is loved,” and vice versa.

Affectus, affective, secundum affectum. For modern English-speakers, “affection” and 

“affective” immediately suggest emotional attachment or sentimental love; the words refer 

to how someone feels, and in particular, to the concupiscible passions. Yet Thomas uses af-

fectus and related words or phrases, like affective and per affectum, to refer broadly not only to 

all passions, irascible as well as concupiscible, but to all appetitive acts, whether sensitive or 

spiritual. In a context like that of Summa theologiae II-II, question 175, article 2, where con-

templative souls are said to be carried up into the heights per affectum, Thomas is using the 

term with a meaning as broad and deep as the word “heart” or the philosophical term appeti-

tus.78 The narrower contemporary meaning of “affection” can do little justice to what Thom-

as means by the phrase “affective union,” unio secundum affectum, or to the ways he contrasts 

such a union with a “real union,” unio secundum rem. By “affective union” he does not mean 

an emotional surge or fantasy, but a coming-together, within the appetitive power, of the ap-

petite and the object loved, a kind of conforming of the power to its object such that it moves 

the whole animal to pursuit of the object in itself, in its own proper being and goodness. An 

affective union is thus eminently true, to be sure, but it is not existential, it is not yet the ac-

tual uniting of the lover with the object loved, so that the lover possesses it most fully—ei-

ther by absorbing the good it has to offer (if it is an instrumental good), or by rejoicing in 

its very presence and inherent qualities (if it is a person loved with love of friendship). This  

78. Walter Principe has written a study, “Affectivity and the Heart in Thomas Aquinas’s Spirituality” (in 
Spiritualities of the Heart, ed. Annice Callahan [New York: Paulist Press, 1990]: 45–63), gathering up the varied 
meanings of affectus and cor and using them to shed light on more familiar elements of Thomas’s thought.
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being said, we can see why “real union” does not mean a true connection as opposed to a 

false or imaginary one; it means an existential rather than an intentional union, a union of 

having (and, in the best case, of being had), not a union in the heart that gives rise to long-

ing, waiting, hoping, striving for a union “in person.” Further, real union, though it always 

signifies the presence of what is loved, does not always indicate a physical union, even if the 

examples that come readily to mind, such as friends enjoying one another’s company, do in-

volve bodily presence. For Thomas, a far greater real union is possible at the spiritual level 

(the domain of truly common goods) than at the physical (the domain of private goods); and 

the most real of all unions, the most intimate and the most ecstatic, is the intellectual union 

of God and the soul in the beatific vision.

Appetitus and appetibilis have, for accuracy’s sake, been rendered by their clunky cog-

nates “appetite, appetible.” While the appetible is also the desirable, there is a fundamental 

and important difference between appetite, which is a power, and desire, which more com-

monly names a passion or affection, and similarly between the appetible, which can refer to 

the objects of any passion or affection, and the desirable, which could suggest too close an as-

sociation with the specific concupiscible passion of desiderium. (It is clear that here, as in so 

many other instances, St. Thomas is investing a term whose literal meaning is simply “seek-

ing after,” ad-petere, with a broader and more philosophical meaning.) Unfortunately there is 

no cousin to the verb appetere (“to appetite”?), so we must be contented here with “have ap-

petite for.” This has the added benefit of forcing a reader to think about the issue at a meta-

physical level, not limiting appetere to the emotional response suggested by the term “desire,” 

for which there are other more specific Latin terms.

Ea quae sunt ad finem. This familiar phrase admits of several approaches, one of which 

should be (and in these pages has been) excluded: the stark single word “means,” which ig-

nores the utter concreteness of the original phrasing and thus evacuates the phrase of its phil-

osophical density: “things that are toward/for an end,” “things directed to an end,” “things 

that stand in order to an end.” The phrase highlights the end-focused directionality of steps 

or goods chosen so as to attain that end. “End” is here understood either relatively or abso-

lutely: relatively, as the particular goal or aim of any series of things to be chosen and execut-

ed with a view to it; absolutely, as the intellectual creature’s ultimate end, beatitude, which is 

naturally willed and cannot be an object of choice, in contrast with everything else that leads 

to it or away from it, the realm of choosable goods. The reader may mentally supply such 

glosses as “actions that contribute to bringing about the end,” “steps involved in reaching  

the end.”

c. miscellaneous items

Absolute/simpliciter. These terms are generally rendered “absolutely speaking” or “sim-

ply speaking.”

Augere, diminuere; augeri, diminui. It is unidiomatic to say “charity is increased, is de-

creased,” when usually the meaning is simply: “Does (or can) charity increase? Does (or can) 

it decrease?” Sometimes “diminish” works better in context than “decrease,” but both clearly 

point to the same Latin word.
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Dicendum quod. Readers of St. Thomas are familiar with his customary “Dicendum 

quod .....” at the start of each response and each reply to objections (Responsio. Dicendum, quod 

… or Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod). Often, translators simply omit this phrase, and begin 

straight with the argument.79 While this does sound more “to the point,” less cluttered, it can 

give a false impression of personal assertiveness on the part of the author. For, to take one 

example at random, Thomas does not write, as if imperiously announcing a truth that is his 

own: “Everything in pursuit of an end has to be determined to that end in some way .....” (In 

III Sent. d. 27, q. 1, a. 2), but rather—as if paying tribute to the objectivity and universality of 

truths that command the mind’s assent—“It should be said that everything in pursuit of an end 

has to be determined to that end in some way, for otherwise it would not arrive at one end 

more than at any other.” We see here, in a phrase so common and seemingly negligible, the 

integrity and humility characteristic of ancient and medieval thinkers: the author wants to 

know what should be said, regardless of whether or not it has already been said, or whither it 

may lead; when he discovers this, he simply passes it on to others, enriched with the insights 

he himself can offer, expecting others to correct his mistakes or develop his arguments fur-

ther.

Gerund + est. The construction gerund + est—e.g., utrum creature irrationales ex caritate 

diligende sint—has usually been rendered “are to be loved,” etc., rather than “ought to be 

loved.” The reason for this choice is that Thomas elsewhere uses the verb debere to bring in 

the notion of obligation—utrum homo magis debeat seipsum ex caritate diligere quam proximum—

and so we want to bring out that nuance: “whether by charity a man ought to love himself 

more than his neighbor.”

Gradus. Most of the time “degree” was the right translation for gradus, as in “degrees of 

charity” (the thought of speaking of a “first grade” of charity versus a “fourth grade” seemed 

too silly, given the usual meaning of these phrases in modern American English). Still, on oc-

casion “grade” or “gradation” or “step” worked better.

Honestum has been rendered “noble” or “noble-minded.” Notes have been included to 

that effect.

Nomen. In many passages we find Thomas discussing the meaning of words. Some-

times he discusses what a certain word implies or conveys (intellectus importat ....., passio in-

cludit .....), where an apt translation would be: “The term ‘intellect’ implies .....” or “The term 

‘passion’ includes .....” At other times, he poses the question directly (nomen amoris significat 

.....). The latter cases raise a challenge. Do we render nomen as “name,” “word,” or “term”? It 

sounds strange to say, for nomina passionum, “the terms by which the passions are described” 

when we would normally just say “the names of the passions”; but if the same sentence then 

has nomen voluntatis, would we write: “the name ‘will’?” Read aloud, it sounds like parents 

talking about a name for a baby boy. On the other hand, to reduce all occurrences of no-

men to “word,” which has its own word in Latin (verbum), would be to impose on Thomas a 

preoccupation with mere vocabulary far distant from his more philosophical concern with  

79. We ourselves do the same in many short texts incorporated into the webnotes, where the purpose is 
not so much to provide a translation in full context as to make available a particular insight.
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naming. In view of all this, our solution was to write what, according to context, we judged 

most faithful to Aquinas’s philosophical concern and most idiomatic in English. The read-

er should simply be aware that there is some overlap among these terms (or should we say, 

words?) in our translation.

Operatio, operare, opus. It would have been nice to be able to render these consistent-

ly as “working,” “to work,” and “work,” but an initial attempt to do so only made for clumsy 

and cluttered expressions. So we compromised by using whatever seemed most suited for the 

context. Whenever the language of “work” or “operation” is caught sight of, a reader can be 

sure that this family of Latin words is in the background.

Participatio, participare are sometimes rendered “participation, to participate,” some-

times “sharing, to share” if this is more idiomatic: a friend shares his friend’s life and ac-

tivities. There was some overlap with communicatio, communicare, which are often rendered 

“sharing, to share.”

In patria; in via. “In the fatherland”; “in the wayfaring state.” There is no need to can-

cel out, and there is every reason to emphasize, the etymological link between God as heav-

enly Father (Pater) and heaven as our fatherland (patria). Any unpleasant ideological asso-

ciations the latter term has acquired can only be buried for good by a resolute return to tra-

ditional speech. For Thomas, the Christian in this life is the viator, the pilgrim, the one who is 

“on the way” (in via) to the patria. Both in patria and in via refer to a condition or state, so that 

one might ask the questions: Can charity increase indefinitely in via, meaning, so long as one 

is still living this mortal life? Is faith emptied out in patria, meaning, can faith have any place 

in heaven?

Potentiae; vires. In discussions of psychology, there is little difference between these 

two terms; both are rendered “powers.”

Praecepta is translated “commandments.”

Ratio, as is well known, can mean a great variety of things: not only reason (in the 

sense of the power of reason), but also argument or claim; reckoning; discourse; logical ac-

count, definition, or notion; intelligible note or aspect; form, character, or nature. In fact, in 

many cases several of the meanings are intended. For this reason, and being dissatisfied with 

the alternatives, we decided to leave ratio for the most part untranslated and italicized. The 

reader is thus left free to pull out the meaning from the context: where it says “The ratio of 

virtue is .....,” one may think: “The definition of virtue .....” or “The nature of virtue .....” or 

“The notion of virtue .....”—and all of these would be correct, each in its way.

Secundum rem. Most of the time, this phrase is rendered “in reality.”
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1. In this context, comprehensio is to be taken not in reference to knowledge (which is comprised under vi-
sio), but in reference to affection, as being that stance toward the good in which the good is wholly embraced 
by the lover, who then lacks nothing. For the same trio and a clarification on the meaning of comprehensio, cf. 
ST I, q. 12, a. 7, ad 1 and ST I-II, q. 4, a. 3.

2. The language of “mutual penetration through love” is rare in St. Thomas. In only two other places 
does he use something like it: at In I Sent. d. 19, prologue, in connection with showing the equality of the di-
vine Persons owing to their mutua inhaesio, and more amply at ST I-II, q. 28, a. 2, on whether mutua inhaesio 
is an effect of love (the first objection there connecting inhaerere with penetrare).

3. Obviously “accidental” is being said in the metaphysical sense. It is not something “incidental” to heav-
enly happiness that the blessed see and rejoice in Jesus Christ; but it is not his created human nature, as 
such, that is their last end and eternal rest. The soul attains its rest in uncreated divinity alone. Since the hu-
man nature of Christ is hypostatically united to the divine person of the Son, it follows that this secondary 
joy is inseparable from the primary joy, and is, so to speak, its outward sign and guarantee.

4. A translation of Peter Lombard’s Distinction 17 may be found in Philipp W. Rosemann, “Fraterna dilec-
tio est Deus: Peter Lombard’s Thesis on Charity as the Holy Spirit,” in Amor amicitiae: On the Love That Is Friend-
ship: Essays in Medieval Thought and Beyond in Honor of the Rev. Professor James McEvoy, ed. Thomas A. F. Kelly 
and Philipp W. Rosemann (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), 409–36, at 412–24. A parallel Latin-English text with a 
different translation may be found at http://www.franciscan-archive.org/lombardus/opera/ls1-17.html (ac-
cessed September 25, 2006).

5. In formulating his answer, a Master of Theology is expected to give the determinatio, a determination 
of the truth of the matter. In St. Thomas’s works, Lombard keeps his honorific title Magister, but his opin-
ions are not always deemed correct. (See Edward A. Synan, “Brother Thomas, the Master, and the Masters,” 
in St. Thomas Aquinas, 1274–1974: Commemorative Studies, 2 vols. [Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval 
Studies, 1974], 2:219–42.) In both the Parisian and Roman versions of the present Distinction, Thomas re-
lentlessly critiques Lombard’s position on charity. (For a good analysis of the arguments, see Mario Coccia, 
“Credit Where Credit Is Due: St. Thomas Aquinas versus Peter Lombard on the True Nature of Charity,” Doc-
tor Angelicus 5 [2005]: 165–78; Torrell, Spiritual Master, 178–83; other articles on the subject are listed in the 
Bibliography below.) Though the phrase “determine about” is not idiomatic in English, it seemed preferable 
to alternatives that fail to convey the idea of giving a definite answer to a question on which various opin-
ions have been entertained.

6. This difficulty is taken up in Question 2 of the present Distinction.
7. Or seeks to prove, since for Thomas the proofs are ineffective, as will be seen.
8. In other words, that God is called “charity” because he is the cause of charity; compare ST I, q. 13, a. 2, 

on the opinion of those who said that God is called “good,” “wise,” etc., because he is the cause of goodness, 
wisdom, etc., in creatures.

9. That is, what is brought about is still at the level of the original natures. When hydrogen and oxygen 
combine to form water, the water, though different in properties, is still physical or material, in that respect 
like its originating elements. When poetry and music are combined to form opera, the opera, though obvi-
ously its effects are different from those of recited text or instrumental music, does not go essentially beyond 
either of the media, as if one had left the domain of the fine arts altogether.

http://www.franciscan-archive.org/lombardus/opera/ls1-17.html
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10. Note that this argument seeks to establish only that the soul’s participation in the uncreated love must 
itself be something created, not that there is no immediate presence of the Holy Spirit to the soul in a state 
of grace. The modest conclusion—that in the souls of the just there must be some (aliqua) created charity—
takes for granted a truth on which all the saints agree and which therefore needs no special attention here, 
namely the indwelling of the Blessed Trinity (cf. Torrell, Spiritual Master, 90–100). Indeed, it is precisely be-
cause God makes these souls present to himself in a special way that he cannot fail to make the most pro-
found impression on them. A passage in the next Distinction of the Scriptum (In I Sent. d. 18, a. 5, ad 6; Man-
donnet, 446) underlines this very point: “Nevertheless it is in different ways that he can be called ‘God of all’ 
and ‘God of the just’; for he is called ‘God of all’ owing to the relation of principle, insofar as he is the creator 
of all; but he is called ‘God of the just’ in a special way, according to the ratio of an end that they attain; and 
thus he is said also to be had by them. For although everything is [in some way] ordained to him as to an 
end, nevertheless not everything attains him, but only the just who are conjoined to him by grace and glory: 
and consequently, too, of everyone taken together, he is called ‘the end’ or something of this sort, but it is 
only about the just that it is said in an absolute manner, ‘God is theirs,’ because they have him as [the one 
who has made them] his inheritance, and through a sort of suffering [quemdam modum passionis].”

11. The point is not, of course, that God does not, within the simple act of knowing and loving himself, 
know or will different things for different creatures, for otherwise there would be no differences among 
them at all. It is rather that the reality of the difference, as an existing differentiation, cannot be in God, 
who is supremely simple and therefore “relates” to each being as the simple actuality he is. It must rather be 
on the side of the creature, which embodies, as it were, the limitations or perfections God wills for it. God is 
the same God to the sinner and to the just man; but the sinner himself is not the same as the just man, and 
therefore the sinner is not the same to God as the just man is to God. The latter possesses, while the former 
lacks, the grace that makes the soul pleasing to God (gratia gratum faciens). Therefore, in looking upon the 
man whom his grace has made just, God is pleased with what he sees, for it is a reflection of his own beau-
ty; whereas in looking upon the man without grace, he cannot see this, and so he is displeased. Still, it is al-
together the same unchanging God who is pleased and displeased, due to the real differences on the part of 
different souls.

12. If this differentiating feature of the just man were not something deeper, more abiding, than an ac-
tion, the moment he fell asleep and could not perform human actions, he would cease to differ from all oth-
er creatures who lack this feature. Surely this must be false, for a person truly sanctified (a “saint,” sanctus) is 
holy whether awake or asleep; this is taken for granted.

13. By “political virtue” St. Thomas has in mind all the natural virtues insofar as they are ordered, by 
general justice, to the highest natural end of man, the common good of political society, which includes the 
good of contemplating God as creator (cf. De caritate, a. 2). A similar formula is used at ST I-II, q. 61, a. 5, 
where St. Thomas adopts Macrobius’s Neoplatonic classification of virtues into political virtues (i.e., all the 
acquired virtues), purifying virtues, virtues of the purified souls, and exemplar virtues.

14. If it is really man who is doing the good work (though of course by God’s grace, without which no sal-
utary work can be done), then he himself must possess a principle of this act, namely a habit, just as fire heats 
up something actively only because it is already formally hot.

15. All works of the Trinity ad extra are common to the three divine Persons. However, since God creates 
according to his nature which is triune, created effects bear traces of their trinitarian source (cf. In I Sent. d. 3, 
q. 2; d. 10, q. 1, a. 1; d. 14, q. 1, a. 1; d. 14, q. 2, a. 2; d. 32, q. 1, a. 3; etc.). Insofar as a created reality bears a 
likeness to something proper to a divine Person, it can be “appropriated” to that Person. Thus, since the Holy 
Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son, he can be viewed in a way as their very commonness, 
their bond; and as a result, all that binds us to God and to each other is appropriated to the Spirit, although 
such binding is really the work of the undivided Trinity. To use the language of this particular passage, char-
ity is efficiently caused in us by the Trinity, but its exemplar cause is the Spirit. For a text that concludes to 
this exemplarity, see, inter alia, In I Sent. d. 18, a. 3, translated in webnote 136. Further discussion of all these 
points may be found in Torrell, Spiritual Master, esp. 58–63, 162–63, 175–78.

16. In the next Distinction of the Scriptum, expanding on the point made here—namely, the way in which 
it is true to say that “our love is the Holy Spirit” and “the Holy Spirit is our love”—Thomas offers a care-
ful analysis of how God’s names can be applied to us (In I Sent. d. 18, a. 5; Mandonnet, 445): “It should be 
said that God cannot have any relation to us except in the manner of a principle. Now, since there are four 
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causes, [we can say that] he is not our material cause, but stands to us under the aspect of efficient cause, 
end, and exemplar form, though not under the aspect of an inhering form. In the matter of divine names, 
therefore, it should be considered that all those names that imply the ratio of principle in the manner of an 
efficient or final principle receive the addition of possessive adjectives [pronomium], as we say: ‘our creator’ 
and ‘our good’; whereas those things that are said in the manner of an inhering form do not receive the ad-
dition of the aforesaid adjectives, and such are all divine names which are signified in the abstract, since 
all such abstract names are signified in the manner of form, as ‘essence,’ ‘goodness,’ and things of this sort. 
Hence in such names, no addition can be made; for we cannot say that God is ‘our essence’ or ‘our sub-
stance’ or anything of the sort. Nevertheless there is a certain order to be considered in these names. For cer-
tain of these abstractions imply the ratio of an efficient and exemplar principle (as do ‘wisdom’ and ‘good-
ness’ and things of this kind) when an addition of the aforesaid adjectives is made, as when we say ‘God is 
our wisdom’ causally, in the manner in which he is called ‘our hope’—since through his wisdom there comes 
to be in us the wisdom that has his wisdom as its exemplar, and through which [participated likeness of di-
vine wisdom] we are formally wise. Certain things however do not imply the ratio of a principle (except per-
haps of an exemplar), and to such it is not customary for the aforesaid addition [of adjectives] to be made; 
for it is not customary to say that ‘God is our essence’ or ‘[God is] our substance.’ Still, even to those names 
such an addition is sometimes made, due to their being exemplar principles, as [for example] Dionysius says 
that ‘the being of all things is the super-being of deity’—although locutions of this kind are more to be ex-
pounded than further employed.”

17. vivere dicitur esse viventium. There are two senses in which people speak of “living”: to be alive (literally, 
the “to be” of living things), which focuses on a simple actuality; to be doing the things living beings do or do 
best (as in the sayings “now we’re really living” or “he lived a good life”).

18. These remarks are filled out by some comments at the end of the next Distinction, In I Sent. d. 18, exp. 
text. (Mandonnet, 447): “‘For that is not our spirit by which we are.’ It should be known [for clarifying this 
statement] that (1) we are ‘in the Holy Spirit’ not formally, but effectively; we exist, formally, by a created 
spirit, which is the soul; but by the Holy Spirit we are holy both effectively and formally, insofar as through 
charity, which has as its exemplar the love that is the Holy Spirit, we are formally sanctified, and through 
this [gift] the Holy Spirit is conjoined to us [as mover].”

19. “Partly as a term,” in the sense that God created its being; “partly as a means,” viz., between God and 
the meritorious operation. By grace man is re-created, in the sense that a new formal principle of acting is put 
into his soul, analogous to the role played by the soul itself vis-à-vis the powers and actions natural to man.

20. Aquinas is referring to a formal, not a material, infinity: the object of charity is in-finite because it has 
no limit or measure, nothing greater than it or comparable to it, not because it is the measure of or greater 
than an infinite number of things. The latter statement is also true, but true in consequence of the former. 
And of course, from the fact that the object of charity is set before all others, it follows directly that nothing 
is set before it.

21. That is, that we love as much as it is possible for us to do.
22. That is, an accident numerically one can never be in two subjects simultaneously.
23. In other words, in both active and passive operations, the accident extends beyond the subject to an-

other object; but in the former case, the operation has its term in the extrinsic object itself, to which a like-
ness of its own form is communicated (or, put differently, where a likeness of its form is produced), while 
in the latter case the operation has its term in the subject, into which a likeness of the extrinsic object is re-
ceived. Here, Thomas lines up both knowing and loving as examples of the latter kind of activity, but in oth-
er places he wishes to emphasize that knowledge and love tend in opposite directions. Knowledge brings a 
form into the knower and so, in a sense, limits the object to the subject, whereas love tends toward the very 
being of the loved and so takes the lover out of himself, conforming him to the object. For further elabora-
tion of this contrast, see, among other texts, In III Sent. d. 27, q. 1, aa. 1 & 4 (at pp. 118 and 137).

24. That is, properties of the species as such.
25. In the sense that neither water as such nor this water naturally has the accident of heat; the heat in 

water is always imparted to it by some external source of heat, as we see in natural hot springs or a puddle 
made warm by the sun.

26. The accidents are “substantified” or “substantiated” insofar as they belong to the subject. Without the 
subject, they could not—naturally speaking—either acquire or preserve their being. The great exception is 
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the miracle of transubstantiation. The point Thomas is making here and in the next response as well is that 
created charity depends upon the soul in order to exist (for it is not a separate substance but a modification 
of an already-existing substance), and yet it does not emerge from within the soul, as if caused by man’s 
own natural principles. It is divinely infused, yet once infused, it has the mode of being of an accident sub-
stantiated by the intellectual soul, parallel (in this respect) to natural accidents that inhere in the soul, such 
as wisdom, prudence, or justice.

27. Anything that needs to be perfected achieves its ultimate goodness in the possession of that which 
perfects it. There are many perfections that are not innate in man but accrue to him. If, therefore, it were 
impossible that an accident be in any respect nobler and better that its subject, nothing that contributes to 
man’s perfection could belong to him as an accident. However, among created beings, something is either a 
substance or an accident. Therefore these perfections would have to be substances. But they could not ac-
crue to man as substances, since it would follow that each time a man becomes better, he undergoes a sub-
stantial change and thereby ceases to exist as himself (the fusion of two substances produces a third and dif-
ferent substance). But that is absurd. Hence these perfections could only be separate substances. But if they 
are separate, a man would have to participate in them in order to gain something of their good. Yet one 
must again inquire: Would this participation itself be an accident or a substance? If an accident, then the 
same problem arises as before. If a substance, then the separate substance ceases to be separate, and man un-
dergoes a substantial change.

28. That is, being (esse) taken in isolation from its perfections is less noble than being taken with its per-
fections. Since all perfections are forms of being and presuppose substantial being, being is always nobler 
than a subsequent perfection viewed simply in terms of its being. Viewed in terms of operation or of what a 
substance is meant to achieve, simple being by itself is less noble than being that has been duly perfected by 
accidents.

29. The sense of the question is, does God give the supernatural good of charity in proportion to a per-
son’s already existing capacity for natural goods? Is greater ability or potency in the recipient the reason why 
charity is given in greater abundance? Cf. ST III, q. 69, a. 8, ad 3.

30. In other words, in composite beings, a substantial form exists only inasmuch as it acquires being in a 
subject, and only in proportion to the latter’s capacity; thus, prime matter is able to accommodate only one 
form at a time, and instantiates only one possible individual of that form (one and the same horse cannot be 
both a sleek race horse and a powerful draught horse, owing not to the limitations of the horse’s form but 
to those of its matter). Similarly, runs the objection, charity, which has been proved to be a certain formal 
principle, exists in proportion to the capacity of the subject to receive that form. But that subject is the will. 
Hence the form has its perfection according to the will’s own potential.

31. That is, the one who has received more grace has, by that very fact, a greater capacity of grace for glo-
ry. The parallel being set up is: grace as a material disposition has a capacity for glory; nature as material has 
a capacity for grace.

32. Given the context in Prov. 30:24-28, where ant, rabbit, locust, and lizard are put forward as exam-
ples of power or cleverness, the first part of the verse implies that much can be done by effort to surpass the 
limits of a seemingly insignificant or weak nature. The point is that it is not nature but activity (endeavor, 
exertion) in proportion to which grace is given. This exertion itself, depending on God as mover, is not nec-
essarily in proportion to the natural faculty. It is evident from Thomas’s response that he considers this a le-
gitimate distinction. It may be noted that Thomas does not quote this rather obscure verse, or Gregory’s gloss 
on it, anywhere else in his writings.

33. The simple God is related fully and equally to all his effects; the difference is in how they relate to 
him. See webnote 11. St. Thomas holds the same principles in the present article as in the ST treatment (II-
II, q. 24, a. 3), but prioritizes them differently. Here he begins his answer with the principle that “God stands 
alike to all things,” while in the ST he begins with “God is the proper cause of charity.”

34. This principle applies to those cases in which there is a diversity of the recipients to which it is fitting 
that the gifts correspond, not to cases where there is nothing already given to the recipient to correspond 
with the gift given, such as creation (where nothing at all pre-exists), the sanctification in the womb (where 
there is no cause in the child for the privilege bestowed, but only in divine Providence), and the baptism of 
infants. In the latter two cases, indeed, a nature is present and “given,” but not in such a way that it would 
supply, of itself, a reason for diversity in relation to a gift of grace.
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35. The argument made in the last sentence is developed more fully elsewhere: cf. ST II-II, q. 24, a. 2; 
SCG III, ch. 151; De duobus praeceptis (Opuscula theologica, Marietti ed., 2:248–49, nn. 1153–1159). A sign that 
Thomas was aware of the lack, in his Paris version, of an adequate consideration of the manner in which 
charity is given to the soul is the restructuring of the Lectura romana’s d. 17, q. 1 (see p. 58), which, in its 
opening pair of articles (the first of them altogether new), builds up more gradually and convincingly to the 
conclusion that the ability to love God as our happiness requires that he infuse into the soul a supernatural 
perfection, viz., a created habit called “charity.”

36. The point being made is not an implicit Pelagianism, as if to say it is the work or the amount of work 
that “claims” the grace, but simply that human effort makes a difference when God actually gives grace, since 
it is within man’s freedom to dispose himself more or less well for this gift. This implies, of course, a belief 
that human nature is not totally corrupt and totally enslaved on account of original sin. It should also be 
pointed out that Thomas acknowledges in many places that not only are good works truly ours inasmuch as 
they proceed from free will but, more fundamentally, they are God’s gift to our freedom, just as freedom it-
self is his gift. This aspect is not the focus in the present article.

The early Thomists perceived in this article a tension between the bachelor of the Sentences and the com-
poser of the Summa. “Again, [in Book I], d. 17, a. 3, in the first part, he says that ‘the measure according to 
which charity is given is the capacity of the soul itself, which is by nature simultaneous with the disposition.’ 
In the Secunda Secundae, however, q. 24, a. 3, he says that ‘the quantity of charity does not depend on the 
condition of nature or on the condition of a natural power, but solely on the will of the Holy Spirit.’” (Short-
ly after Thomas’s death, anonymous followers of Aquinas expressed their opinions about where the Summa 
improved upon the Scriptum. R.-A. Gauthier transcribed and published these texts in his “Les ‘Articuli in qui-
bus frater Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis’,” Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale 19 [1952]: 
271–326. The text just cited is on p. 321, no. 54.)

37. Thomas’s point is that if a man and an angel perform an act of adoration, the angel is likely to do a 
better job because his nature allows him to be focused on that single work, whereas the man will proba-
bly have to fight off distractions from the senses or the imagination, tiredness from lunch, etc. On the other 
hand, if a human being should exert his will to the same act of adoration with great fervor, he may well dis-
pose himself to an increase of grace even better than an angel shall have done.

38. It is not merely one’s natural powers that have relevance for gifts received, but also the disposition 
created in the subject by the efforts that are “brought to” those powers.

39. Although the co-principles of corporeal nature are substantial form and prime matter, and the form 
immediately informs the matter, nevertheless it is also true that concretely a substantial change naturally oc-
curs only when already-formed matter is suited to be the recipient of the new form. Thus, not any kind of 
material body can become a plant or an animal, but only certain kinds of bodies. A cow can generate flesh 
from grass, but not from iron or lead. So, the point in this reply is that one must consider matter’s capacity 
for form not solely in terms of matter’s nature as pure potency, but also in terms of a given material subject’s 
disposition to receive a given form.

40. The argument here is extremely concise; it may be expanded as follows. (1) Grace is a middle term in 
God’s movement of a man to glory, and this is why glory is the “natural” result of grace. Considering only 
its created being, however, grace would not result in glory. (2) Similarly, efforts are a middle term in God’s 
movement of a man to grace, and this is why the man who strives for grace obtains grace. The difference is 
that in the first case God moves a man from imperfect to perfect (that is why grace can merit glory), where-
as in the second case God moves a man from one order to a higher order (that is why efforts cannot mer-
it grace). (3) But nature is not such a middle term in God’s movement. (Imperfect preparation is a middle, 
but not sufficiently a term; hence it does not immediately attain grace, but attains only further readiness for 
grace.)

41. Cf. In II Sent. d. 3, q. 1, a. 4, but especially the last note of the expositio primae partis textus (mistakenly 
entitled expositio secundae partis textus in Mandonnet, 106) placed after this first question of d. 3. Starting with 
the sentence in Lombard on which Thomas is commenting, we read (Mandonnet, 107): “‘The very ones 
who had preeminence over others through their natural endowments were also set over the others through 
[corresponding] gifts of grace.’ For those who posit that angels were created already endowed with grace, it 
is easy to assign a reason for this correspondence: because the only measure by which grace could be mea-
sured was the capacity of nature. If, however, the angels are held to have been created unendowed with 
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grace, then in [considering] ‘natural endowments’ one has to take into account [not only powers but also] 
effort (according as we include in ‘natural endowments’ also those things of which we are capable by our 
natural principles, in the way that natural [in general] is distinguished from gratuitous); it is still likely [ac-
cording to this supposition] that as an angel’s nature was nobler, so much the greater would have been its 
effort toward those things to which it was ordered by its nature, since there would not have been anything 
holding it back, as there is in us, in whom ‘the corruptible body aggravates the soul’ (Wis. 9:15). And there-
fore, whatever be the case regarding the angels, it is certain that grace is infused in us, not according to the 
measure of natural endowments, but rather according to the measure of our effort.”

42. A formulation like this one, taken together with the frequent occurrence of the phrase “grace or char-
ity” (or “grace and charity”) throughout this Distinction, may give the impression that Aquinas is equating 
charity with sanctifying grace. This is not, however, his position, as a number of texts make clear. See, e.g., 
In III Sent. d. 30, a. 5, ad 1 (p. 259), with the further references given there in the note. In the somewhat 
confused or at least confusing relationship of grace and charity in the Scriptum, we have, observes Torrell, 
a good example of the limitations of a design that compelled an author to treat formally of charity prior to 
treating of grace: “Beginning with the De ueritate, Thomas, master of his order of exposition (which was not 
the case in the commentary on the Sentences) speaks of grace before speaking of charity. This is understand-
able since grace qualifies the soul in its essence, in making of it a radical principle of action in this supernatu-
ral realm—after the way of our nature in the natural realm (entitative habitus in his language)—while char-
ity qualifies the will as a power of the soul (operative habitus in the scholastic language)” (Spiritual Master, 
179, note 11).

43. “All these things have I considered in my heart, that I might carefully understand them: there are just 
men and wise men, and their works are in the hand of God: and yet man knoweth not whether he be wor-
thy of love, or hatred” (Douay-Rheims). “But all this I laid to heart, examining it all, how the righteous and 
the wise and their deeds are in the hand of God; whether it is love or hate man does not know” (RSV).

44. The Douay-Rheims translates more literally from the Vulgate: “I am not conscious to myself of any-
thing, yet am I not hereby justified.” 

45. Here Thomas briefly states his well-known interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine of human intellection 
as the combined work of an agent (or active) intellect, which renders potentially intelligible forms of mate-
rial singulars actually intelligible, and a possible (or passive or potential) intellect, upon which those forms, 
rendered actual, are impressed; thus is brought about actual understanding. Cf. Aristotle, On the Soul III, chs. 
4–5, and Thomas’s commentary thereupon (Sent. III De anima, chs. 1–4, ed. Leon. 45.1:201–23); other valu-
able treatments of the topic include De anima, a. 4; ST I, q. 79; Compend. theol. chs. 80–83.

46. In other words, if you look at the kind of act performed, e.g., the giving of alms to a beggar, you can-
not tell if that act proceeded simply from the power of the will and other powers used by the will (an iso-
lated free act), or from a habit of giving alms, because in either case the visible, describable result would be 
the same. Of course, there will be other signs to consider, as Thomas goes on to say, but they all fall short of 
certainty. If you contrast a Christian who continually and joyfully gives alms to the poor and a robber baron 
who subjects the poor to misery, the probability that we are looking at a saint and a sinner is strong; but still 
there is no guarantee, since only God sees their hearts.

It is curious that Thomas seems to speak here as if the will, as a natural power, and the habit of charity 
in the will tend to the same object, when in fact charity is distinguished from natural love precisely because 
charity tends to God as the object of supernatural beatitude, while no act of natural love has such an object. 
So the distinction in regard to “the act itself” either means to distinguish charity from some but not all natural 
love (a very unlikely option), or pertains already to the subsequent discussion of mode and effect.

47. For example, were one to compare Mother Teresa and the Princess of Wales strictly in terms of chari-
table works toward the needy, one could not say whether these works proceeded from a virtue given by God 
or from a likeness of that virtue acquired by a certain way of acting over many years. As Thomas points out, 
there are other ways of inferring the presence or absence of charity, but in any case sensible evidence will 
yield only probable signs.

48. Later in Book III, St. Thomas, taking up a broader question—whether we can know any of our hab-
its—faces a first objection that focuses on charity in particular (In III Sent. d. 23, q. 1, a. 2, obj. 1; Moos, 700, 
§32): “Charity is foremost among habits. But one who has charity does not know that he has it, since ‘no 
one knows whether he is worthy of love or of hatred,’ as it says in Eccles. 9:1. Therefore neither can some-
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one know other habits.” The reply (Moos, 703): “To the first, therefore, it should be said that charity can 
well be known, in the sense that [ex hoc quod] a man knows, through reason instructed by authority and 
by faith, what is required for the act of charity. But whether one actually has charity cannot be known for 
certain either by the one who has it or by another; for since the act of charity [as such] requires something 
through which it merits eternal life, it cannot be seen for certain whether this [principle of merit] is in a giv-
en act, but someone, looking to certain signs, can make a conjecture that he or another has charity.”

A helpful distinction is offered at the end of In I Sent. Prologus, in the division-exposition of the text 
(Mandonnet, 21): “This [idea] is taken from 2 Cor. 5:14, ‘The love of Christ urges us.’ But on the contrary 
is Eccles. 9:1, ‘no one knows whether he is worthy of love or of hate.’ Therefore, etc. I respond: in one way 
‘charity’ names an infused habit, and, apart from revelation, no one can know for certain that he has this 
habit, but on the basis of some probable signs he can conjecture that he has it. In another way, ‘charity’ 
names love that greatly appreciates the beloved [amor multum appretians amatum]; and in this way, one can 
know that he has charity.”

St. Thomas (in general, when he is distinguishing acquired virtues from infused virtues and the gifts of 
the Spirit: cf. In III Sent. d. 33, q. 2, qa. 4; De uirt. in comm., a. 10, resp. and ad 8, 9, 13) sometimes suggests 
that charity provides a sufficient motive for difficult acts that is not provided by natural love. But this is only 
relatively true. A sufficiently intense act of natural love could impel someone to martyrdom or any other 
particular act. Hence the signs are not directly or primarily signs by being proper effects of charity, but by be-
ing dispositions to charity: reception of the sacraments, repentance from sin, faith, good works. Taken in isola-
tion from the knowledge of God’s generosity or promises, no sign would be really a probable sign of charity.

49. That is, the charity by which we love our brother is, in itself—as a light-filled gift that reflects with 
special brilliance the divine nature—more knowable than the brother whom we love, but the brother whom 
we love is, to us, more knowable than this gift of love. Even if this is true, it is hard to see how it could have 
been what Augustine or Lombard intended to say. We are evidently dealing with pia expositio.

50. Two issues are conflated here. (1) Whoever has an intellectual act of knowledge or understanding 
has an intellectual habit. (2) Whoever has an intellectual act of knowledge knows that he has such an act. 
This latter knowledge is attained by the following argument: (a) one knows that one assents to the proposi-
tion as true on account of certain things; (b) one knows that these things cause the truth of the proposition—
otherwise one would not know, with scientia, in the first place; (c) one concludes (and thus, one knows) that 
one knows the proposition in question. In the contrasting case of error, the three steps run parallel: (a) one 
knows that one assents to a proposition as true, whereas, in fact, it is false; (b) one believes that the grounds 
on which the assent is based cause the truth of that proposition; (c) one concludes that one knows the propo-
sition, yet in reality this conclusion, like the proposition itself, is only an opinion or belief.

51. The contrast implied in this terse response is as follows: the object of both natural love and charity 
is the divine good, while the object of faith is truth divinely revealed, which is not the same as the object of 
natural knowledge or human opinion. 

In regard to the habit of faith, one could argue thus: (1) one knows, immediately, that one believes, but 
not that one believes by supernatural faith; (2) one believes, by supernatural faith, that a certain proposition 
belongs to the faith while supposing that it does so belong (for otherwise one might believe it by natural 
faith); (3) one concludes, and therefore believes (by natural faith), that one has supernatural faith. It is not pos-
sible to believe this by supernatural faith, because one’s own particular state is no more included among the 
articles of faith than is the valid consecration of a particular host. Therefore one may believe a proposition 
by natural faith, yet believe that he has supernatural faith—e.g., one who is deceived about the Church’s 
teaching.

52. The argument may be restated: Just as one does not call whiteness “white,” since the very word 
“whiteness” is taken from “white” (the statement “whiteness is white” is a tautology), so one does not call 
love “loved,” since the word “loved” is taken from “love.” Hence love is no more a loved thing than white-
ness is a white thing; and just as it would be absurd to call whiteness something white, it would be absurd to 
call love something loved. As the response will say, this argument draws a false parallel. “Whiteness,” a qual-
ity expressed in the abstract, is derived from “white,” which signifies the same quality as concretely present 
in a subject; but “loved” does not signify something derived from “love,” but rather love’s object.

53. A proper sense is one of the five senses, each of which can perceive only its own proper objects, but 
not itself in the activity of sensing. This stands in contrast to the so-called “common sense” or sensus commu-
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nis, the root source and support of all sensation, which not only is aware of each sense in its very sensing, 
but also makes possible the comparison of sensibles and sense-acts. Like memory and imagination, the sensus 
communis is an “interior” sense that plays a crucial role in human intellection. See Aristotle, On the Soul III, 
chs. 1–2; Aquinas, Sent. II De anima, chs. 25–27 (ed. Leon. 45.1:172–86); ST I, q. 78, a. 4; De anima, a. 13.

54. See Frederick E. Crowe, “Complacency and Concern in the Thought of St. Thomas,” Theolo gical Studies 
20 (1959): 1–39, 198–230, 343–95; David Gallagher, “Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship in Thomas 
Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 58 (1996): 1–47, esp. 8–11; Arkadius Gudaniec, “Amore come complacentia boni 
in Tommaso d’Aquino,” in Proceedings of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the Third Milleni-
um: The Perspective of Thomas Aquinas, ed. Abelardo Lobato (Vatican City: Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae 
Aquinatis, 2004), 1:497–504; cf. Emmanuel Durand, “Au principe de l’amour: formatio ou proportio? Un dé-
placement revisité dans l’analyse thomasienne de la voluntas,” Revue thomiste 104 (2004): 551–78.

Early Thomists discerned a shift, if not a conflict, between the way Thomas speaks here and the way he 
speaks later about how one loves the virtue of charity: “[In I Sent.] d. 17, a. 5, in the first section, he says that 
charity ‘is not loved . . . with a love of friendship . . ., but . . . with a certain complacentia.’ In the Secunda se-
cundae, however, q. 25, a. 2, he says that ‘by friendship, something is loved in two ways: in one way, as a 
friend . . ., in another way as a good that we want for a friend, and in this [latter] way we love charity by 
charity’” (Gauthier, “Les ‘Articuli in quibus frater Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis’,” 321, no. 55).

55. It is a commonplace in Thomistic psychology that the sense-organ, precisely as instrument of the 
sense-power in act, is not changed physically into its object, but undergoes an “intentional” or “spiritual” 
change whereby it is formally identical to a formal quality of the object. When red is seen, the eye or pupil 
does not become colored red, but takes on the form of redness in an immaterial mode. A distinction has to be 
made between senses in which only a “spiritual immutation” is to be found (the most excellent of these be-
ing sight), and senses in which there is both a spiritual and a natural or bodily immutation (the most earthy 
of these being touch and taste). For explanation, see ST I, q. 78, a. 3; Sent. II De anima, ch. 14 (ed. Leon. 
45.1:127–28).

56. For discussion of the principle invoked here, see Thomas’s In Librum de Causis Expositio, ed. C. Pera 
(Turin: Marietti, 1955), Propositio XV, pp. 88–89; for English translation with notes, see Commentary on the 
Book of Causes, trans. Vincent A. Guagliardo, Charles R. Hess, and Richard C. Taylor (Washington, DC: The 
Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 98–102. For important studies on the topics raised in this re-
ply, see Reto Luzius Fetz, Ontologie der Innerlichkeit: Reditio completa und Processio interior bei Thomas von Aquin 
(Freiburg/CH: Universitätsverlag Freiburg Schweiz, 1975); François-Xavier Putallaz, Le Sens de la réflexion chez 
Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Vrin, 1991); Kevin Corrigan and Carl N. Still, “The Problem of Aquinas’s Notion of Re-
ditio Completa in Relation to Its Neoplatonic Sources,” in Being and Thought in Aquinas, ed. Jeremiah M. Hack-
ett et al. (Binghamton, NY: Global Academic Publishing, 2004), 1–15.

57. A person could love his own act of love not as a distinct object to be loved, but as the formal reason 
why he himself is to be loved. In this case, he stands to that act as matter to form, and it is the composite, so 
to speak, that he loves as one reality. Hence there is but a single act of love there. However, if he were to fo-
cus on that activity of will and view it as a distinct good in and of itself (an accident of the spiritual order), 
then that good could itself become an object of willing, over and above the good of himself that he also loves, 
and which is a good of a different order (a substance both material and spiritual).

58. The words in brackets are implied. There is in theory no end to the number of reflexive acts of intel-
lect and will—one could always take a further step back (one might try to know the knowledge of knowl-
edge, or love the loving of love, etc.) But conceptually the object becomes murkier the further back one 
goes, since one is moving further away from actual content and further into intentional relations. Moreover, 
there is no reason to do so and one would get quickly bored of this abstruse enterprise. And no matter how 
many steps back one took, one would always be dealing with an actually finite number of acts.

59. Since it could not be wished if it were not loved.
60. Thomas is clarifying a point that may not have been fully clear. It is the habit of charity that cannot be 

directly known by us, though in itself it is more knowable (i.e., has greater intrinsic intelligibility). One can, 
on the other hand, know for sure that one has done an act of love (indeed, since it is a voluntary act, one 
can hardly be unaware of it) and would also be able to know if it met the “external criteria” of an act of char-
ity. But whether this act stems from an infused habit and is thus a supernatural act remains unknown, for the 
very reason that the habit is not directly known.
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61. A nice precision is offered later in Book III about the four possible relations that can obtain between 
the Holy Spirit and man’s spiritual condition. In III Sent. d. 34, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 1, ad 1 (Moos, 1149, §219): 
“Certain things [in us] are from the Holy Spirit that are not with the Holy Spirit [i.e., he is not himself present 
with them], such as unformed faith and servile faith (this is only due to a defect that attaches to such things); 
while other things are both from the Holy Spirit and with him, such as charity; while certain things are with 
him [i.e., can coexist with his presence] but not from him, such as venial sin; and again, certain things are 
neither from him nor with him, such as mortal sin.” As Torrell observes (Spiritual Master, 97, n. 45): “Though 
departing from Lombard, who did not establish the existence of a habitus for created grace, Thomas retains 
his teaching—and with a good deal of firmness—that it is truly the Spirit in person who gives himself.”

62. On the Holy Spirit as the ratio of all gifts and charity as his likeness, see the translated texts from In I 
Sent. d. 18, a. 3, in webnote 136.

63. Implied: hence charity may be called “divine” by a certain causal predication, so that it is not wrong 
to say that “the charity in us is God”—as long as we understand that we are saying “the charity in us is God’s 
gift, a participated likeness of his own love, enabling us to love him as he loves himself.”

64. To use the language of later theologians, faith and patience are not “pure perfections,” since the one 
implies lack of sight of the truth, and the other implies bearing up under suffering. Therefore while God 
causes the faith of Christians and the patience of martyrs, he himself neither believes in the truth nor endures 
pain, for he is unchangeable truth, impassible goodness. Put differently, what is faith in the believer is trans-
parent truth in God, and what is patience in the believer is invincible strength. The same account has to be 
given of any virtue whose ratio includes imperfection. Charity precisely lacks any such imperfection: what is 
charity in the believer is also, though infinitely, charity in God, with no difference in definition. Therefore it 
is a pure perfection that can be analogously predicated of God and of spiritual creatures.

65. condividuntur. The meaning is that (1) gifts and virtues fall under a single division, namely, of habits; 
and from this perspective, “virtue” and “gift” are species of the genus “habit.” Below, at (2), the perspective 
shifts to viewing virtues as themselves God’s gift; here the genus is “any gift of God,” and the species “virtue” 
and “gift.” Thus we get two different meanings of “gift”: according to (1), wisdom is the best gift; according 
to (2), charity is the best gift.

66. Infused wisdom is the most dignified gift because acquired wisdom is the best virtue. Wisdom, whether 
acquired or infused, is best because man’s beatitude, to which all virtue is ordered, consists in the contem-
plation of the first truth itself, and wisdom is nothing other than the habit of this contemplation, a seeing of 
the whole of reality in light of its highest cause. On the virtue of wisdom, see ST I-II, q. 57, a. 2 and q. 66, a. 5; 
on the gift of wisdom, see In III Sent. d. 34, q. 2, a. 1 and ST II-II, q. 45. See also Lawrence Dewan, “Wisdom 
as Foundational Ethical Theory in St. Thomas Aquinas,” in William Sweet, ed., The Bases of Ethics (Milwaukee: 
Marquette University Press, 2001), 39–78.

67. St. Thomas frequently mentions the derivation of sapientia from sapor: here, sapientia is said to be the 
most dignified because it savors divine truth (saporat divinam veritatem). Yet the link to charity is immediate-
ly made: one cannot have wisdom without charity (sine caritate), because it is love that conforms the appe-
tite to the object and makes the beloved “connatural” to the lover, as Thomas will teach in Book III (see esp. 
d. 27, q. 1, a. 1, at p. 118). Without this connaturality one cannot have a taste for divine truth—a discern-
ing, lingering enjoyment of it. The knowledge of truth would be “cold” without the fire of love animating 
the knower, making him desire this knowledge and rejoice in it. The wise man is a truth-lover (compare the 
etymology of “philosopher,” one who is a lover of wisdom). For a masterful discussion of these ideas, see Eti-
enne Gilson, Wisdom and Love in Saint Thomas Aquinas (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1951).

68. Hence Thomas maintains that while the gifts are superior to the infused moral virtues and a fortiori to 
all acquired virtues, they are inferior to the theological virtues, particularly charity, because these unite us 
immediately to God as first truth and sovereign good. Cf. ST I-II, q. 68, a. 8.

69. Since people speak of the “growth” of charity, the question then becomes: If charity did not really 
admit of increase, then how can it be said to increase? We are led through various possibilities, which are 
shown to be dead ends. Note that it makes no difference to the arguments whether augeatur is rendered as 
active (“increases”) or passive (“is increased”).

70. Toward the end of the main response Thomas takes up the distinction between these two kinds of 
quantity. A clear definition of them may be found at ST I, q. 42, a. 1, ad 1. Put briefly, “quantity of mass” or 
“dimensive quantity” (quantitas molis or quantitas dimensiva) is found in bodily things only, and refers to their 
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bulk or size, whereas “quantity of power” (quantitas virtutis) is seen in connection with the perfection of a 
nature or form such as the hotness of a body or the wisdom of a soul. Augustine adverts to both kinds in a 
famous remark: “in those things which are great not by reason of their mass, that thing is greater which is 
better” (in his quae non mole magna sunt, hoc est maius esse, quod est melius esse). So, the first sentence of the ob-
jection here is asserting that charity, while not a dimensive quantity, could be viewed as a certain quantity 
of power to be or to act in a certain way, and in that case, you might well have more or less of such power. 
Then a rejoinder is made: such power is measured by the objects it can reach, but according to the common 
opinion of theologians, the least charity extends to as many objects as the greatest. Therefore it cannot be 
viewed as allowing increase or decrease of power.

71. In other words, if a man has really made progress in charity, then there must be something in him 
now which was not in him before (otherwise he would be just as he was), but this new thing cannot be 
merely another act of charity, for man never performs isolated acts that do not stem from powers that are 
either formed or unformed by habits. The difference between beginner and proficient has to be at a deeper 
level, namely at the level of habit, the shaping of a power vis-à-vis its acts. The progress would consist, then, 
in acquiring an ever-greater ability to act. But this clearly shows that the charity in question cannot be identi-
cal to the Holy Spirit, who changes in no way. On the contrary, it it is the Christian who, in proportion to his 
possession of the habit of charity, draws nearer to the Holy Spirit.

72. Put simply, if the charity has a greater power, it also has a greater essence.
73. That is, when the larger fire uses up the fuel of the small fire.
74. “Fervent” or burning in a metaphorical sense refers to the property of charity as a force that, like fire, 

consumes what is contrary to it, as it seeks to continue in being and to give off light and heat. Such “burn-
ing” is a characteristic of charity as such, and so it increases or diminishes with charity itself. “Fervent” or 
burning in a literal sense refers to an overflow of voluntary love into the sensitive part of the soul, in par-
ticular the concupiscible appetite. Thus, when a man glimpses the woman he loves, this love—which be-
gins, like the apprehension, in the rational part of the soul—can quickly overflow into the sensitive part of 
the soul and bring about a literal heat in the body. Likewise, divine love, though seated in the will, can by 
its intensity bring about bodily changes, such as sweating or sensations of burning. The lives of the saints 
supply many examples of what Thomas is speaking of. One example will suffice: Blessed Mary of Oignies 
(†1213) did not need to keep a fire going in her stove during the deep northern winter because her prayers 
made her physically hot (see Butler’s Lives of the Saints, ed. and rev. Herbert J. Thurston and Donald Attwater, 
4 vols. [Westminster, Md.: Christian Classics, 1990], 2:626; cf. the account of St. Juliana Falconieri, Butler’s 
Lives, 2:582). Also bearing witness is Philo, who writes in his treatise On Drunkenness, ch. 36: “For with the 
God-possessed not only is the soul wont to be stirred and goaded as it were into ecstasy, but the body also is 
flushed and fiery, warmed by the overflowing joy within, which passes on the sensation to the outer man, 
and thus many of the foolish are deceived and suppose that the sober are drunk” (Philo in Ten Volumes, trans. 
F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker for the Loeb Classical Library [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1968], 3:395–96).

Thomas’s last point is that “fervor” in this literal sense is at the bodily level, and so is not strictly pertinent 
to the perfection of the will in divine love, however much it may help the will by spurring the lower powers 
to obedience. It is a familiar point of spiritual theology: you neither merit nor demerit, regress or progress by 
your emotions or passions or any bodily states, except to the extent that they can be and actually are willed 
or nilled. “The more fervent do not always merit more,” i.e., those who get emotionally excited about prais-
ing God or doing works of mercy, etc., do not always will these goods with a charity equal to that of another 
person who may altogether lack these emotions. Indeed, it is evident that in many cases the satisfaction of 
following the bent of emotions would be capable of motivating someone to do or suffer something that he 
might not have done or suffered without them, while another person, lacking such a stimulus, may act ex-
clusively on the belief that something is pleasing to God—even when it is contrary to the bent of emotion. Al-
though the best of all scenarios would be the total integration of body and soul, still, short of that, the latter 
person will have acted with a purer intention and a fuller charity than the former.

75. The final clause is as much as to say: provided he is still a wayfarer. Once a man dies, the time of ei-
ther gaining merit or losing merit is over, and the judgment is at hand.

76. This is shorthand for: charity does, in fact, permit of increase not only accidentally (in reference to 
something else) but also essentially (in itself), and in some souls is actually so increased.
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77. Virtual quantity—how much power or ability something has for a given work—belongs not to the 
category of quantity but to that of quality (if we are speaking of a disposition or habit) or to that of substance 
(if we are speaking of the powers rooted in the essence). “Not divided by the division of essence”: it belongs 
to the essence of quantity, strictly speaking, that it be divisible (it is divided by division of the amount, which 
is its essence), whereas a virtus, whether habit or power, is simple and thus indivisible. In short, what is 
called virtual quantity is not, strictly speaking, a quantity at all; this is why Thomas goes on to say it is either 
a quality or a substantial form.

78. That is, if we would assign it to a predicament.
79. Example: a plant or animal growing larger by the conversion of food into bodily substance. Here, the 

very thing itself is getting bigger. See Aristotle, On the Soul II, ch. 4 (416a19–416b19); On Generation and Cor-
ruption I, ch. 5.

80. Example: when something gets bigger not because it gets bigger, but because something is added on 
to it, as a telephone network gets bigger not because a telephone gets bigger, but because more telephones 
are wired into it, or as a population gets bigger not by individuals getting larger, but by new babies being 
born. A house “grows” by boards added to boards, not by a small house increasing until it reaches full size. 
Of course, it is possible to have both kinds of increase going on simultaneously, as when a herd of animals 
increases both in its individuals through feeding and in its numbers through generation, but the two kinds 
of increase remain utterly distinct. That is why Thomas writes apropos the second kind: “in this case no part 
whatsoever is increased.” Fire might seem to be a case where something inanimate “grows” as if a single 
thing were getting bigger (hence we speak of “feeding a fire”), but in reality, the fire that is already consum-
ing one portion of wood spreads to another portion where a new fire, continuous with the former, begins to 
burn. The fire “grows” inasmuch as it spreads to new fuel; hence this sense of “growth” is equivocal.

81. Aristotle speaks of the due size of animals, e.g., On the Soul II, ch. 4 (416a13–18); Physics I, ch. 4 
(187b14–21); Physics III, ch. 6 (207a8–14).

82. An accidental form is not susceptible, of itself, to becoming greater or lesser. Is whiteness more or less 
white; hotness more or less hot? No, it is the white wall that can become darker with age or brighter with 
new paint, it is the hot furnace that can be stoked to a higher temperature or let alone to burn out and lose 
its heat in the ashes. 

83. “Whiteness” changes in virtue of something else becoming more or less white. If the same surface re-
ceives a more intense whiteness, or if the area of the surface that is white increases, then we say that the 
whiteness increases, even though it is a simple form and a quality.

84. The argument may be expanded: it belongs to a body to be in place; but this follows from the essence 
of body; therefore if the body is moved to a different place, it is moved with respect to what belongs to its es-
sence, and this motion is called “essential motion” only because it is in reference to something that belongs 
to the essence as such. In this case, the “being moved” is properly said not of the essence of the thing but of 
something conjoined to the essence. Thus, while we say that a body increases when the quantity which fol-
lows upon the essence of body is increased, nevertheless it is the quantity that increases properly speaking, 
and the body only on account of the quantity. In like manner, if something changes place because it gets big-
ger, we say that it changes place per accidens, because it increases in bulk per se and only changes place per ac-
cidens.

85. This conjoined something is either actually the same as the essence, even though its ratio (viz., “some-
thing that follows upon the essence”) is different, or it is something actually other than the essence.

86. The soul, being a substantial form, is not directly subject to this kind of motion, which occurs rather 
in the composite qua material. This does not mean, of course, that the physical motions are irrelevant to the 
soul; quite the contrary.

87. For Thomas, as this response nicely shows, there are always two relevant factors in understanding the 
motion of the rational creature toward God: the divine initiative and, with it, a measure of good determined 
by divine wisdom; the creaturely receptivity for this good, since God creates beings that have their own re-
ality and nature, a genuine spiritual identity and freedom. A difference in either efficient or material cause 
makes a difference in the effect.

88. A participant is nobler by participating in a greater number of gifts, but the participation itself is no-
bler when it is simpler. Since therefore the participation has to be simpler to be better, if charity were in-
creased by means of composition, its nobility as a participation of the divine goodness would decrease in 
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proportion to its increase in quantity. This is obviously unfitting; the greater created charity is, the more it 
ought to resemble its uncreated exemplar, the Holy Spirit.

89. In other words, you can add a quality to a quality only by adding a qualified thing to a qualified thing. 
So, if you add a gallon of white paint to a gallon of white paint, you “increase” the quality, in the sense that 
you have increased the amount of substance so qualified.

90. The reader should note that this passage is not to be taken as a complete account of change, but one 
that focuses on a kind of “pre-presence” of the form in the matter even before it has been acted upon by a 
particular agent. This observation is meant to ward off the false imagination of change as the dumping of a 
foreign item into an unrelated receptacle; change is rather the bringing forth into act of something already 
within the patient’s possibilities.

91. Taking “nature” in the narrower sense; cf. above, q. 1, a. 1, ad 8. The potency of the soul for grace is 
an “obediential potency,” such as a stone has to become a child of Abraham. For Thomas’s use of this con-
cept, see, inter alia, De ueritate, q. 8, a. 4, ad 13; q. 8, a. 12, ad 4; q. 29, a. 3, ad 3; De uirt. in comm. a. 10, ad 13; 
for discussion by two advocates of the importance of this concept, see Steven A. Long, “Obediential Potency, 
Human Knowledge, and the Natural Desire for God,” International Philosophical Quarterly 37 (1997): 45–63; 
idem, “On the Possibility of a Purely Natural End for Man,” The Thomist 64 (2000): 211–37, at 213–18; Pe-
ter A. Pagan-Aguiar, “St. Thomas Aquinas and Human Finality: Paradox or Mysterium Fidei?” The Thomist 64 
(2000): 375–99.

92. This is a slightly odd statement, given that in the response of the very next article Thomas asserts that 
“an act that comes from charity is ordered to an increase of charity both in the manner of a disposition and in 
the manner of merit” (see also the response to the third objection of the same article, which makes the same 
point). It is consistent with his argumentation throughout this Distinction to hold that we do not merit grace 
to begin with, but we do merit its increase; hence the parallel drawn in this response is only relatively true, 
insofar as God’s efficiency is primary in either case.

93. Thomas’s argument: if a person, say someone at the moment of death, is given grace to perform only 
one act of loving God with supernatural love, that is enough to lay hold of eternal life. But laying hold of 
eternal life is much greater than laying hold of an increase in the intensity of a habit. Therefore, if the former 
is possible, the latter is possible.

94. That is, an act of charity, properly speaking, makes the soul more fit to receive an increase, and also 
merits such an increase de condigno.

95. For an explanation of why “nothing can be meritorious before charity is had,” see the text from In II 
Sent. d. 40, a. 5, translated in webnote 409.

96. In other words, however much one might dispose oneself to receive charity in the first place, or how-
ever much one might dispose oneself to (and merit) an increase in the same, one could never in fact endow 
oneself with that charity; it remains a divine gift, infused into the soul by God alone, and at the good plea-
sure of his will. To attribute to man any agency in this matter would be the error of Pelagianism.

97. Good, that is, in regard to their species, e.g., a just or temperate act—not yet salutary or meritorious, 
but still “morally” good, at least viewed narrowly on its own terms. This is not the global perspective that 
we see at other times, when the question is posed: What conception of the ultimate good, or of happiness, is 
leading a person onwards from choice to choice?

98. Insofar as man is passive, his acts act upon him in forming his character; that is why an act can be said 
to act on him.

99. The verb Thomas uses in this example is cavere, which means to hollow out or excavate, but can also 
mean to cut through. The example as described could be misunderstood. Thomas is not thinking that there 
are thousands of drops doing nothing but readying a stone to be hollowed out, while one last drop does the 
hollowing out. He means that it may not be every drop of water that takes away a piece of rock, but after 
many drops have loosened something of the surface, all it takes is one more drop to clear that bit away—to 
“complete the hollowing out,” as he puts it (complet cavationem). Thus all the drops are contributing to the 
hollowing out, not just the last one, even though it has the distinction of finishing off a certain process.

100. A fire always heats up and burns things around it according to the full capacity that that particular 
fire has for heating and burning; a plant always seeks to grow and flower when circumstances permit; an 
animal always pursues its instinctual ends with full vigor provided it is healthy. Only man can work at half 
capacity, make a choice against moral or intellectual growth, pursue his natural ends feebly or not at all. Ob-
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viously, this fact is yet another manifestation, though not a direct proof, of his free judgment (liberum arbi-
trium), which flows from his intellectual nature.

101. This statement means either: (1) every act of charity is ordered to/merits an increase of charity in 
the sense that it merits the perfect charity of heaven—part of the perfection of the reward—in contrast to an 
increase of the charity of the wayfaring state, which is the first principle of meriting; or (2) some acts merit 
an increase of charity insofar as this increase is part of the perfecting or bringing-into-being of the reward, 
i.e., insofar as it is a step toward heaven. As a response, the first is much more likely here. Later on, Thom-
as takes the second view, and is led to hold that all acts of charity merit an increase of charity: see ST I-II, q. 
114, a. 8, resp. and ad 3; II-II, q. 24, a. 4. This was among the differences noted by early Thomists: “Again, 
[in Book I], d. 18, q. 3, in pede, [he says] that a man does not merit an increase of charity by every act of 
charity. In the Prima Secundae, last question, a. 8, in the solution of the third argument, he says the contrary” 
(Gauthier, “Les ‘Articuli in quibus frater Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis’,” 302, no. 6).

102. The scenario depicted here is a kind of philosophical staging of the question: Were we to abstract 
from the ordinary manner in which charity is infused, viz., by the sacrament of baptism, what kind of “prep-
aration” would be required of a man such that God would deem him sufficiently “ready” for so great a per-
fection? Note that it is not a question of earning the grace, but of having done all that is within his soul’s 
power—which, Thomas notes, is “barely enough” (vix sufficit)—merely to lay bare the fact of his neediness 
and his desire for a superior life, be that desire explicit or implicit. This makes the sacrament of baptism all 
the more striking as a revelation of divine mercy: God, in his liberality, does everything, as long as man has a 
sincere intention to let this be done to him (the man’s sanctification is a letting-be-done, not a doing of his 
own). The normative practice of baptizing infants underlines this truth even more dramatically. Cf. ST III, 
qq. 68–69.

103. The habitus scientiae is referring to the certain knowledge of a conclusion demonstrated syllogistically 
from proper principles. If this act of demonstrating is truly accomplished by the intellect, then it alone suf-
fices to generate a firm and unshakeable knowledge of the conclusion. When a student of Euclid successfully 
demonstrates the Pythagorean theorem (Book I, proposition 47), he has not merely brought a truth to light, 
he knows that he has brought it to light. There is no longer any question about whether it may or may not 
be true. Well might Pythagoras have been moved to sacrifice an ox in thanksgiving. Opinion, on the other 
hand, where the necessary connection of two terms via a middle term is lacking, requires repetition, persua-
sion, and custom, and it never contains within itself the conditions for a decisive settlement.

104. If you cannot be somewhere, you have no ordering or ordination to that place, and since local mo-
tion is defined by the beginning and end of the motion (the terminus a quo and the terminus ad quem), it is 
impossible for there to be a motion that aims at an impossible place. There might well be a motion aiming at 
some place short of it, but that would then be a different motion. 

105. During, that is, this life of pilgrimage, when meriting is possible.
106. In other words, a certain form can be received only to the extent that the matter is proportioned to 

receive it. Thus, wood is disposed to receive the form of fire univocally, such that new fire can be generat-
ed from wood, whereas water is not disposed to receive the form of fire as such, but does receive a share of 
fire’s effects, namely hotness and the power to burn organic matter.

107. The idea is this: foggy or smoky air blocks out, to a greater or lesser extent, the light that would oth-
erwise shine through it. But when these “mixed vapors” are banished and all you have is plain and sim-
ple air exposed to light (say, the light of the sun), the light shines in this medium as brightly as it can, not 
could the air be further purified or the light further intensified. There is a natural limit to the air’s capacity for 
brightness, and this limit can be reached when all obstructing factors are removed. Application is then made 
to the problem at hand: according to its finite nature, the soul has a finite capacity for grace or charity that 
could be filled up when all impediments are removed, and could not then be surpassed. Thomas, of course, 
rejects this argument because it rests on the error of imagining material limitations in an immaterial subject. 
Strictly speaking, the soul’s capacity is as infinite as the objects it is capable of knowing and loving, though 
its mode is finite (e.g., while the soul can apprehend the infinite, it cannot comprehend it: it can touch the 
infinite but not surround or exhaust it). See the reply to the first objection.

108. At In Physic. III, lec. 12, Thomas concludes a discussion of Averroes on infinite addition with the ob-
servation that not only can any number have some number added to it, but any number can have any num-
ber added to it. Hence in any and every number there is potency for infinite addition—yet still, every actual 
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addition will be the addition of something determinate to something determinate, yieding something deter-
minate.

109. Any number, however great, added to any other number, however great, always generates a specific 
(finite) number. With each new number that comes into being by an act of addition, a new power of addi-
tion comes into being, a power to add or be added to another number. Thus, it is impossible that one should, 
as it were, add together “all numbers” at the same time; one can only add one number at a time, and after 
that, another number. Any given number has its own power, and this can be actualized by addition to anoth-
er number. The new number has a new power, and so on. The application to the soul: the actual charity in 
a particular soul at a particular time is a finite amount, but with this finite amount goes a power of addition, 
i.e., potential for increase. This potential is realized by the influx of more charity. Then the capacity increases 
and a new power of addition is present. The process can continue indefinitely in a state of meriting, even as 
the addition of numbers can increase indefinitely. For the soul as for the numbers, every new actual item in-
volves a potency for a finite addition.

110. malum culpae, a voluntary evil or sin (sometimes called “moral evil”), as opposed to a malum poenae, 
an evil of punishment suffered by the sinner (sometimes called “natural evil” or “physical evil”). On the two 
kinds of evils, cf. In II Sent. d. 35, a. 1 and d. 37, q. 3, a. 2; ST I, q. 48, aa. 5–6.

111. That is, if one considers the successive conditions of a man who has lost charity by mortal sin and 
afterwards is restored to a lesser charity than he had before, one could speak, albeit loosely, of an “essential 
decrease” in the amount of charity.

112. In other words, it is not only the works that are affected if we stop using acquired habits, but the 
habits themselves are affected; they lose strength and firmness. With charity, if we were to stop doing works 
of charity we would lose those opportunities to be further likened to the divine goodness, but this would 
in no way lessen the strength or firmness of the habit in itself, since it derives these qualities from God, not 
from the exercise of the will.

113. Meaning: should the end aimed at be incompatible with the specifying end at which charity aims, 
i.e., the divine goodness and happiness as the common good of spiritual creatures.

114. The exact contrast between mortal and venial sin as regards adherence to the last end is brought out 
well in a later text from the Scriptum, namely In II Sent. d. 42, q. 1, a. 4 (Mandonnet, 1060–61): “Now sin can 
be imperfect [i.e., can fail to be sin in the fullest sense of the word] in two ways: (1) either from the genus of 
the act, or (2) from the side of the one who sins.

“(1) Now the genus of an act is taken from the matter and from the [moral] object; hence as something 
is said to be good according to its genus on account of due matter, so it is said to be evil according to its ge-
nus on account of undue matter; and a sin is venial according to its genus on account of the matter in which 
one sins. Now sin is found perfectly in that matter in which, if one should sin [in its regard], the virtue of 
charity for God and for neighbor is destroyed—that virtue through which the soul has life. And therefore 
when someone sins in those things that must be rightly kept if man’s subjection to God and the bond [foe-
dus] of human society is to remain, then the sin is mortal according to its genus. (Such sins the Philosopher 
calls ‘wickedness’; accordingly he holds that not every unvirtuous act is wicked [non omnis vitiosus sit malus].) 
For example, it is evident that man cannot be duly subject to God if he does not believe [in] God, if he does 
not obey him, and the like. Similarly, the society of human life could not be preserved unless what belongs 
to each man were safeguarded as his own [nisi unicuique servaretur quod suum est], and therefore theft and 
other kinds of injustice are mortal sins according to their genus; and it is the same in all other such cases. 
Those things, however, that are not necessary for the preservation of human society [but pertain rather to its 
well-being] do not make a sin mortal according to its genus, although it too is a deformed act—for example, 
needless frivolity [superfluus ludus], and other things of this kind. Such things are said to be venial according 
to their genus. But as that which is good according to its genus can be done badly, whereas the converse can-
not happen, so too that which is venial according to its genus can be done in such a way that it will be mor-
tal, as, for example, if that which is venial be thought to be mortal, or if someone delights so much in a tem-
poral thing that he places his end in it; for in so acting, due reverence is not preserved for God, who is the 
last end, and below whom [i.e., after and in order to whom] all things are to be loved.

“(2) On the part of the sinner, the imperfection of sin is due to the imperfection of the power eliciting the 
act—for example, as the first motions of sensuality, which precede [reason’s] deliberation, are venial sins, 
even if the matter to which they pertain is matter for mortal sin [quamvis in materia sint mortalis peccati]. But 
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these [motions] are venial per accidens; and therefore if the consent of deliberate reason is given to them, 
they become mortal.”

115. In which case the contrary is not apt to come to be, since the subject would be apt to exclude it. Wa-
ter, being of itself without a definite temperature but able to be hot or cold, is indifferently disposed to hot-
ness and coldness; and so, hotness and coldness are apt to come to be in regard to water as a subject. On the 
other hand, they are not apt to come to be in regard to fire, because fire is naturally hot; hence, since hotness 
is naturally in fire, fire naturally excludes coldness. The general principle enunciated is therefore shown to be 
incomplete unless a qualifying phrase is added about the character of the subject: contraries are apt to come to 
be in regard to the same subject when, and to the extent that, it is indifferently disposed to either.

116. And thus, our failure to act, or our acting badly, either retards the process of being disposed for re-
ceiving charity in the first place, or causes a lesser advancement than was possible.

117. This discussion of venial and mortal sin parallels a number of other texts in which Aquinas affirms 
the equivocation of the term “sin” when speaking of mortal sin, which extinguishes the life of grace in the 
soul, and venial sin, which does not so extinguish it, but places obstacles in the way of its growth. Cf. SCG III, 
ch. 139, end; ch. 143; ST I-II, q. 71, a. 4; q. 72, a. 5; qq. 88–89; II-II, q. 24, aa. 10–12; III, q. 87. At In IV Sent. 
d. 16, q. 2, a. 1, qa. 1, ad 2 (Moos, 784, §92), we get an explanation of why one cannot set up the propor-
tion “mortal sin is to charity as venial sin is to charity’s fervor”: “Any mortal sin is opposed to even the very 
least charity, whereas not any venial sin is opposed to any fervor of charity. For charity’s ‘fervor’ is spoken of 
by way of likeness, inasmuch as charity spills over onto external things, as it were by boiling over [secundum 
quod ad exteriora quodammodo ebulliendo refunditur]. Now charity’s fervor makes no appearance in that matter 
in which venial sin is committed, but [what one sees instead is] something apart from charity [praeter cari-
tatem]. Hence although [in a certain person] there is fervor of charity with respect to some things, there can 
still be lukewarmness with respect to others; and thus, not any fervor is opposed to any venial sin. Hence the 
comparison of mortal sin to charity is not the same as the comparison of venial sin to charity’s fervor.” The 
idea seems to be that the more fervent the one who has charity is, the more readily and spontaneously will 
his habit of charity be able to express itself in actions calling upon all his powers.

118. Although we come to be aware of first principles by formulating them to ourselves in terms of ex-
perience gained through the senses, we do not acquire the principles from the sense-data, much less verify 
them by looking back to these data, but rather, the principles are virtually contained in the very power of 
intellect, are put there by the Creator, and need only to be activated. The parallel with charity: while a man 
can dispose himself to receive charity by, for example, calming his passions and living according to reason, 
charity itself is not acquired in this way, nor does its being rely, directly, on a particular condition of the pas-
sions or reason, but rather it is infused into the will by God, and remains fixed as long as the will itself does 
not posit a contrary end. The unlikeness between the two cases is also obvious: the certainty of first princi-
ples can never be destroyed, whereas charity can be destroyed by mortal sin.

119. That is, if per impossibile one could have the gift of charity without having the Holy Spirit, this would 
not be enough in order meritoriously to fulfill the commandments or to love Christ. But in reality, the in-
dwelling of the Holy Spirit follows upon the infusion of the habit of charity, so that it is possible, by means of 
the habit as well as the personal presence of the Spirit, to do these things.

120. Lombard’s attempted response relies on an equivocation in the preposition a/ab. The Holy Spirit is 
given by himself, but not from himself (for the latter would mean that he comes from himself, which is in-
admissible).

121. Since he holds that charity is a habit that perfects the will, Thomas is speaking of lumen not as a spe-
cifically intellectual perfection but as a way of referring to a divine gift in general; cf. the comparable phras-
ing in the Paris version, d. 17, q. 1, a. 4, obj. 5: Caritas est quoddam lumen spirituale, ut habetur I Ioan. 2, 10: «Qui 
diligit fratrem, in lumine manet», or in the same article, ad 5, caritas creata vel increata est lux. The scriptural back-
ground is certainly 1 Jn. 2:10 (“he who loves his brother remains in the light [in lumine],” on which Thomas 
comments in the expositio textus at the end of d. 17, q. 1 [Paris version]; cf. p. 29), but probably also Jas. 1:17: 
“Every good giving and every perfect gift is from above, descending from the Father of lights [a Patre lumi-
num], with whom there is no change, nor shadow of alteration.” A few lines below, Thomas speaks simply 
of aliquid supernaturale.

122. One may restate the argument this way. The will has a natural appetite for or inclination to the good 
as such, the bonum universale. God is this good. Because of what he is, he naturally moves the will. Hence 
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there is no need to posit an additional perfection in the will by which it would be moved to him as its good.
123. A slightly odd argument, inasmuch as it seems to imply that the only reason or the main reason for 

the virtue of charity is to remove impediments to the will’s natural activity, whereas Thomas consistently 
teaches that charity superelevates the will to an end that is not its own by nature. In other words, the ques-
tion of impediments is quite irrelevant to the question of the end as such. Man does not have the sharing of 
God’s own beatitude as his natural end, period; hence, a fortiori, there is one great impediment: its natural 
impossibility. Perhaps, then, this is what Thomas means: our will is held back from tending to God by many 
impediments—the greatest being the very difference in nature between God and the creature, the least 
being something like disordered concupiscence—and so a virtue is given through which the way to God, 
shown in faith, is cleared for appetite.

124. That is, when charity is defined, it is defined in tandem with the other theological virtues. Hence it 
ought to be the same kind of thing they are.

125. That is, it is not unfitting that a created finite power should join us to God in regard to activity (“act” 
here includes its principle, the infused habit) rather than by nature. God does not become what you are, but 
rather the object of your acting. If charity’s purpose was (somehow) to make one identical to God, then it 
would have to be an infinite power—but this is impossible anyhow.

126. The important point seems to be the distinction between formal and agent causality and the cor-
responding distinction of means. Anything “by which” a thing is (or comes to be or is done) can be called 
a means, and thus, anything by which something is, as by a form, can be a formal means. Hence, because 
charity is that by which formally the soul is made holy or just, it can be called a means of sanctification or 
justification. Similarly, substantial form, as well as esse (which is most formal of all), as that by which for-
mally a thing is, can be called a “means of creation.” Thus, for example, that which makes a horse to be a 
horse, its quiddity, would be a medium formale in the work of creation, to which grace or charity—that which 
makes a soul pleasing to God—would be an analogous medium formale in the work of redemption. Another 
point is also thereby made: while the formal means by which God justifies man is an accidental form infused 
into the soul as subject, there is no means on the side of the agent: even as God creates by himself, he justi-
fies by himself.

127. The editors of the critical text note that this argument is reproduced nearly verbatim in De uirt. in 
comm., a. 11, arg. 8. As this set of questions was disputed at the end of Thomas’s second period of teaching 
in Paris (i.e., 1271–72), perhaps we can see in this a (conscious or unconscious) “recycling” of material from 
the abandoned Roman version of the Sentences, which was undertaken in 1265–66.

128. Cf. Jn. 3:34–35 (RSV): “For he whom God has sent utters the words of God, for it is not by measure 
that he gives the Spirit; the Father loves the Son, and has given all things into his hand.”

129. A deft phrase: quod non facit magis album sed maius album—the addition does not make it more white, 
but gives you more of white. Thomas has in mind putting two white surfaces next to each other: you get a 
larger amount of white, but the whiteness in each part remains what it was. The issue is handled in a quite 
similar way at De uirt. in comm., a. 11, ad 10.

130. Thomas’s argument depends on a close reading of the message to Ephesus in Rev. 2:1–7. Although 
this church is reproved—“But I have this against you, that you have abandoned the love you had at first. 
Remember then from what you have fallen, repent and do the works you did at first” (2:4–5a, RSV)—she 
is also, indeed first of all, praised: “I know your works, your toil and your patient endurance, and how you 
cannot bear evil men . . . ; I know you are enduring patiently and bearing up for my name’s sake, and you 
have not grown weary” (2:2–3; v. 6 mentions a second time, with approval, the Ephesians’ hatred for her-
esy). Thus, from the tenor of the passage, one must conclude that the Ephesian church is still “in a state of 
grace,” still possessed of charity, but deficient in comparison with an earlier state; she has lost something she 
had before.

131. In the Book of Numbers, chapter 11, Moses has cried out in distress to the Lord about the wearisome 
complaints and demands of the Israelites, admitting that he is unable to carry the burden of governing them 
by himself. The Lord answers: “Gather for me seventy men of the elders of Israel . . . . And I will take some 
of the spirit which is upon you and put it upon them; and they shall bear the burden of the people with you, 
that you may not bear it yourself alone” (Num. 11:16–17, RSV). The sharing out of authority then takes 
place (cf. Num. 11:24–25).

132. Since the responses to these objections are lacking in the MS, it may be valuable to note that Thom-
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as offers an interpretation of Num. 11:17 in the expositio textus at the end of In I Sent. d. 18 (Mandonnet, 448), 
which reads thus: “‘I will take of your spirit’ (Num. 11:17). This is not said because the grace had by Moses 
himself was lessened as regards the status of the habit; it was lessened rather as regards its care-burdened 
use, when others [viz., the seventy] were deputed to give aid to him. ‘Of his spirit,’ moreover, it [viz., the 
Holy Spirit] is said to be bestowed on them, not because the person of the Holy Spirit is divisible, or because 
the habit of grace can be divided and transferred from one subject to another subject, but because they re-
ceived a lesser grace than Moses had, and for the purpose of performing similar tasks, and as if their grace 
were propagated from that of Moses, insofar as he had impetrated such a grace for them by his prayers.”

133. This is a subtly phrased line. Thomas is not, of course, describing the venial sinner as one who treats 
something that ought simply to be a “means” as if it were the ultimate end, since that is precisely the defini-
tion of a mortal sinner; but rather, that such a person is too much attached to something insofar as it is a true 
but intermediate end. That is, every choiceworthy object is something good in itself, but only God is the su-
preme and perfect good from whom, and for whom, all other (finite) goods exist. Hence, it is impossible to 
will anything without willing it as a good in some sense, but it is possible to will it as a partial good ordered 
to a more complete good; and this is to will it virtuously. If, however, one “lingers” over its share of good-
ness, its end-character, such that one is negligent about moving ahead to the definitive goal of life, one has 
committed a venial sin. Consider this text from In IV Sent. d. 16, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 1, ad 2 (Moos, 789, §119): “Ve-
nial sin does not consist in a man’s habitually loving God less, because venial sin does not lessen charity [as 
such], otherwise at some time it would take it away altogether; but it consists rather in this, that the love of 
God is not shown in every single human act, with some inordinateness [deordinatione] existing in them.” But 
if one actually takes the partial good as the total good, one commits a mortal sin. See the text from In II Sent. 
d. 42, q. 1, a. 4 (translated in webnote 114).

WeBnotes FoR Book II

134. That is, without the help of a supernatural gift of grace to elevate them above their natural powers, 
would the angels still have loved God above themselves, etc.?

135. A most emphatic endorsement of this axiom may be found in Albert the Great: “The love of concu-
piscence belongs to nature, which is always curved into itself; and whatever it loves it twists back into itself, 
that is, to its proper, private good; and unless it is freely made to be elevated above itself by grace, everything 
that it loves it twists back to its proper good, and loves on account of itself” (Summae theologiae 2.4.14.4.2, 
corp., in Opera omnia, vol. 32 [Paris: Vivès, 1895]). His student Thomas Aquinas could not disagree more ve-
hemently. For discussion of the notion of nature as essentially self-seeking, see the definitive work by Thom-
as M. Osborne, Jr., Love of Self and Love of God in Thirteenth-Century Ethics (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre 
Dame Press, 2005), esp. 69–112 on Thomas Aquinas; cf. Pierre Rousselot, The Problem of Love in the Mid-
dle Ages, trans. Alan Vincelette (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, n.d.), 82–133; Reginald Garrigou-
Lagrange, The Love of God and the Cross of Jesus, trans. Jeanne Marie, 2 vols. (St. Louis: Herder, 1947), 1:55–
135, esp. 75–77, 86–98, 115–26; Robert Spaemann, Reflexion und Spontaneität: Studien über Fénelon, 2nd ed. 
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1990), 88–106. While not addressing this axiom as such, the entire thrust of an ar-
ticle by David Gallagher is relevant to it: “Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love as the Basis for Love of Others,” Acta 
Philosophica 8 (1999): 23–44. Regarding Rousselot’s characterization of Bernard’s intentions as something of 
a caricature, Etienne Gilson argued that the mystic had in view only fallen or corrupted nature: see The Spirit 
of Mediaeval Philosophy, trans. A. H. C. Downes (New York: Scribners, 1936), 289–303; cf. Gilson’s The Mystical 
Theology of Saint Bernard, trans. A. H. C. Downes (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1940).

136. On God as the liberal giver (and, furthermore, the Holy Spirit as the ratio of all gifts), see In I Sent. d. 
18, a. 3 (Mandonnet, 441–42): “It should be said that something is said to be ‘given’ in many ways. Some-
times it is given from that which is proper to nature, as we say that fire gives its heat and sun its splendor; 
and will is not the principle of this giving. At other times, a thing is given from the will as the principle of 
giving, and this happens in two ways. For sometimes through the giving some utility of the one giving is in-
tended, either with respect to the removal of evil (as when something is given out of fear, and such a giving 
is called ‘redeeming’) or with respect to the acquisition of some good (and such a giving is properly a ‘seek-
ing’ or ‘selling’). But sometimes no utility is intended for the giver, and this kind of giving is called ‘liberal,’ 
and is properly called ‘donation.’ Now, it is evident that the kind of giving in which the utility of the giver 
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is intended never belongs to God; accordingly he is called ‘liberal’ in a singular way. For in all other givers 
some utility for the one giving is intended, whether a temporal or a spiritual good; hence, as Avicenna says, 
no giving is purely liberal except for God’s giving and activity. But the ratio of liberal giving is love, which, 
as Dionysius says, moves superior things to provide for those having less; and since the Holy Spirit is love, 
he himself is the ratio of all of those gifts of which the principle is the divine will—as are all things given to 
creatures.”

In the same article, ad 4: “Although all gifts both natural and gratuitous are given to us by God through 
love, which is the first gift, nevertheless love itself is not given in all gifts, but only in the gift that is the like-
ness of that love, namely, in the gift of charity. For when it is said that other gifts are given through the gift of 
love that is the Holy Spirit, the preposition ‘through’ does not refer to a cause on the part of the recipient, so 
that the sense would be: Through this (viz., that he receives the gift of love) he receives the other gifts; but 
refers to the manner of causing on the part of the Giver, who through this (viz., that he loves his creature) 
gives all gifts.”

137. In other words, the ultimate term of their love would be not the divine good but rather themselves, 
and in this way their love, going out to the divine good, would return back to themselves as the term. The 
argument is couched in terms of pleasure because pleasure is not a result of the good in itself, but of the 
good’s being acquired by us.

138. If we follow the text of the Leonine ed., a text that makes more sense, Thomas is saying that only 
between virtuous persons can there be true friendship; if we follow the text of the Mandonnet ed., he would 
be saying that although a virtuous man loves another because that other is like something he loves in himself, 
nevertheless there is still a true friendship (the principle of similitudo does not cancel out the lover’s extasis).

139. That is, the created spirit is moved to loving God by virtue of the likeness to God that comes about 
through grace.

140. It can be challenging to find just the right words in English for the important concept of honestas or 
the honestum. Honestas is the kind of goodness that deserves honor or appreciation just because of what it is; 
the honestum is the worthy, the noble, the spiritually beautiful or decorous. See ST II-II, q. 145 for a full treat-
ment. Thomas’s point here is that the better the friendship, the more each friend concerns himself with the 
other and with doing noble things together, and the less each one looks to (in the sense of focusing on or be-
ing motivated by) the benefits the relationship brings to him, such as growth in virtue. Gallagher argues that 
the distinction between actual and habitual willing is decisive in the solution to the problem of love (“Thomas 
Aquinas on Self-Love,” 43); source texts for this last point include ST II-II, q. 19, a. 10; I-II, q. 1, a. 5, ad 3; De 
ueritate, q. 22, a. 5, ad 11. Massoulié drives home the same point: “A soul in the transports and ardors of love 
does not actually think of the possession of the good under the aspect of its own good; but by simply follow-
ing love’s inclination it tends toward the beloved” (cited by Garrigou-Lagrange, The Love of God, 1:81).

141. Cf. ST I, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1.
142. There are certain ends that have their existence only in a person, as accidents perfecting him. These 

can be loved only with love of concupiscence. Other goods, while perfective when attained, subsist in them-
selves and are always superior to their participants, inasmuch as participation involves acquiring a likeness 
to such a good. These goods can be loved on account of themselves, even as they exist in and of themselves.

143. In other words, a natural good such as knowledge, justice, or beauty does not, in and of itself, be-
come less good after sin. It is not harmed as far as its integrity is concerned: the knowledge is still knowledge, 
and so on. However, the manner in which such goods are obtained and used in the state of sin becomes per-
verted because they lack the ordering influence of grace and the virtues.

144. Paul continues (1 Cor. 9:11–14): “If we have sown spiritual good among you, is it too much if we 
reap your material benefits? If others share this rightful claim upon you, do not we still more? Nevertheless, 
we have not made use of this right, but we endure anything rather than put an obstacle in the way of the 
gospel of Christ. Do you not know that those who are employed in the temple service get their food from the 
temple, and those who serve at the altar share in the sacrificial offerings? In the same way, the Lord com-
manded that those who proclaim the gospel should get their living by the gospel. But I have made no use of 
any of these rights, nor am I writing this to secure any such provision.”

145. The exact reference is not clear. It may be to the following statement: “The divine being [esse] is 
proper and determinate, not owing to the addition of something constricting it [as matter individuates ma-
terial things], but by the negation of all potency of addition [omni addibilitatis]; hence it is said in the Book of 
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Causes that pure goodness is its own individuation” (In II Sent. d. 3, q. 1, a. 2, end of resp.; Mandonnet, 90–
91).

146. In other words, as stated in the first paragraph, each thing has its own proper end, through which it 
participates in the last end. The will participates in the last end by loving it, and therefore love is the proper 
end of the will, through which the will participates in the last end. 

147. It is not enough to first think about and intend the end, or even intend that the following actions 
be for the sake of the end; the consequent actions have to be objectively appropriate means to the end. The 
point being made in this reply is fleshed out at In II Sent. d. 40, a. 5, ad 6 (Mandonnet, 1027): “It should be 
said that a merely [omnino] habitual ordering of an act to God does not suffice; for one merits, not by what 
is [merely] in habit, but by what one actually does. Nevertheless it is not necessary that an actual intention 
ordering an act to the last end always be united to any action that is directed to a proximate end; it suffices 
that at some time all those ends be actually referred to the last end, as happens when someone thinks to di-
rect his whole self to the love of God [se totum ad Dei dilectionem]; for then whatever he [afterwards] orders to 
himself will be ordered to God. And if one asks when an act must be referred to the last end, one is asking 
nothing other than when the habit of charity must go out into act. For whenever the habit of charity goes 
out into act, it effects the ordering of the whole man to the last end, and consequently [the ordering] of all 
those things that are ordered to him as goods for him.”

Helpful, too, is the same article’s reply ad 3 (Mandonnet, 1026–27): “Not only is the act of charity meri-
torious, but so are the acts of other virtues too, insofar as they are informed by grace—although they cannot 
be meritorious except insofar as they are led back to charity’s end. It is not necessary, however, for acts al-
ways to be led back [directly] to that end; it suffices for the efficacy of meriting if they are actually led back 
to the ends of the other virtues. For it is certain that the one who intends to preserve chastity, even if he is 
not thinking at all about charity, merits if he has grace. But every act tending to some good, if it does not 
tend inordinately to that good, has as its end the good of some virtue, since virtues sufficiently perfect man 
in regard to all the things that can be goods for man [bona hominis]. And so it is evident that the argument 
[according to which acts not explicitly directed toward or against love’s end are morally indifferent] does not 
follow.” 

148. Obviously, Thomas is referring to those who, like St. Paul, seek or would seek temporal goods only 
with a view to carrying out better the spiritual tasks entrusted to them. He is well aware of, and often casti-
gates, the sin of seeking temporal goods under cover of piety or social status.

149. See the more detailed discussion of charity as the form, end, and mover of all virtues (In III Sent. d. 
27, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 3, at p. 165), as well as the contrast between the way in which obedience can be called ma- 
ter omnium virtutum and the way in which charity is so named (In II Sent. d. 44, q. 2, a. 1, ad 6, translated in 
webnote 279). Thomas maintains that a Christian merits by a virtuous act even when it is ordered only to its 
originating virtue, with charity functioning, as it were, in the background (In II Sent. d. 40, a. 5, ad 3, trans-
lated in webnote 147).

150. Operationem perfectam here has to be taken in the sense of accomplished, completed, finished, not 
in the moral sense of an activity that ought to have been done. So, a perverse action brought to completion 
brings its perpetrator some pleasure, though it is a morally disordered one, while a good action interrupted 
fails to deliver its full measure of delight, though it may be salutary due to the intention. Indeed, it is clear 
that the structure of action, which involves a relationship between the end and things done with a view to 
the end, is weighted in such a way that the agent wants the latter precisely as leading to the former, which 
he most of all loves and in the possession of which he delights.

WeBnotes FoR Book III

151. Thomas has in mind the diversification of habits by their formal objects; this is why we have several 
sciences for the several kinds of objects that can be known. Similarly, differences in the objects of the will di-
versify virtues, e.g., commutative justice with respect to other men, religion with respect to God.

152. He does not need a virtue for the (naturally given) end, felicity, but only for those activities that are 
undertaken with a view to attaining this end—namely, all voluntary actions, according to their diverse spe-
cies.

153. Both the affinity and the contrast between acquired virtues and theological virtues is brought out in 
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an earlier text, In II Sent. d. 41, q. 1, a. 1 (Mandonnet, 1035), which directly addresses the question of the ul-
timate end of man and how the virtues make that to be an end in which someone really participates: “[T]o 
order something to an end happens in two ways: either by presenting the end, or by inclining to the end. To 
present the end is the work of reason, while to incline to the end is the work of the will—for love, in which 
the act of the will is expressed, is like a certain weight of the soul, according to Augustine. But reason cannot 
present the end perfectly except insofar as it is perfected by a habit; likewise the will cannot incline perfectly 
to the end except insofar as it is perfected by a habit. Now the ‘end’ of human acts can be taken in two ways: 
either the proper and proximate end [of a given act], or the common and last end [of all acting]; and the latter 
end is twofold. (1) For it may exceed nature’s ability [facultatem naturae], as the future happiness in the father-
land [so exceeds it]. And faith directs to this end by presenting it, while charity directs to this end by inclining 
to it (as any natural form inclines to its end); for natural power [naturalis potentia], either by itself or perfected 
by a natural or acquired habit, is not sufficient to direct [a man] to this end. And since this end is [really] the 
last end, all other ends are ordered to it; and therefore faith and charity are said to direct the intention uni-
versally in all things. (2) Whereas [if we consider the ordering] to the common end proportioned to human 
ability, it is reason that gives direction by presenting the end. [And this occurs] when reason is perfected by the 
habit of acquired wisdom (the act of which is contemplative happiness, as is said in Ethics X) or [when reason 
is] perfected by the habit of prudence (the act of which is civic happiness); while the appetitive power, insofar 
as it is perfected by the habits of the moral virtues, directs [a man] to this end by inclining to it.”

154. A helpful clarification of why there must be more than one virtue bearing directly upon God, and in 
particular why two (faith and charity) are complemented by a third (hope), comes in In III Sent. d. 26, q. 2, 
a. 3, qa. 1, ad 1 (Moos, 839, §117): “The object of all the theological virtues is the same in reality, but differs 
in ratio. It is the object of faith insofar as it is the first truth; the object of charity insofar as it is the supreme 
good; and the object of hope insofar as it is the highest arduous [good]. And since beatitude names most of 
all the arduous (for it is a state complete with the aggregation of all good things, as Boethius says), beatitude 
is placed especially in the definition of hope. Now virtues and powers do not differ according to the real dif-
ference of their objects, but according to diverse rationes of them—indeed, these rationes formally complete 
the object itself.” Thus, while God is absolutely one and simple in himself, he is for us an object in different 
ways: we act toward him under different aspects. This testifies not to his complexity but to ours.

155. Note that in this reply sapientia refers to the supreme intellectual virtue, first defined by the philoso-
phers and then applied to the summit of knowledge, theology (for this usage, see, e.g., In I Sent. Prol., q. 1, a. 
3; ST I, q. 1, a. 6 and I-II, q. 57, a. 2), and not to the gift of the Holy Spirit called by the same name, since this 
latter involves judging and ordering all things in light of an intimate acquaintance with God himself (cf. In III 
Sent. d. 34, q. 1, a. 2; ST I, q. 1, a. 6, ad 3; II-II, q. 46).

156. Distinguishing between that about which (the material) and that for the sake of which (the pur-
pose). As Thomas teaches, religion and all the virtues annexed to it (cf. ST II-II, qq. 81–100) do not have 
God himself as their object, but various created things that man uses with a view to honoring, petitioning, 
or obeying God. Though God (or better, God’s being God) is the reason why man prays, adores, offers sacri-
fice, and so on, the proper matter of these activities is something done or given by man (cf. II-II, q. 81, a. 1, 
ad 1; ibid., aa. 5–7).

157. Although there are many divine attributes according to our lowly way of knowing the simple divine 
being, the only attributes that are “relevant” to the wayfarer are those in regard to which he must be prop-
erly ordered so as to be able to attain God himself in beatitude. These are, in brief, God’s truth, God’s good-
ness, and God’s mercy.

158. The argument here is fleshed out at In III Sent. d. 26, q. 2, a. 3, qa. 1 (Moos, 838–39, §115–§116): 
“As was said above [in d. 23, q. 1, a. 4, qa. 5], the theological virtues are [given to us] to order us to the last 
end. Now for someone to begin to act for an end, he must first know that end, and second desire it. But since 
the will inclines to both possible and impossible things, and someone does not act for the sake of that which 
cannot be attained (even if he desires it), in order for the will to begin to act it must tend to that thing as pos-
sible; and this inclination of the will tending to the eternal good as possible to it by grace is the act of hope. 
And therefore hope is something distinct from faith and from charity; for faith gives knowledge of the end 
inasmuch as it shows that the end is good, and in that way arises the movement of charity, while inasmuch as 
it shows the end to be possible, in that way arises the movement of hope. For faith is the foundation of all the 
virtues, preceding them all according to the natural order of acts.”

159. In the phrase caritas coniungit quodammodo realiter Deo, the quodammodo is to be taken with realiter, the 



52  WEBNOTES FOR BOOK III

point being that while each theological virtue joins us to God—faith by uniting our intellect to his proper 
truth, hope by filling our will with confidence of his immediate help—there is a sense in which charity alone 
“really” unites us to his very goodness as belonging to us (and so, as constituting our beatitude). To have su-
pernatural knowledge of God is to have faith, but this does not imply the close affective union of charity—
one can have knowledge “at a distance,” but one can be a friend only when there is a “mutual inherence” 
(cf. ST I-II, q. 28, a. 2, on mutua inhaesio). Thomas repeats this point in d. 23, q. 2, a. 5, ad 3: “Hope and char-
ity are closer to the end as regards the obtaining of it, because charity, in a certain way, attains the end [in 
itself]. Hence from this fact it cannot be deduced that they are prior to faith according to [their] nature, but 
rather they follow after it, because it shows the end to them.” For fuller discussion, see ST II-II, q. 23, a. 6; cf. 
I-II, q. 66, a. 6; II-II, q. 30, a. 4; Super Col. 3, lec. 3.

160. The idea of “receiving consummation” seems to include both being perfected in relation to a last or 
comprehensive good, and coming into possession of this last end, in the manner appropriate to the power 
in question.

161. P.-M. Gils, in “Textes inédits de S. Thomas: Les premières rédactions du Scriptum super Tertio Sententia-
rum” (published in Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 45 [1961]: 201–28; 46 [1962]: 445–62, 609–
28), provides a detailed analysis of the autograph manuscript of this article on pp. 457–58 of his study.

162. The various virtues differ in ratio due to their subjects and their objects, not due to their common or-
dering to the last end. Hence, the virtue (charity) that functions as a generic form to all the virtues is not the 
form that can give a specific identity to any of the other virtues, and in that sense neither can it function as 
the formative principle of a power with regard to an object other than charity’s proper object. Thus, the in-
tellect is made to assent to divine truth by a perfection specifically of the intellect, i.e., faith. There is some-
thing about this perfection of intellect that is irreducible to, and indeed prior to, the perfection of the will 
known as charity. The latter’s formative role is exercised on a power already well-equipped for its own prop-
er act. (Thus, there can be no charity without faith, though there can be faith without charity.)

163. In other words, to the vice of rashness there is opposed either the virtue of bravery or the opposite 
vice of cowardice. The argument depends on knowing already that faith in divine truth, regardless of any 
other circumstances, can never be a vice, and so, since there is a vice opposed to it, it must be a virtue.

164. For example, by believing that mortal sin is an offense that cuts one off from God, but then failing to 
seek to get out of the state of unformed faith and into the state of formed faith through sacramental confes-
sion. Such a person would have accurate knowledge about what is to be done, but would not be doing that 
which is in the power of his free will to do.

165. The exact distinction between credere Deum, credere in Deum, and credere Deo is discussed in d. 23, q. 
2, a. 2, qa. 2, response (Moos, p. 727, §148–§149; see webnote 167). There, the second phrase is explained 
thus: “Due to the fact that the intellect [in believing] is determined by the will, under this aspect the act of 
faith is ‘to believe unto God,’ that is, to stretch out to him by loving; for to love belongs to the will.”

166. A distinction often invoked by St. Thomas; see, for example, ST I-II, q. 1, a. 3, ad 3; II-II, q. 141, a. 
1, ad 1; In IV Sent. d. 26, q. 1, a. 3, ad 5. “Natural species” is not to be taken, of course, in the modern sense 
of a biological species, but in the sense of an external or physical description of an act—“what happened,” 
in contrast to “what was freely done.” Hence, the examples are clear. If both a criminal and an innocent 
man were hanged, objectively the same thing has been done to each, but the hanging of the criminal is (or 
could be) morally good while the hanging of the innocent was (and can only be) morally bad. If, on the oth-
er hand, the hanging of a thief and giving him lashes are objectively different punishments, yet both are (or 
could be) morally good.

167. The reference is to d. 23, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 2, response (Moos, p. 727, §148–§149), where St. Thomas 
explains how one and the same act of faith admits of three descriptions—credere Deum, credere in Deum, and 
credere Deo—in reference to the three powers on which it depends. As he writes in the response: “The act of 
believing depends on three things: on the intellect, which is terminated in one; on the will, which through 
its command determines the intellect; on reason, which inclines the will. And according to this [dependen-
cy], three acts are assigned to faith,” etc. To the first objection there he replies: “Through all the aforesaid, 
only one complete act of faith is named, but owing to different things found in faith, it is named in different 
ways. For by that act by which it believes God, it believes in God and unto God.”

168. In other words, a Christian who still has the gift of faith, even if he has lost charity, has this gift more 
firmly than any acquired habit. When he is restored to charity through repentance, those acquired habits are 
not thereby obliterated; much less, then, the unformed faith he had.
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169. Both the power (intellect) and the object (the first truth) determine the species of this habit.
170. That is, just as the same habit of faith remains at the coming of charity while its defect of unformed-

ness is taken away because the habit is properly directed to the divine goodness loved, so the habit of fear 
also remains in the believer, but its defect—namely, the servility by which God was feared in the way that a 
master is feared by a slave—is taken away because the master is now the friend, the beloved (see ST I-II, q. 
67, a. 4, ad 2; II-II, q. 7, a. 1). As Thomas will write a little later, In III Sent. d. 34, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 3, sc. 2 (Moos, 
1148, §215): “Freedom is incompatible with slavery. But when charity comes, it brings freedom, for ‘where 
the Spirit of the Lord is’—the Spirit who cannot be apart from charity—‘there is freedom’ (2 Cor 3:17). 
Therefore servile fear is driven out when charity comes.”

171. For clarification of this idea, see In I Sent. d. 17 (Paris version), q. 2, a. 1, ad 3 (p. 36) and especially 
De ueritate q. 14, a. 7, ad 3.

172. The entire article, taking its bearings from the definition of Pseudo-Dionysius, focuses on union or 
unification as the most distinctive “trait” of love, as does ST I-II, q. 28, a. 1, where a phrase from the same def-
inition functions as the sed contra. Other texts on love and union: ST I, q. 20, a. 1, ad 3; I-II, q. 25, a. 2, ad 2.

173. St. Thomas has already touched on this definition back at In I Sent. d. 10, on the Holy Spirit as love 
(ut amor). In article 3, on whether the Holy Spirit may be called the union of Father and Son (unio Patris 
et Filii), he gives as the sed contra argument: “Against this is what Dionysius says: ‘When we speak of love, 
whether divine, angelic, intellectual, animal, or natural, we mean a unitive and concretive power.’ But the 
Holy Spirit is the love of the Father and of the Son; therefore he is their union. This is also seen from the 
authority of the Apostle in Eph. 4:3: ‘solicitous to preserve the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace’; and 
so, love has the ratio of a bond and a connection [vinculi et nexus]” (Mandonnet, 265). The elaboration of this 
idea in the response of the same article is crucial background for the present discussion: “It should be said 
that love always signifies [ponit] a complacentia of the lover in the loved. But whenever someone takes plea-
sure in something, he transports himself into that other and joins himself to it as much as he can, so that 
the other might become his own; and it is for this reason that love has the ratio of uniting the lover and the 
loved. Thus, because of the way in which the Holy Spirit proceeds, namely as love, he is the union of the 
Father and the Son. For the Father and the Son can be considered either insofar as they have the same es-
sence, and from that vantage, they are united in essence; or insofar as they are distinguished in Person, and 
from that vantage, they are united by the consonance of love. For if it were posited per impossibile that they 
were not one by essence, it would be necessary for their perfect joy that a union of love be understood to be 
in them” (In I Sent. d. 10, a. 3; Mandonnet, 266). For comments on this text and the conceptual limitations of 
its approach as Thomas came to see them over time, see Torrell, Spiritual Master, 183–88.

174. Thomas uses the word transformatio with exactness, for he has just analyzed the manner in which a 
passive power is shaped, determined, by a form received into it; thus any process in which something un-
formed becomes formed can be conceived of as the passing over of a form into a subject as yet unformed, 
with the result that the formed can be said to be transformed into the agent of this process—gaining in some 
way the agent’s own form. For discussion of the language of “appetitive formation” so dominant in this ar-
ticle and throughout the Distinctions on love, see Durand, “Au principe de l’amour: formatio ou proportio?” 
and Michael S. Sherwin, By Knowledge and by Love: Charity and Knowledge in the Moral Theology of St. Thomas 
Aquinas (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004), 64–81, where the problematic 
aspects of this early approach are carefully discussed.

175. Usually rendered “one spirit with him,” though St. Paul simply writes “one spirit.” A text worth con-
sidering in connection with this citation of 1 Cor. 6:17 is found at the beginning of the response of In I Sent. 
d. 10, a. 4 (Mandonnet, 267) on the reasons for the proper name of the third divine Person: “It should be 
said that ‘spirit’ is a name imposed to signify the subtleness of a nature; hence, it is said of both bodily and 
non-bodily things. For air is called ‘spirit’ on account of its subtleness, whence an animal’s taking in and ex-
pulsion of air is called ‘inspiration’ and ‘respiration’; wind, too, is called ‘spirit’, and even those most subtle 
vapors through which the soul’s powers are diffused throughout the parts of the body are called ‘spirits’. 
Likewise, non-bodily things, owing to their subtleness, are called ‘spirits’, as we call God and an angel and a 
soul each a ‘spirit’. And from this, moreover, comes our manner of saying that two human beings who love 
each other and are of one heart [concordes] are ‘of one spirit’ or ‘together in spirit’ [conspiratos], just as we also 
say that they are one heart and one soul, for, as is said in Ethics IX, ‘it is proper to friends to be one soul in 
two bodies.’”
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176. Implicit in this analysis of love is a conclusion reached explicitly in ST I-II, q. 28, a. 6, namely, that 
love is the cause of all that the lover does.

177. The contrast drawn between a union of thing to affection and a union of thing to thing—sometimes 
styled “affective union” and “real union” respectively—is similar to a contrast Thomas draws at the begin-
ning of Book I (In I Sent. d. 1, q. 4, a. 1, ad 5; Mandonnet, 44) between the resting of desire in a union of 
wills with God and the resting of one’s whole appetitive motion in the union of possession: “Rest is of two sorts, 
namely the rest of desire and the rest of motion [i.e., desire at rest and motion at rest]. Desire is at rest when 
desire makes a stand in something for the sake of which it does and seeks all things, and desires nothing fur-
ther; and it is in this way that the just man’s will rests in God, even while he is a wayfarer. Motion is at rest 
when the destination one seeks after is reached; and the will’s rest in the fatherland will be of this kind. Now 
this rest brings about perfect enjoyment, but the first rest brings about imperfect enjoyment.”

178. That is, if he hates his own intemperance, this implies some love and longing for the opposite condi-
tion. Hence he will be attracted to a temperate person and put off by others who are like himself as he pres-
ently is. What he is and what he wants to be are at odds.

179. An example of this last point would be the relationship of soul and body according to Thomas’s un-
derstanding: the soul “comes to the innermost” of the body, being wholly present to the whole and to each 
part, giving rise to each power (cf. SCG II, ch. 72; ST I, q. 76, a. 8); indeed, it would be truer to say that the 
body is present to the soul and even “contained” by it (cf. ST I, q. 8, a. 1, ad 2; q. 52, a. 1; q. 76, a. 3; above 
all, In IV Sent. d. 44, a. 2, qa. 1, resp.). In this way the formed is present in or to the form.

180. See Giles Forcellini, Totius Latinitatis Lexicon, ed. Joseph Furlanetto and Vincent De Vit (Prati: Alber-
guettus, 1865), s.v. iecur, 3:353–54. The entry says: “nomen visceris maximi in animalibus latentis originis 
. . . proprie est viscus animalium maximum in dextra parte sub praecordiis situm,” and quotes Isidore of 
Seville: “nomen habet eo quod ignis ibi habeat sedem,” and Cicero: “cerebrum, cor, pulmones, iecur: haec 
enim sunt domicilia vitae.” It would seem to make little difference for the point Thomas is making whether 
one identifies the liver, the heart, or the innards (viscera), as the seat of the passions, inasmuch as medieval 
physiology often attributed to these organs or this region the same set of functions. Thomas holds that blood 
is generated in the liver and that the heart is the instrumentum passionum animae (ST I-II, q. 48, a. 2 and ad 
1); the heart is also at the center of the blood system: per sanguinem in corde generatum vitalis operatio in omnia 
membra diffunditur (In IV Sent. d. 11, exp. text.; Moos, 489, §325). In the Prologue of Super Ieremiam (Busa 
5:96b), he states that viscera and iecur symbolize the compassionis pietas of a true prophet; cf. Super Threnos 2 
(Busa 5:124c, §11).

181. This language describes an act of total love, where attention, desire, and effort are focused on the 
beloved; one forgets oneself as if vanishing into thin air. Thomas finds the image of fire invaluable in dis-
cussions of appetite, love, and desire, which are also bound up with the worship of God. Thus, for example, 
at ST I-II, q. 102, a. 3, ad 8, on the ceremonial precepts of the Old Law, we read of the kind of sacrifice “in 
which the whole [offering] was consumed by fire, and this was called a ‘holocaust’, that is, ‘all burnt’. For 
this kind of sacrifice was offered to God especially out of reverence for his majesty and love for his goodness, 
and was suitable to the state of perfection in the fulfilment of the [evangelical] counsels. And thus the whole 
was consumed by fire, so that as the whole animal, being dissolved into vapor, soared aloft, so too it might 
be signified that the whole man, and everything that is his, are subject to God’s lordship, and should be of-
fered to him.” Or Super Rom. 12, lec. 2, n. 988: “Burning [fervor] comes from an abundance of heat; hence 
the Spirit is called ‘burning’, because, owing to an abundance of divine love, the whole man burns up into 
God” (Super Epistolas S. Pauli Lectura, ed. R. Cai [Turin/Rome: Marietti, 1953], 1:183). For further discussion 
of the fire imagery, see Peter A. Kwasniewski, “The Ecstasy of Love in Aquinas’s Commentary on the Sentences,” 
Angelicum 83 (2006): 51–93, at 69–72.

182. The coherence of the physical analogy deserves notice: the heart begins as frozen prior to love’s ac-
tivity; it begins to be melted, going from hard and cold to liquid and warm; as the heat increases, it gets clos-
er to boiling and then actually boils; just at this point it begins to evaporate, rising up into the air and suffer-
ing dispersion—the absolute contrary of the solid, immobile lump of ice at the start. For a detailed analysis of 
this reply and its role in the Thomistic doctrine of love, see Kwasniewski, “Ecstasy in Aquinas’s Sentences.”

183. Thomas is likely to have been familiar with an interesting text in Albert’s commentary on the Sen-
tences where the latter lays out a subtle understanding of various forms of union and touching: “(1) ‘Vision’ 
means a turning toward a thing’s presence alone, whereas (2) ‘comprehension’, which fulfills hope, means 
a cleaving [adhaerentium] to it. But (3) ‘love’, since it is a tight band and a piercing mover, penetrating the 
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beloved, as Dionysius says, means an inherence [inhaerentium]. . . . For there is a twofold union, name-
ly through merit and through a sort of contact. For all virtue unites one to God through merit, but union 
through contact comes about in three ways. (1) [The first union is] according to presence; and this is when 
the intellect reaches a thing in its essence, but does not necessarily hold and possess it. Hence, this is likened to 
a mathematical touching, in which the ends that touch are merely together. (2) The second union is through 
a sort of cleaving and holding and possessing, and this touching is of that which fulfills hope, and is likened 
to a sort of touching of things conjoined. (3) The third is by inherence, when one thing, so to speak, enters 
into the other, and takes on impressions and affections from its nature; and this is the touching of love, and 
it is likened to the natural touching in which the touching things act upon and suffer from each other and 
mutually impress their properties upon one another. And the first mode of union is like a material disposi-
tion for enjoying, while the second and third verge [on enjoyment], but (4) the fourth is perfective, and this 
is evident from its name, which is ‘fruition’, because this is the taste of calming sweetness, and that taste is 
elicited only from a thing’s interior parts that are of the nature and character of that which we enjoy” (In 
I Sent. d. 1, B, a. 12, ad qa. 1 [ed. Borgnet, 35:29–30]). This text is cited in Latin (with a different English 
translation) in Rousselot, The Problem of Love, 206–7.

184. For example, all members of a political community are human beings equal in their origin, nature, 
and end, but for the sake of the common good some few have authority over the many, in order to secure 
goods that would otherwise remain insecure (cf. ST I, q. 96, a. 4). Therefore, according to the one consid-
eration (that of nature), no person is greater than another; according to the other consideration (that of of-
fice, to which that of virtue ought to be conjoined), the many need and depend upon the few, and owe them 
obedience and honor, in that precise respect in which they are superior.

185. In other words, the object of this power is not something that is good for itself or for some other part 
in isolation from the rest, but is aimed at as (in some way) the good of the whole organism. For example, if 
I desire an ice cream cone on a hot summer day, I desire a sensible good to which a certain sense-pleasure 
is attached, but I desire this particular good as something that will be good for me “on the whole” and “as a 
whole”—I regard myself as better off for eating this ice cream than I would be without it.

186. Strictly speaking, as Aristotle says in On the Soul, one cannot see oneself seeing, since the particular 
senses do not sense themselves; it is through the sensus communis, an interior sense-power, that awareness of 
the activities and relationships of the particular senses and their objects is attained (see webnote 53). How-
ever, the example Thomas gives is meant more to illustrate briefly a general truth—a person first sees before 
he reflects on the fact that he is seeing—than to make a claim about sight.

187. On the handwritten corrections made to this fourth contra argument in the autograph manuscript, 
see Gils, “Textes inédits,” 609–10.

188. In other words, since the archer knows the target as an end for himself as archer (he knows the end 
as end), and he knows the relationship between the arrow, the shooting of the arrow, and the hitting of the 
target, he is therefore able to direct the arrow to the target. He can direct not only himself to the goal (“I want 
to hit the target”) but also his instruments on his behalf (“I will hit that target with my arrow”). As we see 
also in the better-known Fifth Way (ST 1, q. 2, a. 3), it is impossible that an agent lacking intelligence, and 
hence lacking knowledge of the end as end and the relationship of means to end, can consistently attain, by 
complex activity, definite goals suited to its flourishing, unless it has been expressly designed to do so by an 
intelligent agent who does have the prerequisites in mind. Indeed, it is obvious that a man who acts unintel-
ligently will consistently fail to attain goals suited to his flourishing, which implies the converse: success de-
mands intelligence. How, then, does a bird or spider know how to do what it does so well, when it gives no 
evidence of knowing—by means of the kind of self-awareness or capacity for reflection found in a human 
agent—the end as end and the relationship of means to end? (For a nicely-turned statement of this point, see 
Comp. theol. I, ch. 76.)

189. That is to say, in more familiar terms, they are moved “by instinct”—by behavioral patterns written 
into their nature by a higher agent who fashioned them. See In I Sent. d. 39, q. 2, a. 2 (Mandonnet, 932): 
“Hence he fashions such a nature [i.e., generable and corruptible] foreknowing the defectiveness that ac-
companies it, which is an evil of nature, but not intending it [directly]. But he so provides that if evil occurs 
owing to some defectiveness of nature, it is ordered to good, as we see that one thing’s corruption is anoth-
er’s generation; and that type of providence extends all the way to brute animals, which are rather urged 
on by an instinct of nature than [guided] by a choice of will. And thus the evil that occurs in them is com-
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pensated for by a good of nature, not by the good of reward, as a fly’s death is a spider’s living [mors muscae 
est victus aranae].” See also In II Sent. d. 24, q. 2, a. 2 (Mandonnet, 605): “Now this ratio of fittingness and of 
the good is perceived in one way by man, in another by brute—for the brute knows a thing to be fitting or 
harmful to itself not by a process of reasoning [conferendo], but by a certain natural instinct, whereas man 
considers the rationes thereof through a certain process of investigation and comparison.” There is a fine dis-
cussion of instinct in Sent. II De anima, ch. 13 (ed. Leon. 45.1:120–122, lines 175–222).

190. These “things” or goods naturally willed include, for example, existence itself, which means life in 
all its grades, and whatever is understood to be preservative of life. See ST I, q. 82, aa. 1–2; I-II, q. 10, a. 1.

191. For the argument to make sense, the “nature” mentioned here has to be the nature of each power of 
soul and each bodily part, so that the point would be: While each and every “component” of an animal has 
a natural (in a sense, “automatic”) orientation to something suitable for that component, the good of the whole 
animal, as such, is not adequately secured by the mere ensemble of such orientations. Since the whole is es-
sentially different from the parts and is not their mere sum, so too the good of the whole as one is essentially 
different from the good of the parts separately. Thus, if there is a state or condition in which it is good for the 
animal as a whole to be, there must be both some knowledge of that in which this state or condition consists, 
and a specific directedness toward it. The latter, of course, requires a specific power having just this good for 
its province, since the good of a complex whole could never be consistently achieved without such a power.

192. Thomas seems to be saying that even as an organism has a basic appetite for the good proportioned 
to it as a whole, the good to which it is directed by its Creator, so too, love can be seen as the most basic act 
of this basic appetite for the good. The act of love is that in which all appetitive activity “terminates,” in the 
sense of leading back to it and proceeding forth from it: “While many acts seem to pertain to will, such as 
desiring, delighting, hating, and suchlike, nevertheless love is found to be the one principle and common 
root of them all” (SCG IV, ch. 19), or more briefly, “every act of will is rooted in love” (ibid.). Or ST I, q. 20, 
a. 1: “Every other appetitive motion presupposes love, as a sort of first root. For no one desires anything ex-
cept a good that is loved, nor does anyone rejoice except in a good that is loved. Even hatred arises solely in 
regard to things that run contrary to a good that is loved. And likewise sorrow and all the other [passions] 
are manifestly to be referred back to love as to a first principle. Hence, in whatever there is will or appetite, 
there must be love; for take away this first, and all the others are taken away.” Thomas is not arguing that 
every appetitive motion has for its end an act of love; this would make no sense, since the object of appetite 
is precisely a good that the lover desires or rests in. Rather, the act of love is the abiding source of appetitive 
motion.

193. Thomas mentions three powers to which animal appetite pertains, but he narrows this to two pow-
ers for animal love. The reason is that while the irascible is an appetitive power, it is concerned not primar-
ily and simply with the good, but rather with the arduous or difficult good. This complexity of object already 
makes it a faculty derivative of something prior and more basic, namely the concupiscible. See the response 
to the fifth objection.

194. gradus, which here should be taken to mean specifically different levels or steps of appetitive activity. 
God’s is the simplest in the upward direction of spirituality: he has will alone, whereby he directs all things 
actively—indeed, his will is his very nature. Plants, and especially inanimate things, are simplest in the 
downward direction of materiality: they have merely nature, no will or knowing inclination.

195. This last category would include plants, inanimate substances, elements, and parts of elements. In 
plants, the principle is a soul, working from within. In the others, all are directed toward suitable ends or 
states of being by tendencies inscribed into their constitution. Their being moved comes from without, but how 
they move when moved, and what they naturally move toward, is from an internal principle, their substan-
tial form (cf. Thomas’s opusculum De occultis operibus naturae). This conclusion is not invalidated by modern 
physics, Newtonian or otherwise. The theory of gravitation, for example, could not account for the regular, 
predictable behavior of bodies in gravitational fields if such bodies were affected at random or if they then 
moved at random. The very fact that a body tends toward the dominant center of gravity suggests a “readi-
ness” on its own part to be so drawn.

196. Cf. Aristotle, Ethics VII, ch. 11 (1152b13), who reports the opinion, but without attributing it to Pla-
to: “Now in general pleasure is thought to be not good, because every pleasure is a perceptible genesis to na-
ture, and no genesis is akin to the ends, for example, no housebuilding to a house” (trans. Seth Benardete, 
in The Tragedy and Comedy of Life: Plato’s Philebus [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993], 66, n. 122). 
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The opinion is a matter for discussion in the Philebus, 53C–54E. Having said to Protarchus: “What about the 
following kind of thing? Haven’t we actually heard this about pleasure, ‘It is always a becoming, but there is 
altogether no being (ousia) of pleasure?’” (53C), Socrates then distinguishes between “genesis” and “being” 
(the former always for the sake of the latter), and concludes: “Isn’t it the case, then, that pleasure, provided 
it is a genesis, must of necessity become for the sake of some being?” (54C).

197. That is, there is pleasure both because the inclination attains a suitable object and because the ani-
mal is aware of having so attained it.

198. On the difference between pleasure or delight (delectatio) and joy (gaudium), see In III Sent. d. 26, q. 
1, a. 3; In IV Sent. d. 49, q. 3, a. 1, qa. 4; ST I-II, q. 31, a. 3 and q. 35, a. 2; De ueritate, q. 26, a. 4, ad 5; SCG I, 
ch. 90.

199. In other words, the irascible, too, presupposes the concupiscible; every motion of the irascible appe-
tite originates and terminates in an act of the concupiscible appetite. For a full presentation of the reason for 
positing these two different sensitive appetites in animals, see In III Sent. d. 26, q. 1, aa. 2–4; ST I, q. 81, a. 2.

200. The objection plays upon an ambiguity so palpable (“precedes the terminus”) that it is hard to make 
it convincing. That one has to commute to a city before reaching the office makes it clear that some motion 
precedes the attainment of the desired terminus. On the other hand, if the terminus were not first present in 
the intention of the driver, the motion would never be initiated. The statement is begging for a distinction: 
intention of the end precedes motion toward it; but motion toward it precedes the attainment of the end.

201. One loves a means to an end inasmuch as it is ordered to that end, giving some access to it, having 
something of the end already present in it. If I happen to like vacationing in Croatia, I will like nice photo-
graphs or advertisements of Croatia, plane tickets to Croatia, or reminiscing about a past vacation, etc., all of 
which bring me closer, in some sense, to the thing I like most of all in this particular sphere of life, viz., actu-
ally being there. Moreover, as Thomas points out, the affection of desire, which moves me toward an absent 
good, is activated only by an affection that takes the good to be desirable in the first place; love of the end is 
the principium, the starting-point, of the affective processio. If someone happens to dislike Croatia, don’t show 
him the photographs, advertisements, tickets, etc.; they are steps toward an end he has no interest in attain-
ing, even from afar.

202. Given that it has to be a desire for something, desire can be moved only if the appetite is already 
shaped by and stamped with the form of the object to be pursued through the motion of desire. Desire is 
thus understood here as a consequence or extension of a more basic correspondence between appetite and 
appetible object.

203. This is a statement of something metaphysically true about being pleased, not a moral evaluation of 
what is in fact fitting for (say) a rational agent at a given moment. Speaking formally, what is really fitting for 
the one being pleased is whatever befits, as a matter of fact, the nature or custom of the power(s) engaged in 
the activity. Thus, one might say, the eye is delighted in the very seeing of beautiful colors, the palate in the 
very tasting of fine flavors, but the thing beheld is not necessarily a thing suited to the beholder, nor the food 
physically healthy for the body. To a lover of physical exercise, running is pleasant when the runner is actu-
ally running, because something suited to that person’s habits has been “joined” to him. A lover of just acts 
experiences delight in doing just acts, for at that time these acts are, as it were, “joined” to his being. 

204. If a love of something originates from the pleasure experienced in connection with it, in this case the 
pleasure seems to be the reason for the love, not the love for the pleasure.

205. Love goes deeper than pleasure, because love makes a difference to the way the appetite itself is dis-
posed to objects, whereas pleasure is the result of the joining of the lover to what is already loved. Pleasure is 
an experience of welcome presence (of “something suitable and near at hand”), love is a change at the deep-
est springs of action (“the informing of the appetite by the one desired”).

206. Compare the language here to that of Albert the Great’s discussion of the union of love (cited in 
webnote 183).

207. Gils speaks of the “rédaction laborieuse” to which this reply was subjected, a process that extended 
to everything from choice of phrase to order of premises. The draft version from the autograph manuscript 
is reproduced in Gils, “Textes inédits,” 610. Here is a translation of that version, noting the author’s cancel-
lations: “To the second it should be said that love the good is the perfection of the one who has appetite for 
it inasmuch as it [the good] is fitting for him according to any part whatsoever of him, and is also the appe-
tite’s perfection inasmuch as it is its object. Hence the good both informs the one who has appetite for it ac-
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cording to that part of him with respect to which it is fitting for him (and in this way delight is caused; hence 
delight follows upon union with the thing, as was said); and the good also informs the appetite (and in this 
way love is caused). Hence it was said above that it [love] follows upon apprehension (speaking about love in 
knowing beings, in which it is properly found). And since appetite for a thing precedes, at least in the pro-
cess of generation, the attainment of it . . . [sentence left unfinished; Gils completes it: therefore, in that way, love 
precedes delight]. Now sometimes delight comes first in the order of nature (as the end comes before the 
things that are toward the end), when something is loved on account of the delight in it, and in this way de-
light is the cause of love. But this happens because in those things that are loved on account of delight, the 
delight itself is what is chiefly loved, not the things that bring delight, and then [in such a scenario] delight is 
taken as a certain good which is the object of love. But since delight is not the only thing that has the ratio of 
good, something other than delight may be loved, and then the thing that delights is the end of the love, and 
not the delight itself, since the lover transforms himself into the beloved more than conversely [i.e., more 
than he transforms the beloved into himself], while delight is an effect, in the lover, of a thing loved that is 
fitting to him, once it has been joined to him. Hence he who truly loves someone is not seeking delight, but 
the very one loved. So too love is a more vehement passion than delight. And so love in some way always 
precedes and causes delight, whereas delight sometimes per accidens causes [a certain] love and precedes it. 
Hence love is prior simply speaking.”

208. A point often made by St. Thomas: the strength of hatred for an evil depends on the strength of love 
for some good, which is always greater (cf. ST I-II, q. 29, aa. 1–3). If one did not love health, one would not 
hate sickness; if one did not love one’s own status so much, one could not envy a colleague’s progress; if one 
did not love a friend, one would not fight against his enemy. The reason in all cases is the same: evil is hat-
ed only because it obstructs the obtainment or preservation or increase of a good that is loved. This is one 
among many ways of showing that evil can only be the privation of a good, and never something positive in 
its own right.

209. If one compares pleasures and pains at different levels, the pains (or the evils that cause the pains) 
can be greater, more powerful, than the pleasures (or the goods that cause the pleasures). However, if one 
makes a comparison at the same level, the pleasures and goods clearly take precedence. Thus the one who 
loves to eat or drink will eat and drink for the sake of the pleasure, even if he knows well that excess leads 
to unpleasant consequences afterward (e.g., bloatedness, nausea, headache). The pleasure of food, drink, or 
sexual intercourse is, of itself, more powerful and hence more sought after than the accompanying pains are 
fled. Otherwise, male animals would not fight and suffer wounds in their efforts to win a mate or capture a 
prey (cf. ST I, q. 81, a. 2, end of the response; De ueritate, q. 25, a. 2).

210. Anger does not really destroy love, but sets up an impediment to the return of love that was already 
lost. It could also be that an object of love comes to be seen as injurious to one’s own good or the good of an-
other, and this would then provoke hatred against it, from which anger could arise that then banishes any 
lingering feelings of love or liking toward it. In either way, anger itself is not more powerful than love. By 
the argument of the reply to the third objection, we know that hatred for the injurious object as well as an-
ger against it stems solely from love of the injured good. Hence, anger is stronger than love only per accidens. 
Thomas also makes the astute observation that no one is inclined to revenge in so far as feelings of love still 
linger. The anger has to be powerful enough to drive out those feelings, by way of stoking hatred.

211. This is an elegant structure: love is the transformation of the appetite, the formal union of lover 
and loved; peace is the resting of the appetite in that formal union; desire is the (further) motion toward real 
union or possession. One has a vivid sense here of the spiritual dimension: the peace of which St. Thom-
as speaks is not that permanent and definitive peace of eternal life, but the interior peace that results from 
communion of wills in the good, however much desire remains for the vision—the manifest presence—of the 
supreme good.

212. Without a doubt, while this early treatment of a subject to which the author would many times re-
turn contains a number of interesting points, it lacks the decisiveness and clarity characteristic of the more 
mature discussions. The replies to the arguments on behalf of the superiority of knowledge are noteworthy, 
for they show Thomas striving to correct an exaltation of the intellect on specious grounds. In the article as 
a whole, he refrains from attributing a simple priority and primacy to intellect or of acknowledging the will’s 
thoroughgoing derivation from and dependency upon it—positions he was later to formulate. In this regard 
there was certainly a development in his thought. For a presentation of the view he would eventually de-
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fend, along with objections and replies, see Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, Beatitude: A Commentary on St. Thom-
as’ Theological Summa, Ia IIae, qq. 1–54, trans. Patrick Cummins (St. Louis, MO: B. Herder, 1955), 87–95; Josef 
Pieper, Happiness and Contemplation, trans. Richard and Clara Winston (South Bend, IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 
1998); Lawrence Dewan, “The Real Distinction between Intellect and Will,” Angelicum 57 (1980): 557–93.

213. That is, if love takes its origin from knowledge, knowledge must be more perfect, since among crea-
tures an origin, as such, is superior to that which originates from it (a thing functions as origin precisely by 
having some perfection, and another thing has to be originated precisely because it lacks some perfection). 
This is not true, of course, in the Trinity, where the Father is the unoriginated origin of the Son, yet the Son 
is in no way inferior to the Father.

214. At ST I-II, q. 3, a. 4, asking whether happiness is an operation of the intellect or of the will, Thomas 
cites a clearer text from the same Gospel (Jn. 17:3): “This is eternal life, that they may know you, the only 
true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.”

215. Of course, this has to be understood not in reference to the total set of “all things,” as if the will is 
pleased or displeased by all things at once, but in regard to each member of the set: the will is, or can be, 
pleased or displeased with anything of all the things that are.

216. On the immaterial reception of sensible forms by sense powers, cf. Sent. II De anima, ch. 24 (ed. Leon. 
45.1:169): “At times form is received into a patient according to a different mode of being than it has in the 
agent, because the material disposition of the patient with a view to receiving is not like the material dispo-
sition that is in the agent. And so the form is received into the patient without matter, inasmuch as the pa-
tient is likened to the agent in form but not in matter. And in this manner, sensation [sensus] receives form 
without matter, since the form has being [esse] in different modes in sensation and in the sensible thing. For 
in the sensible thing it has natural being [esse naturale], whereas in sensation it has intentional and spiritu-
al being [esse intentionale et spirituale].” One is accustomed to reading texts in which sense and intellect are 
contrasted, but Aquinas also emphasizes their similarity, as we read at In De sensu et sensato, lec. 19: “A nat-
ural body receives forms according to natural and material being, according to which they have in them-
selves contrariety, and so one and the same body cannot at the same time receive whiteness and blackness; 
but sense and intellect receive the forms of things spiritually and immaterially according to a certain inten-
tional being [spiritualiter et immaterialiter secundum esse quoddam intentionale], according to which they have 
no contrariety. Hence sense and intellect can receive the species of contrary sensibles at the same time.” On 
esse intentionale, see H.-D. Simonin, “La notion d’intentio dans l’oeuvre de saint Thomas,” Revue des Sciences 
philosophiques et théologiques 19 (1930): 445–63; André Hayen, L’intentionnel selon saint Thomas, 2nd ed. (Paris: 
Desclée de Brouwer, 1954).

217. This oft-cited text implies a point of great importance for Thomas, namely that it is quite a differ-
ent thing to “have” something by way of knowledge than to have it in its proper being—to be united to it 
as it is in itself, whether to transform it into oneself (as with ordinary food), or to be in its bodily and spiri-
tual presence (as with friends), or even to be transformed by it (as with the food of the Eucharist). Posses-
sion by knowledge is compatible with distance, whereas possession by appetite aims at nearness, contact, in-
timacy, assimilation. (For a fine text on this point from earlier in the Scriptum, see In II Sent. d. 39, q. 1, a. 2, 
translated in webnote 219.) The contrast is crisply stated in De ueritate, q. 22, a. 3, where, to the fourth objec-
tion (“Appetite is for a thing that is not had, according to Augustine. But in animals the good is already had 
through knowledge. Therefore, in animals, an appetite that would require a special power does not follow 
upon knowledge of the good”), the following reply is made: “One who has appetite for good seeks to have 
the good, not according to intentional being [esse intentionale], as it is had by the one who knows it, but ac-
cording to natural being [esse naturale]. Hence an animal’s having the good by way of knowing it does not 
prevent it from having appetite for it.” (Cf. ST I, q. 78, a. 1, ad 3.) For such comparisons of cognition and ap-
petition, see, e.g., De ueritate, q. 1, a. 2; In De div. nom. 4, lec. 10, n. 427; ST I, q. 16, a. 1; ST I-II, q. 27, a. 2, ad 
2; Comp. theol. I, ch. 46. For commentary and further citations, see M.-D. Roland-Gosselin, “Le désir du bon-
heur et l’existence de Dieu,” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 13 (1924): 163–64; H.-D. Simonin, 
“Autour de la solution thomiste du problème de l’amour,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 
6 (1931): 247–51; Joseph de Finance, Être et agir (Paris: Beauchesne, 1945), 183–207; Raymond R. McGin-
nis, The Wisdom of Love: A Study in the Psycho-metaphysics of Love according to the Principles of St. Thomas (Rome: 
Catholic Book Agency, 1951), 56–69.

218. The axiom invokes a priority of metaphysical dependency: it is only by some “perfection” already 
possessed—a nature or form—that a thing is ordered to, and can actively order itself to, another as its perfec-
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tion. Were it not for human nature, were it not for the innate capacity to be conformed to intelligible reality, 
the human being could not in fact have God as an end to be loved. In this sense, a higher perfection, union 
with the good, presupposes a lesser perfection of “unitability” with the good. If the priority were taken as a 
moral one, the axiom would be saying that for any being whatsoever, its inherent perfection as knower ex-
ceeds its derivative perfection as subordinate. This is clearly false for the rational creature, which can be per-
fect “in itself” only when it is well-ordered to God precisely as its (and the entire universe’s) common good, 
not as its own proper good. For full argumentation, see Charles De Koninck, On the Primacy of the Common 
Good: Against the Personalists; The Principle of the New Order; In Defense of Saint Thomas, trans. Sean Collins and 
published as a special issue of The Aquinas Review 4.1 (1997).

219. “Knowing” here must be taken strictly to mean simply knowing about or knowing of them, not the 
kind of knowledge gained through experience or acquaintance, which would, of course, involve love (for 
no one can “get into” something unless he likes it or loves it). As preacher and confessor, St. Thomas knows 
that it is desirable to be “informed about” bad things, like sins or heresies or the devil, the better to avoid 
them or to liberate their victims. The statement here is phrased as a universal rule. If there were an object of 
knowledge that could not be known without causing corruption in the appetites, then to know it would be 
bad—but only because one could not merely know it. 

Important nuances to the present discussion can be found in a text back in Book II (In II Sent. d. 39, q. 1, 
a. 2; Mandonnet, 988–89) in which St. Thomas explains the difference between sins of intellect and sins of 
will, underlining the radical difference between how the intellect proportions things to itself and how the 
will goes out to things in their own nature. “It should be said that in sin there is the ratio of evil, and beyond 
this, the ratio of guilt. And each one is found in a different way in the [sinner’s] act of intellect and his act of 
will, since in the will’s act, there is evil from the object, but the same is not so in the intellect’s act, since to 
will an evil is itself evil, but to understand an evil is not evil. The reason for this difference can be taken from 
the object of each. For the will’s object is the good, while the intellect’s object is the true. Now, good and 
evil are in things, as is said in Metaphysics VI, whereas true and false are in the soul. Thus, the will, in its own 
act, tends to its object just as the object is in itself [secundum quod se habet in re], and therefore the will’s act is 
good or evil directly from the goodness or evil of the thing willed. In contrast, the intellect in its act tends to 
a thing according to its being in the soul [secundum quod est in anima]; but the ratio both of goods and of evils 
in the soul is itself good, and thus to know good and evil is, in itself, a good thing; hence Boethius says that 
knowledge of evil cannot be lacking to the good. But evil attaches to the intellect’s act owing to an undue 
proportion of intellect to thing, namely, because it apprehends a thing to be other than it really is. For to un-
derstand a thing by a falsehood is an evil in the intellect’s act, just as the true is this act’s good, as is said in 
Ethics VI.

“Accordingly, an act of intellect that is bad in this way does not have the ratio of guilt in the same way as 
a [bad] act of will, in which evil is found in a manner peculiar to it; because the ratio of guilt is found pri-
marily in the will’s act, whereas in acts of intellect and of the other powers it is found only inasmuch as they 
are commanded by the will. For a deformed act has the ratio of guilt only because it proceeds from one who 
has dominion over his acts. Now this is in man according to that power which [first] stands open to many 
things, not being determined to any one of them except by itself; and this description fits the will alone. 
For the powers affixed to bodily organs are compelled to perform some act through the organ undergoing 
change, without which they cannot proceed into act; and the intellect, too, although it is a power not affixed 
to a bodily organ, is still compelled to something by reason or argumentation, or it fails to attain something, 
lacking the ability to attain it owing to a defect in demonstration or [a dimness] of intellectual light; whereas 
the will has power, of itself, [to go] for anything whatsoever that shall have been apprehended, nor by any 
consideration can it be violently prevented from going after it. The reason is this: since intellect is borne to a 
thing inasmuch as it exists in the soul (whereby it has the ratio of the true), in order to understand a thing 
intellect requires some middle light or demonstration through which it makes the thing proportionate to be-
ing understood by it; hence, too, through reasoning one can be with necessity torn away from consenting 
to something. But the will, as was said, is borne to the will’s object as it is in itself; and so the will need not 
have any activity on the object to make it proportioned to the will, whether withdrawing it from matter, or 
something of that sort, as the intellect does; but the will is borne straightaway to the apprehended thing, just 
as it really is [directe in rem apprehensam, secundum quod est, fertur]; and therefore it cannot fail to be borne to 
whatsoever it wills [non potest deficere quin feratur in quodcumque voluerit], either by something preventing it, 
or by any failure of its own.”
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220. The response seems to be saying that the necessary priority of knowledge to love need not be con-
strued as an absolute priority, though unavoidably there is some kind of precedence, be it only in the “way 
of generation”: without knowledge, love cannot get started and grow toward maturity. The response leaves 
undetermined, however, the exact positions of knowledge and love at the end of the process. Again, as Gils 
records (“Textes inédits,” 610–11), the autograph manuscript of Book III contains a different version of the 
response, which is worth translating for its fuller argument: “To the second, it should be said that perfect and 
imperfect may be considered in two ways: either in regard to a single thing, and from this vantage, with re-
spect to nature a perfect individual comes before [the same individual as] imperfect, whereas the imperfect 
individual comes before [the same individual as perfect] in time or in the process of generation; or they may 
be considered simply, and from this vantage something perfect comes before, even in the process of genera-
tion or in time, because everything imperfect takes its origin from something perfect. Therefore, to consider 
will and intellect insofar as they are certain properties of the one in whom they are is to consider them ac-
cording to their being, and here, too, what is attended to is the order of nature; hence, according to such a 
consideration, intellect is naturally more perfect than, and prior to, will. But to consider them according to 
their order to acts is to consider them as if in the process of generation; and from this vantage, the human 
intellect is prior to the human will, but follows upon the divine will ordaining it to its natural act through a 
natural appetite placed in it.”

221. That is, one cannot compare intellectual knowledge, which is proper to man, to the love operative in 
animals as animals, concerning which one must be speaking of sensitive love based on sense-knowledge. The 
comparison must be carried out between knowledge and love within the same being and at the same level.

222. While the reward is for the sake of the one who is rewarded (for it benefits him, not another), the 
very same person sought to earn this reward out of love for the rewarder, stretching out to him so as to be 
united with him. And since charity or union with God is the root of merit, meriting is seen as the result of 
acting for and from union with God in this life. Indeed, this union of love was not only the precondition for 
earning the reward, but also the reason the reward was sought, and the only reason the reward can be eter-
nally pleasing and perfective.

223. This is true, ceteris paribus and in hac lacrymarum valle. Loving God, as such, is always better than 
knowing him, as such; but loving and knowing him is better than merely loving him, and knowing him 
perfectly so as to love him perfectly is better than loving perfectly yet lacking perfect knowledge, if such 
were possible. See F. Russell Hittinger, “When It Is More Excellent to Love than to Know: The Other Side of 
Thomistic ‘Realism’,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 57 (1983): 171–79.

224. The draft version of this response, as found in the autograph manuscript, is reproduced in Gils, 
“Textes inédits,” 611. Here is a translation of that version, noting the author’s cancellations: “To the xii. it 
should be said that the will’s not being subject to compulsion occurs because it holds the ultimate the first 
rank it has a certain infinity in [its] inclination toward other things, whence its activity is not [de]termined 
by another (which is [what it means] to be compelled), but it itself determines the activities of other things, 
which is [what it means] to move all the other powers; and according to this consideration it is said that will 
surpasses intellect.”

225. That is, a knower in some way orders itself to something as to an end, and in so doing could be said 
to be ordered ab interiori (as the spider, without further prompting, directs its activities toward making a web, 
trapping insects, eating and reproducing, or a bird in like manner picks up sticks to build its nest), but all 
things—lifeless things, too—can be put to use, applied to an end, by an outside agent, ab exteriori, as when a 
chef places a certain order into eggs, milk, vegetables, herbs, and butter in order to produce an omelette. At 
another level, the non-intelligent spider or bird is also ordered from without, by the knower who implanted 
its instincts in it.

226. For example, plants, which are alive and function with a natural appetite for vital goods such as 
life itself and its activities of feeding, self-repair, reproduction. Still, such a thing cannot be called a knower, 
however much it may be said to give evidence of a natural “love” for its own good and the good of its species 
(cf. Aristotle’s statement that the vegetative soul, as such, strives for imitation of divine immortality in the 
only way possible to corruptible things, namely by reproduction: On the Soul II, ch. 4).

227. The draft version of this response, as found in the autograph manuscript, is reproduced in Gils, 
“Textes inédits,” 611. Here is a translation of that version, noting the author’s cancellations: “To the xiii. it 
should be said that love, properly speaking, exists only in things that are knowers, yet it [the term] is ex-
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tended participatively also to others, while this is not the case with knowledge, because knowledge incli-
nation (or the order of one thing to another) can be, to which love pertains, can be from another [and] 
not from itself, and on the basis of such an inclination one speaks of appetite in things lacking knowledge; 
whereas being the perfection of being can only be from the intrinsic [principles] of a thing, and it is to this 
[perfection of being] that knowledge pertains.”

228. Note that the objection concludes cautiously: videtur esse, not est as in all the other objections. Other 
candidates are more confidently put forward as definitions (Ergo caritas est idem quod concordia, etc.), where-
as the point here is: Whether beneficence really is the same as charity, surely charity, in the final analy-
sis, “amounts to” what we actually do for others; and this pertains to beneficence. Hence “the charity that 
counts” is beneficence.

229. Liz Carmichael comments on Thomas’s breakthrough-cum-blunder at this point: “By formally mak-
ing amicitia a definition of caritas, Thomas broke new ground. It is remarkable, but fortunately not fatal to his 
argument, that at this crucial moment he depends on what appears to be a misquotation of Aristotle, one 
that he never repeats!” (Friendship: Interpreting Christian Love [London: T&T Clark, 2004], 105–6). In n. 21 on 
p. 231 of her study, Carmichael explains how the misquotation was likely to have arisen from a mixture of 
Albert, Grosseteste, and Michael of Ephesus.

230. This argument calls to mind a verse at the end of the Song of Songs: “Deep waters cannot quench 
love, nor floods sweep it away. Were one to offer all he owns to purchase love, he would be roundly mocked” 
(8:7). Earlier in the Scriptum, Thomas took occasion to expound the statement “The Holy Spirit is the love, or 
charity, or dilection, of the Father and the Son,” as follows: “These three things are related by way of addi-
tion to one another. For ‘love’ bespeaks a simple inclination of the affection toward the loved object; hence 
it sometimes also bespeaks passion, insofar as it is in the sensitive part, and in this way love is found even in 
irrational things. ‘Dilection’ [dilectio], however, presupposes choice [electio], as the very word shows; hence 
it belongs only to rational beings. But ‘charity’ signifies a certain vehemence of dilection, insofar as the be-
loved [dilectum] is held at an inestimable price, according to which things of great worth [res multi pretii] are 
called ‘dear’ [charae]” (In I Sent. d. 10, exp. text.; Mandonnet, 272). Thomas alludes to the same etymology 
at ST I-II, q. 26, a. 3: Caritas autem addit supra amorem perfectionem quandam amoris, inquantum id quod amatur 
magni pretii aestimatur, ut ipsum nomen designat.

231. It should be clear that Thomas, with the concept conuiuere, is thinking primarily not about just living 
in the same house (for even enemies can share bed and board, at least for a time), but about being together 
in a way worthy of rational beings, sharing their life together, and in this way really living together.

232. That is, as the next paragraph will show, there are some terms that are “included” in the meaning 
of love by being various elements that constitute its complete essence, though “love” refers specifically to a 
resting of the appetite in the beloved, from which all these elements flow.

233. On Thomas’s view that “love begins at home,” i.e., with love of one’s true self, and is thence ex-
panded or extended to include another created person who is loved as “another self,” see the superb analy-
ses of Gallagher, “Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love” and “Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship.”

234. Speculative matters such as demonstrations in mathematics or well-grounded political opinions are 
not moral issues; they are questions of argumentation that is either true or false, probable or improbable, 
etc. Friendship is based on a common love of certain goods with all that is implied in such love (as Thomas is 
describing in this passage). Hence, strictly speaking, disagreement, discordia, concerning speculative issues is 
not, per se, a cause of the parting of ways, unless and until it becomes a moral issue—as can easily happen if 
a difference in view becomes an occasion for anger, sadness, hatred, or some other passion. Though it is evi-
dent that like-minded people more readily associate and form friendships, intellectual history and often our 
own experience provide many examples of intimate friendships between thinkers of utterly different per-
spectives on fundamental issues, just as we see that friendships between those who are utterly like-mind-
ed can fall to pieces as a result of discord introduced by moral problems (envy of success, betrayal of confi-
dences, sexual transgression, etc.). All this goes to confirm Aristotle’s insight. For an extended discussion, see 
Daniel Schwartz Porzecanski, “Aquinas on Concord: ‘Concord Is a Union of Wills, Not of Opinions,’” Review 
of Metaphysics 57 (2003): 25–42.

235. A remarkable difference can be observed between this paragraph in Thomas’s final version of Book 
III and the draft paragraph preserved in the autograph manuscript. Gils speaks of the latter version as a “ré-
daction foncièrement différente”; the draft is given in “Textes inédits,” 611–12. Here is a translation of that 
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draft, noting the author’s cancellations: “It should be known that love is of a thing in two ways: in one way, 
it is of some inherent thing to which [the intellect] the affection draws itself so that it participates in it; in 
this way one loves sweetness in wine and pleasure in a woman; and this love is called the love of concu-
piscence properly speaking. For love as uniting affections [to things] informs appetite with the very thing 
loved, and appetite is ordered to the thing’s presence [or: the thing itself]. Now in any kind of love [ab amore 
sive dilectione] is included whatever things follow of necessity from love. And since love makes the thing 
loved as though the form of the lover lover’s appetite, as was said previously, there must be the same pro-
portion between the thing loved and the lover’s appetite, as there is of a natural form to natural appetite. 
But the form in natural things is (1) the term of motion inasmuch as before obtaining the form nature does 
all things for the sake of [the form], and (2) the natural appetite rests in it once it is possessed, and (3) it is 
the principle of the activity of the thing that now has the form, since a thing acts according to the condition 
and requirements [exigentiam] of its form. Now the lover Now love sometimes has its term in the lover him-
self, and turns other things that are outside of him back to himself, as happens whence those things that as 
those things that one is said to love on account of delight or gain. Whence one does not properly love them, 
but rather oneself, while one desires the other things for oneself; and owing to this, it is called ‘concupiscence 
of the things loved.’ Hence love of self includes concupiscence of the things that someone loves on account 
of himself. But sometimes love has its term in something outside oneself, and then love other things the lov-
er turns other things back to the one loved—both according to affection (inasmuch as he desires goods for 
the [beloved] which [the beloved] does not have and rejoices with him over the things he has, and in that 
way, benevolence toward a friend is included in love) and again, according to effect (inasmuch as he does 
good things for him, and shares with him his own self and what he has [et se ipsum et sua ei communicat], and 
in that way, beneficence is included [in love]). It is also necessary that the loved become the appetite’s rule 
in the things the lover chooses, as the form is [the appetite’s rule] for a natural thing; and from this vantage, 
included in love is concord, according to which someone wills and does the same things as a friend in things 
that are subject to the will ([since] love binds [friends together] by means of the will), [but] not in opinions, 
which precede the will, since they are in the intellect. Hence having diverse the same opinions about the 
heavens and about speculative matters is not important to friendship [non pertinent ad amicitiam], as is said in 
Ethics IX [ch. 6 (1167a 24-25)].”

236. Thomas had originally written a much longer response, as preserved in the autograph manuscript 
(cf. Gils, “Textes inédits,” 612): “To the first, therefore, it should be said that any friendship includes concu-
piscence or desire; because, on the one hand, in the kind of friendship in which the love with which some-
one loves a friend curves back [retorquetur] to the lover, there is concupiscence for that thing according to 
which the loved one is curved back to the lover, such as money or pleasure; on the other hand, in the kind 
of friendship in which the lover’s love is fixed upon the one loved, there is concupiscence for the very one 
loved, such that the lover draws himself toward him, and not conversely. And so, the friend desires [concupi-
scit] to see his friend and to live life together with him, and although from this there follows the greatest de-
light, nevertheless the friend does not chiefly have his eye on this delight, but rather on the one loved. Au-
gustine, therefore, in the definition mentioned above, defines charity according to the wayfarer’s state, in 
which God is absent to us; hence by charity we desire [concupiscimus] to become present to him, which oc-
curs through vision. Hence he puts the vision of God in first place, as the chief desideratum, and he subjoins 
enjoyment as if it were secondary.”

237. On the distinction between peace and concord, see ST II-II, q. 29, a. 1. For a detailed study, see Mar-
cos F. Manzanedo, “La paz según Santo Tomás,” Studium 44 (2004): 431–60.

238. God’s activity of loving us comes before, takes precedence over, and has the primacy in our activity 
of loving him. Charity is our participation in God’s eternally simple act of love; it is not something we do that 
God, as it were, “supports,” but something he does in us, freely seconded by the soul.

239. For Thomas’s ideas on what is merely hinted at in this response, see A. Ara, “La deificazione 
dell’uomo nel Commento alle Sentenze di Tommaso d’Aquino,” Vivens Homo 15.2 (2004): 319–51; Alvaro Huer-
ga, “Límites del amor deificante,” in Atti del Congresso Internazionale (Roma-Napoli 17–24 Aprile 1974) Tommaso 
d’Aquino nel suo settimo centenario (Naples: Edizioni Domenicane Italiane, 1974), 4:500–510.

240. The point Thomas is making is subtle but important, for it is the precise distinction between true and 
false friendship. True friendship is directed toward friends really sharing certain activities together, but that 
does not mean the seeing, conversing, enjoying, or whatever is done together are the goal each friend seeks, 
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as if they might be chosen (were it possible) independently of the person beheld, spoken with, or enjoyed; 
rather, the persons who love each other are, for one another, the goal of their friendship, and these activities 
are the fullest way of attaining that goal. In contrast, false friendship is directed only toward what can be ob-
tained from the other, not toward the “person” of the other, and in this way there is no other end of the re-
lationship beyond the activities or their results; in principle, the other person need not exist at all, if what he 
or she provides could be more readily obtained in other ways. This is why such relationships tend to dissolve 
when the pleasures or honors or gifts of money dry up, or when an alternative and superior source appears 
on the scene. Needless to say, in life the lines are often drawn more ambiguously, with friendships mingling 
or oscillating between aspects of the true and the false; but the distinction itself remains clear, true, and ap-
plicable, as is evident from everyday opinions we form about people. “You can tell by the way he treats her 
that he is using her for his own ends.” “Look at how devotedly and patiently she takes care of her crippled, 
unemployed husband; she must really love him.”

241. Is it implicit in this view that the “friends” will include Christ, too, who is the chief friend of the 
Christian? Jerome’s point seems to be directed against a concupiscent approach to other Christians (a fortiori, 
to Christ himself). We are not eager to see each other and to have that pleasure, but to be joined together in 
the spirit of charity that emanates from Christ. The response seems meant to set aside an obvious misrepre-
sentation rather than to address the deeper question of how exactly love of friendship and love of concupis-
cence are related.

242. Namely, God, and the blessed who are perfectly conformed to him, who (as Thomas’s response im-
plies) are “few” in comparison with the human race.

243. It is important to register the resonances of the Latin term: virtus, derived from vir, conveys the note 
of manliness, strength, power, capacity. See Peter A. Kwasniewski, “Transcendence, Power, Virtue, Madness, 
Ecstasy—Modalities of Excess in Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 66 (2004): 129–81, at 143–47.

244. The argument is that loving God and having friendship with him is irrelevant to doing well with re-
spect to the end, and therefore such love is not a virtue by which we do well.

245. Esse spirituale refers not to a created spirit’s mere existence, its esse naturale, but to the perfect actual-
ity an angel or a soul ought to have, when its capacity for spiritual goods is realized. For St. Thomas, we re-
ceive our natural spiritual being through moral and intellectual virtues, and our supernatural spiritual being 
through theological virtues, infused moral virtues, and the gifts of the Holy Spirit. These are poured into the 
soul at baptism, which is the spiritual regeneration that corresponds to the natural generation by which nat-
ural being is first acquired.

246. The context: “Why then should we not say that he is happy who is active in conformity with com-
plete excellence and is sufficiently equipped with external goods, not for some chance period but through-
out a complete life? Or must we add ‘and who is destined to live thus and die as befits his life’? Certainly the 
future is obscure to us, while happiness, we claim, is an end and something in every way final. If so, we shall 
call blessed those among living men in whom these conditions are, and are to be, fulfilled—but blessed men.” 
There is a fascinating text in Thomas’s unfinished commentary on the Psalms in which he contrasts different 
philosophical conceptions of beatitudo, rejecting them as inadequate for man: “Different ones have thought 
in different ways about beatitude; and according to the different opinions concerning it, there are different 
sects of philosophers. For some placed it in bodily goods, as did Epicurus; some, in the works of the active 
life, as did the Stoics; while still others, in the contemplation of truth, as did the Peripatetics. [Yet] to seek 
beatitude in what is beneath us is vain, because beatitude is something above us. But the one above us is God. 
Therefore man’s beatitude is to cleave to God. For anything whatsoever is perfect when it cleaves to its prop-
er good, and man’s proper good is God. Ps. 72: ‘It is good for me to cleave to God.’ Now, one can cleave to 
God both by mind (i.e., intellect) and by will, not by sensation, because this is something brute animals have 
in common with us. Man therefore cleaves to God in two ways: through intellect by means of contemplating 
and knowing, and through affection by loving. And because these [activities] are imperfect in the wayfaring 
state but perfect in the fatherland, it follows that here our beatitude is imperfect, but there it is perfect” (Su-
per Ps. 32, n. 11). On the importance of such ideas in St. Thomas, see Peter A. Kwasniewski, “‘Divine Drunk-
enness’: The Secret Life of Thomistic Reason,” The Modern Schoolman 82 (2004): 1–31, esp. 3–7, 12–15.

247. “For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven.”
248. This phrase echoes 2 Peter 1:3–4: “His divine power has granted to us all things that pertain to life 

and godliness, through the knowledge of him who called us to his own glory and excellence, by which he 



  WEBNOTES FOR BOOK III  65

has granted to us his precious and very great promises, that through these you may escape from the corrup-
tion that is in the world because of passion, and become partakers of the divine nature.” For Thomas’s treat-
ment in the Scriptum of the angel’s need of grace in order to attain ultimate beatitude, see In II Sent. d. 4, a. 
1; d. 5, q. 2, a. 1.

249. See also In II Sent. d. 41, q. 1, a. 1, translated in webnote 153.
250. The connection in English between the adjective “like” and the verb “to like” strongly indicates Ar-

istotle’s (and Thomas’s) point. Two people who are alike tend to like one another. A parallel connection can 
be seen between “kind,” meaning those who are similar (“my kind of person”; compare “kin”) and “kind,” 
meaning friendly. See Lewis, Studies in Words, 26–33.

251. Acts of the virtues must in some sense originate with (or within) us, a sign of which is that we are 
praised for these acts, and praise is deserved only for something we have done, something that came from us. 
At the same time, a virtue need not be exclusively a power of ours, as in the present case where the virtue in 
question, charity, is infused and held by divine gift.

252. dos, an aspect of the reward bestowed on the blessed. On the “dowries” of the blessed, see In IV Sent. 
d. 49, q. 4, where St. Thomas explains: “Without a doubt, when they are transferred into glory, the blessed 
are given certain gifts by God for their adornment—adornments that the masters have named ‘dowries.’ 
Hence, a dowry, in the sense in which we speak of it now, is defined as follows: ‘A dowry is a perpetual 
adornment of soul and body, sufficient for life, enduring continually in eternal blessedness.’ And this de-
scription was taken by way of likeness to a bodily dowry, through which a bride is adorned and the man is 
furnished with the means by which he may adequately sustain the bride and children.” There are two kinds 
of dowries: those of the soul, viz., vision, enjoyment, and love, which correspond to the theological virtues 
(d. 49, q. 4, a. 5, qa. 1), and those of the body, viz., subtleness, agility, brightness, and impassibility, which 
correspond to the cardinal virtues (ibid., qa. 3; on the same bodily properties, cf. In IV Sent. d. 44, q. 2).

253. Thomas here underlines that the natural desire for God is not a natural desire for heavenly beati-
tude, although in fact only such beatitude could fully satisfy the intellectual creature’s desire, but rather a 
desire to share as much as possible in God’s nature, by way of attaining the maximum creaturely perfections 
that reflect God’s perfections. In other words, apart from revelation and grace, it is not a direct participation 
in God’s very life but rather a lively acquisition of a created likeness of his perfections that man is capable of 
discovering as goal and desiring. Thomas here summarizes Aristotle’s view of human perfection. Needless to 
say, on this complex issue of the “natural desire for God/beatitude” the saint has much to say in the Scriptum 
(cf. In II Sent. d. 41, q. 1, a. 1, translated in webnote 153) and elsewhere, and debate still continues as to his 
exact doctrine. The controversial thesis of Henri de Lubac has become a point of departure in recent times: 
see his The Mystery of the Supernatural, trans. Rosemary Sheed (New York: Crossroad, 1998), and his Augus-
tinianism and Modern Theology, trans. Lancelot Sheppard (New York: Crossroad, 2000); for a brief rejoinder, 
see Garrigou-Lagrange, Beatitude, 95–107, 125–29. The most comprehensive treatment of the subject to date 
is Lawrence Feingold’s The Natural Desire to See God According to St. Thomas Aquinas and His Interpreters (Rome: 
Apollinare Studi/Edizioni Università della Santa Croce, 2001), a book unfortunately almost impossible to 
get hold of, at least at the time of this writing. Other valuable items include Denis J. M. Bradley’s Aquinas on 
the Twofold Human Good: Reason and Human Happiness in Aquinas’s Moral Science (Washington, DC: The Cath-
olic University of America Press, 1997), as well as two recent journal issues dedicated to the theme: Revue 
thomiste 101 (2001) and Nova et Vetera [English] 5:1 (2007).

254. Charity first makes one love God in himself, as highest good loved for his own sake, and second 
makes one desire a share in that good by being admitted to the vision of his glory. Notice that according to 
Thomas’s precise wording, one is not even able to desire God as a good to be shared in unless gifted by him 
to do so. By nature (in both senses: by his nature and by ours), God is simply inaccessible and cannot be di-
rectly desired. By the gift of charity, he is made ours to love and to desire. A precision might be added: we 
are really able to share God’s happiness on the basis of the ordering of the friendship of charity to its perfec-
tion in glory; we can desire such a participation itself through unformed hope, but only imperfectly, since 
hope without charity does not have the wherewithal to achieve its aim.

255. That is, for a temperate man, even in the fallen condition, it is not difficult to remain temperate in 
eating and drinking, because the acquired virtue extends at least that far in its power; but for a man in the 
fallen condition who lacks this virtue, moderation and sobriety can be extremely difficult, the more so as 
certain foods or drinks are more pleasant or appealing to him. So, too, loving God above all and all others for 
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his sake is not only difficult but impossible for man unaided by grace; but once aided, it becomes sweet (cf. 
Mt. 11:30), though only in proportion to the removal of any contrary habits and always with some difficulty 
owing to the lingering effects of original sin.

256. The power by which an act is executed, i.e., actually accomplished, is the power from which that 
act primarily emanates, and to which it must accordingly be attributed. The general who directs the soldier 
to fight at the front is responsible for placing a certain order into the soldier’s activity (when and where and 
how to fight), but the fighting is done by the soldier, not the general, and if the soldier does a great deed, he, 
not the general, is rewarded for it. No matter what powers contribute to a given act, it is the power that finally 
acts upon the contribution that deserves to be identified as the source of a given act—for example, although 
sense and imagination furnish phantasms and the agent intellect abstracts their intelligible content, it is the 
possible intellect that does the thinking. Thinking, therefore, is not a function of sense, imagination, or agent 
intellect, but only of possible intellect.

257. This response offers an incomplete categorization of virtue, which could vitiate the argument. Not 
all moral virtues are about the passions; as Thomas recognizes everywhere, the virtue of justice has the 
will for its subject, but it is precisely not about passions but about things owed to their possessors or rightful 
claimants. For this reason, someone who wishes to reduce charity to a moral virtue could easily point to the 
likeness it has to the justice-virtue of religion, whereby one gives to God something accepted by him as due 
homage, in the form of internal and external acts of adoration, devotion, prayer, sacrifice, etc. It is precisely 
in this area of morality that charity might mistakenly be placed.

258. As in sins of excessive anger or sins of lust or gluttony, respectively. Thomas appears to say the oppo-
site at ST I-II, q. 74, a. 4, namely that reason alone can be the subject of mortal sin, not sensuality.

259. Hence, charity cannot exist without a theological virtue perfecting reason, viz., the virtue of faith. 
Cf. ST I-II, q. 62, a. 4 and q. 65, a. 5.

260. Prudence is, of course, an intellectual virtue strictly speaking, since its subject is the (practical) intel-
lect, but it is often grouped with moral virtues because of its inseparable connection to them, both in that it 
stands in need of them, and in that they stand in need of it. Cf. ST I-II, q. 58, a. 2, ad 4, and aa. 3–5; q. 65, 
aa. 1–2; II-II, q. 47.

261. determinentur ad bonum. A circumlocution has been avoided, but the reader should bear in mind that 
determinare has the sense of settings bounds to, limiting. A virtue functions by making sure a good or right 
end is aimed at, focused on, consistently tended toward. A loose translation: “virtues are necesssary in order 
that powers open to going many ways should, as a rule, go the right way.” A gun can be fired in many direc-
tions and in many ways, good and bad; the mark of a responsible marksman is that he fires well at the right 
targets. So, too, a morally mature person uses his capacities in the manner most appropriate to the capaci-
ties themselves, to himself as a whole, and to other people he lives with, and since these three levels are not 
identical, it also belongs to the virtues to establish and follow priorities.

262. Here, in the draft version of the autograph manuscript, Thomas has added the comment: “But a de-
fect [of willing] can occur because reason [sometimes] does not rightly show forth the good, since the will 
has for its object the good or the apparent good; or because the sense-appetite is drawn to that which is good 
according to sense, but not according to reason” (cf. Gils, “Textes inédits de S. Thomas,” 613).

263. The draft version reads: “And so, the philosophers did not posit any virtue in the will as in a sub-
ject, but either in reason (as prudence), or in the concupiscible and irascible appetites (as temperance and 
fortitude). But the end considered by theologians is beyond the power of nature, and therefore the will, ac-
cording to its nature, is not determined to it. For this reason, it must be determined to that end by some vir-
tue. And therefore they [the theologians] posit some virtue in the will as in a subject” (Gils, “Textes inédits,” 
613).

264. A particularly forceful statement of this conclusion was made earlier, at In III Sent. d. 9, q. 1, a. 1, 
qa. 3 (Moos, 304, §31): “The virtues properly called theological are those that have God as their object and 
end. Hence, properly speaking, no theological virtue has an act that regards a created thing; for charity loves 
nothing in man except God [caritas enim nihil in homine diligit nisi Deum].”

265. With charity one loves “means” to an end, not according to the specific notes or natures [rationes pro-
prias] of the means taken in isolation (e.g., a prudent choice, a just transaction, a moderate use of food and 
drink, a brave deed, which are specifically posited by one or another cardinal virtue), but rather according 
to the nature of the end [ratio finis] which is virtually contained in all of them, inasmuch as a “means” is, by 
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definition and in the process of willing, precisely ordered to an end that gives it its ultimate meaning. Char-
ity does not posit the prudent choice, but it posits the end for which the prudent choice is made; indeed, the 
end of that prudent act, as fixed by charity, is more determinative of the virtuousness of the act than the act’s 
individual qualities viewed in abstraction from the end, i.e., in reference to immediate circumstances.

266. Although faith is about and toward God under the aspect of “first Truth,” it nevertheless causes be-
lief in certain truths about creation, truths revealed by God and therefore belonging to the selfsame object 
(the first Truth), e.g., that creation has a beginning and an end in time.

267. Later, at In III Sent. d. 34, q. 2, a. 3, qa. 1, ad 3 (Moos, 1154, §250), Thomas reiterates this point us-
ing a slightly different example: “That which is the ratio of another as formally completing its object does not 
pertain to a different habit or power, as [seeing] light and color [do not pertain to different powers but to the 
very same]. And this is the way that God is the ratio of loving a neighbor by charity.”

268. That is, if the object of charity is the human neighbor, the commandment to love him will have a 
mode (measure, manner) appropriate to such an object—namely, to love him finitely, for he is a finite crea-
ture, and only insofar as he is potentially or actually ordered to God as his end, from which all the creature’s 
dignity derives. Whereas if the object is God himself, the commandment will have a measure corresponding 
to such an “object”—namely, it will have no measure, because God himself, infinite goodness, has no mea-
sure.

269. “Special” here simply means “specific, particular,” something distinct in its definition and function 
from others of the same class. To ask whether charity is a virtue distinct from other virtues is precisely to 
ask whether it is a special virtue of its own, or whether it is a generic condition or element of all virtues, or 
something reducible to other virtues.

270. All virtues aim at the good appropriate to them, and what is good in reality is either God or of God, 
an aspect of his creation like him in some way. Each of the virtues aims at a good which, in its own way, imi-
tates or participates in the divine good, e.g., justice aims at the just (and God is most just), temperance at self-
control (and none is more sovereignly self-possessed, so to speak, than God), etc. There is, in other words, a 
common and singular good toward which all the virtues (and indeed, all of creation—things of nature, of in-
stinct, of intelligence) strive; yet this divine good is tended toward as such by a special virtue, namely charity, 
whereas it is tended toward under diverse particular aspects in the case of the other virtues.

271. A further helpful commentary on the Augustinian dictum is furnished at In III Sent. d. 33, q. 1, a. 1, 
qa. 1, ad 1 (Moos, 1020, §23–§24): “As was said above, there are two sorts of love. One is natural, and it is 
found in all the powers [viribus; Parma: virtutibus]; hence such love does not belong especially to charity but 
is common to all the virtues. And if Augustine is talking about this love, it is evident that there is proved to 
be not only one virtue. But another love is ‘animal’ love, and inasmuch as this love is in the higher appetite, 
and is the result of grace [gratuitus], it pertains to the virtue of charity. And this love is indeed found in all 
the virtues—not as though being essentially the same as they, but inasmuch as they, commanded by char-
ity, participate in it.”

272. The commandment to love God and neighbor is not a “generic” commandment which is then “re-
alized” in the form of specific commandments, as a genus embraces a variety of species (e.g., mammal, con-
taining man, horse, dog, cat, whale, etc.). Rather, this greatest commandment is itself specific, for it tends to 
a definite object under a definite aspect, and is the highest of its kind; toward the fulfillment of this greatest 
commandment all other specific commandments are directed.

273. The meaning of this question will become clearer, of course, as one proceeds through the objections, 
response, and replies to objections, but briefly the question is this: Is charity that which makes the other vir-
tues to be virtues, as the soul is the principle of the body’s life, the form of its matter? The soul is not the body, 
but the soul makes the body to be a living body capable of activity. By analogy, does charity perform a for-
mative, animating, activating function vis-à-vis all the other virtues?

274. An exemplar form is the form or pattern preexistent in the mind of an intelligent agent, in reference 
to which it produces a certain effect. It is spoken of as an extrinsic formal cause because it does not become 
part of the being of the effect. By contrast, an intrinsic form is that which makes a thing to be what it is ei-
ther simply or in a certain respect—in natural things, the substantial form correlative to prime matter or the 
accidental forms of quantity, quality, relation, etc.; in artifacts, the various determinations (shape, size, pat-
tern, color, etc.) given by the artist to the artifact. See De ueritate, q. 3, a. 1; In Metaphys. V, lec. 2. At De ueritate, 
q. 3, a. 2, Thomas discusses three different senses of “form”: forma ad quam, forma a qua, and forma secundum 
quam. An exemplar is a forma ad quam, which may be translated as “form in regard to which.”
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275. If charity were the original pattern according to which all the virtues are “designed,” they would all 
simply be copies of charity, and hence only numerically, not formally, distinct.

276. As the human soul makes the bodily matter a human body, and so brings it into one species (human-
ity), so charity would assimilate the matter of the other virtues and make them one in species with itself. 
This would abolish their specific distinctness altogether, even if they retained material distinctness.

277. In other words, a virtue already has what it takes to produce the right act in the right way; the virtue 
of justice, precisely as a virtue, shapes and measures out acts of justice. It would therefore be redundant to 
posit an additional virtue for any activity already subject to the control of a definite virtue.

278. Every power elicits its own act, meaning that it has the ability to act, and does act, of itself, concern-
ing an object proportioned to it. But if there is a power of the soul that not only elicits some act of its own 
in this way, but has power over the activities of other powers, then it is said to command the acts elicited by 
those other powers, in so far as it is responsible for those acts being posited. To put it in terms of Thomas’s 
initial comparison, the blacksmith would “elicit” (so to speak) the activity of making swords and horseshoes; 
the rider would elicit the activity of riding the horse and swinging the sword, but would command the black-
smith to make the equipment he needs; the leader would elicit the activity of planning a battle and organiz-
ing his soldiers, but would command the soldiers themselves to fight, ride, retreat, etc.

279. One can see very clearly the point Thomas is making by considering a text from Book II in which the 
universality of obedience is contrasted with the universality of charity. At In II Sent. d. 44, q. 2, a. 1 (Man-
donnet, 1124), the sixth objection runs: “In Morals on the Book of Job XXXV, ch. 14, Gregory says that ‘obedi-
ence is not so much a virtue as the mother of all virtues.’ But to be the mother of all virtues is the character-
istic of charity. Therefore obedience seems to be the same thing as charity, and so it does not seem distinct 
from the other virtues.” The reply (Mandonnet, 1127): “One virtue can arise from another in two ways. 
In one way, according to the manner of a final cause; and in this way a virtue is said to arise from another 
when its act is ordered to that other virtue’s end. And in this way charity, the object of which is the last end, 
is called the mother of all virtues. In another way, [a virtue arises from another] inasmuch as by the acts of 
one virtue another virtue is either caused or preserved. And in this way obedience is called the mother of 
virtues, for the commands given by superiors are ordered to inducing virtues by commanding the very acts 
of virtues, which cause political virtues by bringing about habits, and which dispose toward infused virtues. 
[When I say this] I am calling an ‘act of virtue’ not only that which is from virtue, but also that which is to-
ward virtue, either as disposing to it or as causing it—even as someone in the state of mortal sin can have an 
act of obedience, although he lacks obedience and the other virtues.”

280. “A military end,” e.g., that the people be secure from attack or victorious in resisting foes, is ordered 
to “a civic end,” e.g., that the people be well-governed, possessing tranquillity of order. This relationship is 
given its classic formulation by St. Augustine in On the City of God XIX, chs. 13–14.

281. This point is developed especially at In II Sent. d. 40, a. 5 (see webnote 409). Cf. In III Sent. d. 18, a. 5 
(Moos, 573, §102): “Now the act by which one merits is that of which the doer is the master, as was said above, 
and which is proportioned to the reward. Now man is master of his acts through his will; and since charity per-
fects the will in its order to the last end, it makes an act proportioned to the end, namely to beatitude, which is 
properly the reward of our merits. And therefore every voluntary act informed by charity is meritorious. There-
fore since Christ underwent his Passion voluntarily (for ‘he was offered because he willed it,’ as is said in Is. 
53:7), and his will was informed by charity, there is no doubt that he merited through his Passion.”

282. Though the paintbrush does not contain a conception of the painting it executes, it shares in the in-
telligent motion of the artist’s arm. The artist conveys something of his manner of acting to the instrument, 
albeit, in keeping with the axiom Quod recipitur in aliquo est in eo per modum recipientis, the instrument has it in 
a poorer manner.

283. This remark can be taken to mean that it is precisely because of the notion or nature of the end (ra-
tio finis) pre-possessed by an agent that various things can be identified as “means,” can be compared, evalu-
ated, put in order, and finally acted upon. Thus, charity is here being presented as having charge of the ratio 
finis, which enables charity to put order into the acts of all the other virtues that preside over the “means” to 
reaching or sustaining charity’s activity.

284. Such a qualification shows us that Thomas’s argument here—namely, that prudence, temperance, 
or any other moral virtue depends for its very being on charity—concerns infused prudence, infused temper-
ance, etc., not their naturally acquired cousins. Good habits acquired through repeated good acts can exist, 
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or at least begin to exist, without charity, though whether they can achieve an “optimal” existence is anoth-
er matter. For some discussion and references, see Kwasniewski, “‘Divine Drunkenness,’” 15–18.

285. In II Sent. d. 26, a. 4 (Mandonnet, 676–79), on whether grace is a virtue. The reply to the fifth objec-
tion in this earlier article (ibid., 679) is very important as background to the present reply: “Charity is called 
the form of the virtues in a different way than grace is so called. For charity is the form of the virtues on the 
part of act, inasmuch as it draws together all acts of virtues toward its own end, since its object is the ulti-
mate end. For in all powers and acts that have an order, the following obtains: that which looks to a higher 
end grants form to the art that is under it, [and] the act of this lower [power or art] is ordered to the end en-
visaged by the higher, as it is clear that a pilot shows a shipbuilder what ought to be the rudder’s form [for 
the ship’s intended purpose]. Hence, charity informs the other virtues as one virtue informs another, where-
as grace informs them in the manner of a point of origin, because it is from grace itself that there formally 
arise, in a certain way, the habits of the virtues diffused throughout the various powers. Now that which 
arises from another derives form and species from it and stands established in its vigor only as long as it re-
mains joined to its origin; and therefore, although charity can never exist without grace, the two need not 
be identical.”

286. That is, the philosophers did not maintain (posuerunt) that there was an end for the will to tend to-
ward beyond the natural end of participating in a human manner in the ultimate good (in contrast to the be-
atific vision, which is a supernatural end of participating in God in a divine manner), nor that there could be 
a habit in the soul’s essence that conformed it to the very nature of the ultimate good (deification by grace).

287. The ordering of the will to the good is a natural principle of all human virtues; at a natural level the 
virtues participate in this ordering of the will. The will is naturally ordered to the good proportioned to na-
ture, whereas charity orders the will to a good essentially beyond human nature, and so it does not proceed 
from the principles of nature.

288. The exemplar cause, efficient cause, and final cause can be one and the same thing, as when an art-
ist, from a conception in his mind, executes a work according to it, for the sake of earning his living. Here, 
the maker, the pattern, and the goal are the artist himself or something pertaining to him (verified most sub-
limely in God, who, as intelligent first mover or maker, precontains all effects as ideas in his intellect, and or-
ders them to himself as ultimate end). On the other hand, the exemplar form (the artist’s conception) is not 
the intrinsic form (the form as instantiated in the materials), nor can the intrinsic form, which belongs to the 
effect, be identical in number with the cause that produced it or the end toward which the effect is ordered. 
Obviously, the agent, the end, and the effect can be identical in species, as when a horse generates a horse for 
the sake of perpetuating the species (so-called “univocal causality”).

289. The question is: Is it possible to have the virtue of charity, that is, the habit of loving God for his own 
sake, without having sanctifying grace (gratia gratum faciens), which is what makes charity living and merito-
rious? The question parallels the question of the possibility of unformed or “dead” faith: Can a person really 
accept the truth of the Triune God, the Incarnation, redemption, the Church, the sacraments, etc., and yet 
be lacking supernatural hope and charity? To which Thomas’s answer is: Most definitely yes, he can believe, 
but the belief will do him no good unless he recovers sanctifying grace and with it, charity. As the response 
to this sub-question will show, charity is quite different from faith in this regard. It is not possible to have 
charity but lack grace; if one has charity, then one has the grace that makes the soul pleasing to God.

290. See ST II-II, q. 7, a. 1: “Through faith there arises in us a grasp of certain penal evils, which are in-
flicted in accordance with divine judgment. In this way, then, faith is a cause of the fear by which one is 
afraid of being punished by God; and this is servile fear. It is also the cause of filial fear, by which one is 
afraid of being separated from God or shrinks back from comparing oneself to God due to reverence for him, 
inasmuch as faith makes us appreciate God as an immeasurable and highest good, separation from which 
is the greatest evil, and to which it is wicked to wish to be equalled. Of the first (namely, servile) fear, un-
formed faith is the cause, while of the second (namely, filial) fear the cause is formed faith, which, through 
charity, makes man cleave to God and be subject to him.” For a full treatment, see ST II-II, q. 19. The con-
trast is briefly mentioned at In III Sent. d. 23, q. 3, a. 4, qa. 1, obj. 2 & ad 2 (on pp. 112–13).

291. Cf. In II Sent. d. 26, a. 4, part of which is translated in webnote 285.
292. That is, if charity moves all the virtues, a gravely sinful use of a power is not possible so long as char-

ity’s motivity is being exercised. Therefore, a sinful use ipso facto negates the exercise of charity. But since 
charity is likewise the form, such an abuse negates charity formally, and this is nothing other than for char-
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ity to perish, even as death occurs in living things when separation occurs between substantial form and the 
matter corresponding to it.

293. Up to “two such reasons can be gathered” there is no difference between the final redaction and the 
draft preserved in the autograph. At this point, however, the draft contains a more pointed response to this 
subquestion (Gils, “Textes inédits, 613–14): “The first is from the manner of its [charity’s] formation, because 
it is not formed except through a reflux from the soul’s essence into the will, which is not due to man’s ac-
tivity, but occurs through a certain natural consequence, even as the soul’s powers proceed from the soul’s 
essence. Hence no virtue can lose this formation as long as it [i.e., the virtue] remains. [And since this is the 
only formation that charity has, charity is always formed.] But other virtues are formed by the mediation of 
charity, in whose form the other virtues participate through the act of the will. And since the act of the will 
is variable, therefore the formation of other virtues can be impeded, but not charity’s; whenever it exists, it 
is formed.” The text then continues with the other two reasons, which are labeled in the draft “second” and 
“third,” in spite of the earlier duplex (“two such reasons . . .”).

294. The point is that charity, precisely because of what it is, cannot be found in a formless state (i.e., 
lacking its essential perfection), whereas other virtues, such as faith and hope, can exist either as formed by 
charity or as lacking that formation, in a crippled condition. The aspect of similarity is that faith, to exist at 
all, has to be faith in all that it is necessary to believe, and so a single culpable error in matters of faith takes 
away the entire habit, even as one grave sin contrary to charity makes it impossible for charity, as such, to 
remain.

295. The phrases mediantibus creaturis and mediante creatura underline created things in their capacity as 
distant likenesses of the divine nature, functioning as steps on the cognitive ladder reaching up to their ori-
gin. It is a recurrent point in Thomas’s theology: in this life, we can gain knowledge of God only through ob-
serving his created effects and reasoning backwards to what their cause must be, or rather, cannot be. This is 
why the cognitio viae is made up of puzzles and images, and why, being impoverished, it deserves to be sup-
planted by a “positive,” non-enigmatic knowledge. Love, on the other hand, will never be supplanted, but 
only intensified. Thus (the argument goes) we have a sign that love cannot be essentially bound up with crea-
tures, as our earthly knowledge is; love must be able to reach God directly and immediately, for otherwise it, 
too, would deserve to be banished in patria.

296. Note that this is not a denial of the intellect’s performing the role of presenting to the will its object, 
which makes the concept a means (medium), of a sort, through which the will inclines directly toward the 
good in reality. But this is not the sort of means or middle term that Thomas has in view in this article.

297. You need many middle terms to prove the existence of God from motion, for example, but you do 
not need to love these middle terms as distinct goals in order to arrive at loving the God whose existence you 
have proved. Thomas is not arguing that we will not love the world God has made; rather, he is explaining 
that our love of the God we discover through his creation is an immediate love of God himself, unlike our 
knowledge of him in this life, which is never other than mediated by knowledge of creatures. As wayfarers, 
we can know God only indirectly, by a detour that never reaches the sight of his face; whereas when we love 
him, our love reaches his very being, there is no detour. In fact, any significant detour away from the divine 
goodness would be a sin against charity, whereas the lack of the beatific vision is unavoidable and enters into 
the merit of faith and hope. From this contrast it also becomes clear that there is no essential difference be-
tween the charity of holy men and women in this life and the charity of the blessed in heaven, just as there 
is no essential difference between sanctifying grace and heavenly glory, whereas the difference between 
faith and vision, or that between hope and possession, is such that the latter specifically cancels out the for-
mer, leaving at best a generic continuity: faith is a kind of knowledge, vision is a kind of knowledge—but two 
different kinds. On this last point, see In III Sent. d. 31, q. 2, a. 1 (p. 285); ST I-II, q. 67, aa. 3 & 5.

298. The mode belonging to the activity of seeing is determined by the object of sight. In other words, 
that I am seeing blue rather than green is determined by the blue or green of the object acting upon the ac-
tualized transparent medium, which in turn acts upon the eye; that I see crisp blue or fuzzy blue may de-
pend also on how much light is actualizing the transparent. In any case, the measure of an act of sight is the 
object seen.

299. Since God is simple, a simple “whole,” one beholds either all of him or none of him; one cannot be-
hold him partially.

300. Since in God his being (what he is) and his be-ing (that he is), his essence and his existence, are 
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identical, if one sees the divine nature one sees “also” its manner of existing, which is of itself necessary, un-
limited, simple, timeless, etc. In other words, one does not see God but not his immutability, infinity, eter-
nity, etc.; one sees the God who is none other than perfect Immutability, Infinity, Eternity, etc. So, too, one 
cannot love God without loving both what and how he is, or in other words, one can only love the Limitless 
limitlessly.

301. Thomas is not saying that justice, for instance, should not always be on the increase in a soul that is 
not yet perfected, but rather, that that concerning which justice exists and has its function, namely, temporal 
goods, ought to have a certain measure in one’s affections. Since the goods in question are finite and the hu-
man response to them should be correspondingly finite, the virtues that deal with them are not susceptible 
of infinite increase. In this life, one can become and be perfectly just or perfectly brave, but not so with char-
ity, of which there can always be an increase, since its principal object is God, the infinite good. See replies 
to the third and fourth objections.

A key text for understanding the present reply (as well as the objection that gives rise to it) is found 
much earlier, at In I Sent. d. 3, q. 2, a. 3, ad 5 (Mandonnet, 105). The fifth objection reads, in part: “Bernard 
says: ‘the measure of charity is not to have a measure.’ Therefore charity, which is a creature, does not have 
mode, species, and measure.’ The reply: “It should be said that charity can be considered in two ways. In 
one way, according to the being that it has in its subject; and in this way it has a measure [modum] accord-
ing to the measure [mensuram] of the recipient’s capacity, either from nature or from effort. In a second way, 
according to the inclination toward its object, and thus it is understood not to have a measure [modum]; for 
the object, since it is infinite, is not proportioned to our will; hence one can never love God so much that he 
would not be deserving of being more loved, or that one would not want to love him even more.”

302. In other words, each of the various virtues subordinate to charity has its own delimited object to-
ward which a measured response is appropriate, even though the habit of charity from which that virtuous 
act may spring is itself unlimited in its proper object. The act of charity I elicit toward God, or toward God 
as present in the neighbor, is modeless, whereas an act of justice or of temperance, though commanded by 
charity and so meritorious, is on its own terms concerned with a commutation or distribution or use of a 
worldly good, and such an object determines the mode of that particular act.

303. That is, by all who are in the state of grace.
304. The objection is raised against Aristotle’s statement that the evil man does not love himself. A nice 

handling of this problem elsewhere in the Scriptum deserves our attention. At In II Sent. d. 42, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 2 
(Mandonnet, 1071), the second objection reads: “One cannot have hatred for that which is the ratio of lov-
ing. But a man is the ratio of loving as far as love for himself is concerned; for a man loves nothing except in-
sofar as it is a good for him. Therefore no one can have hatred for himself. But we sin against him for whom 
we have hatred. Therefore no one sins against himself.” In reply, Thomas writes (Mandonnet, 1074): “Any-
one naturally loves himself; and therefore each one loves that which he reckons himself to be. Now certain 
ones reckon themselves (and rightly) to be that which they are according to intellect, because it is owing 
to intellect that man is man; and thus they seek for themselves [appetunt sibi] things that are good [ea quae 
sunt bona; the Mandonnet ed. mistakenly has ea suae sunt bona] according to intellect and reason, whether 
directly or indirectly. But certain ones reckon themselves (and falsely) to be what they are not, on account 
of the sensitive nature, which is more outwardly apparent; and therefore they love in themselves the sen-
sitive nature, having appetite for things that [merely] give pleasure to the senses; and since such things are 
bad for them and harmful from the vantage of what they truly are [as men], they therefore do themselves 
harm, and [thus] they hate themselves in act, though not in affection [se odiunt actu, sed non affectu].” The last 
phrase means: by really opposing or impeding the perfection of their nature, they are doing the sort of thing 
that one does to someone one hates—one harms an enemy, not a friend; yet they think and feel that they 
are doing what is good for themselves, and the affection of love for their own good, however badly they may 
understand this good, cannot be eradicated. Parallel treatments: ST I-II, q. 29, a. 4; II-II, q. 25, a. 7; De caritate, 
a. 12, ad 6; Super Ephes. 5, lec. 9; Super Ps. 10.

305. Questions 3 to 5 of In I Sent. d. 3 discuss the imago Dei, with special reference to mens, memoria, and 
other powers in their relation to the soul’s essence.

306. That is, because the God who is love is the exemplar and effective cause of our love of neighbor, thus 
in loving our neighbor we really love “love” (i.e., God) more. Cf. In I Sent. d. 17 (Paris version), q. 1, a. 1, as 
well as the first of the Notes on the Text of Lombard following that question, where Thomas discusses the 
exemplarity of God’s love (p. 10; p. 29).



72  WEBNOTES FOR BOOK III

307. That is, beatitude as an “accident” of the rational creature cannot be an ultimate end for love any 
more than virtue or the honestum can be (see the preceding responses). Such beatitude is that by which the 
creature is rendered blessed (i.e., a quasi-formal cause), not the efficient or the final cause of this beatitude, 
which is none other than God himself, beatitudo increata.

308. This category should be taken as broadly as possible, so as to include not only animals, but also 
plants, minerals, elements, even artifacts—in short, anything and everything non-rational. For an essay that 
develops the argument of this article further, see L.-B. Gillon, “Charité et amour universel de l’être,” Angeli-
cum 59 (1982): 37–44.

309. Obviously they can perform a “common” work, as when a farmer plows a field using an ox; but 
this activity is not the same for the ox and for the man. The ox may do it out of fear or desire for food or 
mere routine, but the farmer guides the ox out of an intelligent and freely executed plan for his farm, a plan 
into which the ox fits in a way not much different from the way in which plow, harness, or barn fits into it, 
namely as tools or instruments for achieving certain goals, including some that are rather distant from the 
present. Thus, farmer and ox are “acting together” secundum quid; the ox is like an animate instrument of the 
farmer’s will. Thomas’s point is that brute animals cannot share with us the sort of works that friends do to-
gether.

310. Compare the saying: “Any friend of yours is a friend of mine.”
311. That is, if a good man and a bad man were friendly with each other, the bad one would have to be 

loving himself, since per hypothesis he loves the good one who loves him, and it is characteristic of friends to 
love the same.

312. This is the metaphysical foundation of the Catholic teaching that “while error has no rights, the err-
ing person does” (cf. the now-classic formulation of John XXIII in the encyclical letter Pacem in Terris [1963], 
nn. 158–160).

313. When St. Thomas writes that we should hate whatever makes evil people unlike us, he is referring 
to those unlikenesses that are morally or spiritually relevant, viz., vice and sin. It is not, as it were, a cry for 
total uniformity; the “us” rather refers to those who are striving to be faithful Christians and who, accord-
ingly, are focused on goods essential for human flourishing and for salvation.

314. Or more familiarly: “Hate the sin, love the sinner.” On self-hatred, see In III Sent. d. 27, Notes on the 
Text (p. 181) and the references given in webnote 304.

315. The point seems to be this: something can be loved from charity directly, as that which is the very 
object of the virtue; and something can be loved from charity peripherally, with a view to this principal ob-
ject. The peripheral object is an object of some lesser love (amor) that is included within charity. When I love 
a person from charity, I love his pets or his house, not as if they were objects of charity, but because they 
and their use have a certain relationship or order to his perfection and thus can be willed as goods for him 
whom I love.

316. Cf. Thomas’s remarks at In II Sent. d. 7, q. 3, a. 2, ad 2 (Mandonnet, 197; the objection had been that 
since we are evidently permitted to accept help such as alms from sinful human beings, we are also permit-
ted to receive help from demons): “Sinners, as long as they are living in this life, are able to become mem-
bers of Christ, no matter how much they seem obstinate in malice; and therefore they should be loved out of 
charity, and benefits can be received from and expended on them, provided that these benefits not be con-
trary to charity; but after they depart from the body into damnation, the same evaluation is to be made of 
them as of the demons [namely, that under no circumstances would cooperation be permissible].”

317. We cannot say that we love the demons, but we can say that we love all the natures God has created 
(indirect object), including the natures of the demons, because we love the Creator himself (direct object).

318. Charity is based on the possible or actual possession of the divine life, or grace.
319. The reader who comes to this question wishing to understand how Thomas relates love of self to 

love of God will be disappointed. Thomas contents himself with proving that love, in a certain sense, always 
begins with oneself; he does not here address the more interesting question of how, if this is true, a man not 
only can but must love God more than himself. That question is taken up in several other places translated in 
this volume: In II Sent. d. 3, q. 4 (at p. 81), In II Sent. d. 38, aa. 1–2 (at p. 87), and especially In III Sent. d. 29, 
aa. 3–5 (at p. 210), not to mention a host of lesser texts. There exist several studies of the question, among 
them Richard Völkl’s Die Selbstliebe in der Heiligen Schrift und bei Thomas von Aquin (Munich: EOS Verlag, 1956) 
and more recently, Thomas M. Osborne’s Love of Self and Love of God in Thirteenth-Century Ethics (Notre Dame: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 2005).
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320. The context: “But understand this, that in the last days there will come times of stress. For men will 
be lovers of self, lovers of money, proud, arrogant, abusive, disobedient to their parents, ungrateful, unholy, 
inhuman, implacable, slanderers, profligates, fierce, haters of good, treacherous, reckless, swollen with con-
ceit, lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God, holding the form of religion but denying the power of it. 
Avoid such people” (2 Tim. 3:1–5, RSV).

321. This text does not specify exactly what it is that exists first in the lover with regard to himself and is 
then carried over to his friend, but it is usually interpreted as a claim that one’s positive affective disposition 
toward oneself is the basis of a positive affective disposition toward another person, whom he takes as “an-
other self.” On the friend as “another self,” see Gallagher’s “Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship” and 
“Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love”; cf. Klaus Hedwig, “Alter ipse. �ber die Rezeption eines Aristotelischen Be-�ber die Rezeption eines Aristotelischen Be-
griffes bei Thomas von Aquin,” Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 72 (1990): 253–74.

322. This passage is one place among many where Thomas teaches that the love of persons for their own 
sake deserves to be called amor amicitiae, regardless of whether the person is oneself or another person. The 
phrase means: “the kind of love one has for a true friend, in contrast to the kind of love one has for an in-
strument or condition or element of the friend’s own good.” The latter would be amor concupiscentiae.

323. That is, the first meaning given to a term, according to a convention that has its roots in something 
extra-linguistic, usually in everyday experience. (For good examples of the importance of distinguishing the 
meaning first given to a word from subsequent and derivative meanings, see ST I, q. 41, a. 1, ad 2, on the 
meaning of “action,” and ST I, q. 67, a. 1, on the meaning of “seeing” and “light”; for other examples, see ST 
II-II, q. 57, a. 1, ad 2; De malo, q. 13, a. 1.) As Thomas explains in the response, charity first bespeaks a love 
that extends to others; but, he implies, it need not include this meaning. A very interesting text is In I Sent. 
d. 32, q. 1, a. 2, ad 3 (Mandonnet, 747): “Freely given love [amor gratuitus] is not a kind of private love that 
[as it so happens] tends to another [in addition to oneself]. Nevertheless, it also turns back upon the lover 
himself, for not only is a neighbor to be loved out of charity, but a man should love also himself out of char-
ity, with respect to both his soul and his body; and so, too, does the Father love [not only the Son but also 
himself] by the Holy Spirit.” Here Thomas first states that charity is essentially bound up with other lovable 
persons, but then observes that its ratio is such as to include even the person of the lover himself, not only 
that of the beloved.

324. One can make a distinction in oneself between the one who loves and the one who is loved—a dis-
tinction of reason, but still true (see the next reply as well). The basis for self-love is the reflective power 
of the mind, which can view the self as an object of love for itself, even as it is an object of love for others. 
Consciousness introduces a bifurcation between the act of loving and the term of the act; self-consciousness 
transfers this bifurcation inwards. This is the only explanation of how it is possible for a person to love him-
self in one respect (e.g., that he is a Christian) and hate himself in another (e.g., that he is avaricious). It is 
also the explanation of how it is possible for God to will things other than himself while only willing him-
self: he can view his infinite singular perfection—he can, as it were, objectify or exemplarize himself—in dif-
ferent ways, as able to be participated or imitated by created beings in different ways. Speaking strictly, of 
course, God is not an object to himself, which would imply otherness. But we understand his exemplar cau-
sality of creatures by comparison to the analogous exemplar causality of a human artist, or by reference to 
the self-reflective moral agent.

325. Thomas speaks here of the power of collation, by which many objects are gathered into one object 
by a common aspect, and the power of reflection, by which the self is diversified through a consideration of 
different aspects.

326. That is, to love the good of the “spiritual man,” a good that is none other than God himself. To love 
oneself rightly is to love God more than self and to order everything else to him—a point succinctly ex-
pressed at In II Sent. d. 42, q. 2, a. 2, qa. 2, ad 3 (Mandonnet, 1074): “A man’s loving himself is nothing other 
than wanting to be united to God, since a man ought to love himself for God’s sake. And for this reason love 
of oneself is included in the love of God.” For further discussion, see Gallagher, “Thomas Aquinas on Self-
Love.” The notion of the homo interior is discussed in a number of texts, which include ST I, q. 75, a. 4, ad 1; 
Super II ad Cor. 4, lec. 5; and In III Sent. d. 29, a. 5, at the end of the response (at p. 220).

327. For example, to commit fornication or to rob a bank involves loving one’s exterior nature more than, 
and in opposition to, the demands of one’s interior nature, and so such things are blameworthy; whereas to 
rest when tired, to exercise or eat moderately, etc., are activities of the exterior man which harmonize with 
the needs of the interior man, and so are praiseworthy.
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328. The text is arguing that revelation fittingly gives no commandment of love of oneself or of one’s 
body, but fittingly commands love of God and neighbor. The counterobjection is twofold: a perfect law 
should order all our loves, otherwise we cannot attain perfect virtue (and so commandments ought to have 
been given regarding the second and fourth objects of charity). And if one says that no commandment is 
necessary in regard to these objects because we naturally love them, the objector notes that a natural love 
of God above all things was implanted in all creatures, yet a commandment was still given; hence the same 
conclusion follows. Thomas proceeds to answer these arguments.

329. On issues raised in this and the following articles, see Jean Porter, “De ordine caritatis: Charity, Friend-
ship and Justice in Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae,” The Thomist 53 (1989): 197–213; Stephen J. Pope, 
The Evolution of Altruism and the Ordering of Love (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 1994), 50–
76; Susan C. Selner-Wright, “The Order of Charity in Thomas Aquinas,” Philosophy & Theology 9 (1995): 13–
27; Matthias Koßler, “Die ‘Ordnung der Liebe’ bei Augustinus und Thomas von Aquin,” in Sein und Werden 
im Lichte Platons: Festschrift für Karl Albert zum 80. Geburtstag am 2. Oktober 2001, ed. E. Jain and S. Grätzel 
(Freiburg im Breisgau: Alber, 2001), 203–28; Carlos Steel, “Thomas Aquinas on Preferential Love,” in Amor 
amicitiae, ed. Kelly and Rosemann, 437–58.

330. No virtue “plays favorites,” says the objector; one should not be more or less just to different people, 
but simply give what one objectively owes; one should not believe one truth of faith more than another truth 
of faith, but simply accept them all for true; one should not be more temperate with regard to main meals than 
with regard to desserts. As phrased, the principle is a little simplistic; after all, the kind of debt we ought to ren-
der will truly change as the status of the person involved changes; truths do form a hierarchy in which one is 
prior and more weighty in its credentials; what counts as temperance can differ for different kinds of beverag-
es. Still, as the reply will indicate, charity has far more title to such differentiation than any other virtue.

331. That is, the order in which one loves different objects of love is not a morally relevant circumstance. 
It is, in this sense, not debita; one is not obliged to take order into consideration.

332. In other words, that which determines the moral species of an act—the moral object—is also the 
principle for determining the mode or manner in which that act ought to be posited. For example, while an 
act of sexual intercourse has its natural species from the simple conjunction of male and female, its moral 
species is derived from rationally known aspects such as married or unmarried, one’s own spouse or anoth-
er’s spouse, procreation impeded or not impeded, etc. The very fact that a person is duly ordered to his or 
her own spouse and to no other—ordered, moreover, with a view to offspring—makes sexual intercourse 
with another, or with fertility blocked, ipso facto disordered; and so on for other relevant aspects. A morally 
virtuous marriage act is, in the technical language employed here, commensurate with its proper object. This is 
why Thomas says it is not enough to do a just act, but one must do it justly. It is not enough to perform an act 
that is generically good; one must do that which is good well.

333. The effect produced by the virtue of charity differs (and should differ) depending on the condition of 
its object, but the uniform interior affection radiates outward into unequal works and brings even the mani-
festly unequal lover and beloved into union. While charity does not give the same “thing” to superiors and 
to inferiors (i.e., the lover does not behave in the same way toward them—to the former he shows honor, 
obedience, docility, etc., to the latter he imparts commands, instruction, etc.), still charity works toward a 
kind of equality in that it makes superiors more companionable with inferiors, and inferiors more confident 
and trusting with superiors. It banishes the familiar signs of distance, such as haughtiness and coldness, fear 
and false humility.

334. It is important to see the structure of this argument. Some virtues order a man only within himself, 
by giving a due mode to the exercise of his powers with respect to their proper objects. Other virtues—jus-
tice and its parts—have to do with a man’s relationship to another person, but in regard to some goods owed 
to that person. But charity has to do precisely with the other person not as an owner of goods but as a person 
with whom a friendship, a union of lover and beloved, can be established. This means that charity’s specif-
ic object will be diversified by different grades of rational nature, so that a higher rational nature will, given 
other relevant conditions, deserve a greater love, a more devoted friendship, than a lesser; and within the 
same rational nature, those who are superior in virtue will deserve a greater love than those who are infe-
rior. We shall see, of course, that there are other factors involved, but this is the metaphysical framework 
within which those other factors play out. Thus, because of his unique uncreated goodness, God’s primacy 
can never be relativized by some other factor; whereas the goodness of an angel—much superior to ours, 
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but still created—is relativized by the fact of his distance from our human life, and so we are not expected 
to love an angel, as such, more than we love (say) a father, brother, or son. St. Thomas will soon enter into 
these questions (cf. aa. 6–7).

335. It is not only God who can be deprived of his due, but any person who is to be loved, if I were to 
love him or her less than I ought. If I fail to love my parents or my spouse or children appropriately, I would 
not be giving them the whole of the love that is owed to them, according to their level or gradus. This quali-
fication is important because it is also possible to err by excess, giving to some creature a love greater than is 
warranted, or even giving to some creature a love that is due to God alone.

336. That is, if the visible works of love have an order, and these works are signs of an inward love, the 
source of the order without must be an order within. It would be impossible to have a consistent diversity of 
deeds without some underlying diversity of affection.

337. Just as the same object can be seen more or less clearly, so the same good can be willed more or less 
intensely. The reason is that the intensity of an act is determined not solely by the magnitude of its object but 
also by the agent’s capacity as well as by the effort he puts into the act. So, although the good willed for all is 
the same (indeed, it is an infinite good), my willing of it can be more or less intense depending on how deep-
ly charity has taken hold of my will and how great is the effort behind the willing (one would tend to will 
the same good more fervently for one’s spouse or children than for a stranger or an enemy).

338. For commentary see especially Völkl, Selbstliebe, and Osborne, Love of Self and Love of God.
339. In his article “Duplex amor and the Structure of Love in Aquinas” (in Thomistica, ed. E. Manning, Re-

cherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale, vol. 1 [Leuven: Peeters, 1995]: 137–96), Guy Mansini first in-
vestigates the coining of this terminology in thirteenth-century discussions of the angels’ natural love for 
God, and afterwards examines the variety of ways Thomas puts it to use, providing a collection and interpre-
tation of Thomistic texts in which the distinction is employed. One weakness of his study is that he does not 
pay sufficient attention to the difference between Thomas’s more incidental or occasional employments of 
the terms and his more formalized, systematic use of them. When Thomas is speaking formally of the struc-
ture of the act of love, he identifies two inseparable aspects or targets: the one for whom good is willed and 
the good willed for him. Cf. SCG I, ch. 91: “It should be known that while other activities of the soul have to 
do with only a single object, love alone seems to be borne to two objects . . . . Love wants something for some-
one, for we are said to love him for whom we want some good.” For excellent treatments of the distinction, 
see David M. Gallagher, “Person and Ethics in Thomas Aquinas,” Acta Philosophica 4 (1995), 56–62; idem, 
“Desire for Beatitude,” 13–18.

340. This illustration of the part-whole relationship, much employed by St. Thomas, has been the sub-
ject of considerable discussion among commentators. There are some who bristle with reservations about its 
value (cf. Gilson, Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, 284), but one of the most sensitive interpreters, Gregory Ste-
vens, evaluating a number of parallel texts, finds the argument beautifully cogent (cf. “Disinterested Love 
of God,” 515–32; see 316–17 for a criticism of Gilson). See also Louis B. Gillon, “L’argument du tout et de la 
partie après saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Angelicum 28 (1951): 205–23, 346–62; Garrigou-Lagrange, Love of God, 
31ff. and 89ff.; Gallagher, “Desire for Beatitude,” 34–38; idem, “Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love,” 35–39. In 
fact, arguably the chief point of contention between Eschmann and De Koninck was none other than how 
to understand the part-whole argument (cf. the latter’s On the Primacy of the Common Good).

341. A distinction implicit in this response is that between the motive posited by the act of love, which 
is the same as its object, and the motive of positing the act of love, in the order of generation (cf. In III Sent. 
d. 23, q. 2, a. 5, ad 4 and ad 5, not translated in this volume). In other words, there are two valid answers 
to the question “Why am I loving?”—the more fundamental: “Because of the object, which is good and lov-
able; the other, derivative from the first: “Because it is good for me to love this good.” This distinction has ev-
ident consequences for an analysis of friendship. The loving of a friend is something good for the lover him-
self, but what the lover wants in the context of that friendship is precisely his friend’s good. “Even if nothing 
might come of it to us”: the love of the friend has its term simply in the friend, and hence is not measured 
by whether or not we benefit from this or that act of friendship. However, Thomas would not pretend that 
there is no such thing as a benefit, even in the case of an unselfish friendship; indeed, the unselfishness of it 
is precisely the greatest benefit to the lover, inasmuch as it draws upon and deepens his virtues. Once again, 
there is no getting around the paradox: if the lover were to “love” his friend only as a means for increasing 
his own virtue, the friendship would instantly become one of utility, and the nobility (honestas) of it would 
disappear; consequently, the opportunity for increasing (at least some) moral virtues would also disappear.
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342. Again making a similar point to that of the preceding reply: cultivating amicabilia toward another 
person does not have for its purpose cultivating amicabilia toward oneself (which is what it would mean to 
speak of final cause), but rather, the self that we are first acquainted with and whose good we first seek is 
prior in the manner of a starting point from which knowledge and love of others come to be generated, by 
a gradual enlargement and extension of one’s horizons. Love of self is a point of departure; the point of ar-
rival is love of others, above all God. This process of growth, like any organic sequence, does not negate the 
earlier stages but emerges out of them and gathers them up into something greater and more complete. It is 
important to see why Thomas speaks of the uia generationis, a process of growth from potency to act. As he 
explains in the main response, according to the uia perfectionis (the absolute order in which some perfect ac-
tuality is prior to any given potency), the root of man’s love of himself is in fact his prior natural love of God 
as perfect good—whether he has come to be aware of this or not. Cf. Gallagher, “Thomas Aquinas on Self-
Love.”

343. That is, God is present simply and wholly everywhere, though creatures themselves are not always 
equally present to him. Wherever there is being, there is the author of being, yet not all beings are equal, and 
only their origin is infinite and perfect.

344. At In III Sent. d. 26, q. 2, a. 1, in a discussion of the theological virtue of hope (which is defined as 
the virtue that strives to gain possession, for oneself, of the supremely enjoyable divine good), the fifth ob-
jection plays upon the seeming incongruity of there being any virtue to which there pertains the seeking of 
a reward. The answer given there is highly relevant to the present article on charity. The objection (Moos, 
831): “No virtue has a wage-seeking [mercenarium] act, since virtue does good for its own sake. But hope 
has a wage-seeking act, since it looks to a reward. Therefore hope is not a virtue.” The reply (Moos, 833): “It 
should be said that to do something for the sake of a temporal benefit [commodum temporale] makes an act 
wage-seeking, but to do something for the sake of an eternal reward does not make an act wage-seeking; for 
continence, of itself, does not suffice for salvation if it is kept only out of love for chastity [pudicitiae], as is 
said in On Dogmas of the Church, and the same account applies to other human acts. Or it should be said that 
the description ‘wage-seeking’ suits an act that is done for the sake of a reward [propter mercedem], but not an 
act that [simply] regards the reward itself [circa ipsam mercedem]. And although the act of hope is to look for 
beatitude, which is the reward, it does not look for it for the sake of that reward, but from the habit’s inclina-
tion, as occurs also with the other virtues. Furthermore, it looks for it not insofar as it is a reward, but inso-
far as it is a certain arduous good, namely the supreme one; for it has God as its chief object.” (Cf. In III Sent. 
d. 26, q. 2, a. 3, qa. 1, ad 1, translated in webnote 154.) Similarly, Thomas will argue that, while charity does 
not love God precisely as reward or for the sake of reward, neither does charity exclude that a reward should 
follow upon its essential activity (and should even be wanted as something that follows from that activity).

345. Someone is rewarded when the good owed to him for some work is given to him. In this sense, the 
wage or reward already belongs to the one who has earned it, it is his to claim even when it is still in the 
hands of someone else; this is why the giving of it is a matter of justice and not of charity. 

346. St. Thomas might have in mind the words of Jesus when giving advice to his disciples about to em-
bark on a preaching mission: “Remain in the same house, eating and drinking what they provide, for the 
laborer deserves his wages” (Lk. 10:7; cf. Mt. 10:10 and 1 Tim. 5:18). There are many scriptural texts about 
the earning and receiving of wages by those who do good works; presumably such people are put forward as 
examples not because they seek payment but because they intend and execute good works (cf. Prov. 11:18; 
Wis. 2:22; Mt. 20:1–16; Jn. 4:31–38; 1 Cor. 3:8). It bears recalling that, while Socrates refused to take money 
from youths and regarded with contempt the sophists who collect payment for their “wisdom,” he observed 
that it might be otherwise: “If a man were really able to instruct mankind, to receive money for giving in-
struction would, in my opinion, be an honor to him” (Apology 19e, Jowett trans.; cf. Aristotle, On Sophistical 
Refutations, ch. 1, 165a20–25). At In III Sent. d. 18, a. 5, ad 1, a contrast is drawn between a purchaser and a 
lover (Moos, 573, §103): “Buying [emptio] is principally for the sake of having the thing that one buys, and 
therefore after it has been bought once, it is not bought again. Action by which one merits, however, is not 
chiefly for the sake of obtaining a reward, but for the sake of the good of charity. Hence a man who has 
charity would act even if no recompense were to follow, and so he continues to act even after he has mer-
ited; and that which was already due to him in one way becomes due to him in another way.” The one who 
buys something is interested only in getting, owning, and using that thing, and so his relationship with the 
seller, as such, simply comes to an end; whereas the one who acts for another because he loves another will 
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be happy to receive love and benefits in return, but only as a byproduct, so to speak, of the activity to which 
he orders himself. For Thomas it is always an absurdity to imagine loving the good and not being rewarded 
for loving it, since man is made good by a good God for the sake of union with the good; but conceptually 
the reward (or the being-rewarded, the activity of beatitude) is always distinct from the person of the rewarder, 
and is valued only because of the latter. The reply makes a further point: because eternal life is merited by 
a free act proceeding from the divinely infused habit of charity, by another such free act the same reward is 
merited again, under a different title, so to speak. Taken together with earlier precisions about the intensity 
of the act of charity (cf. In I Sent. d. 17, q. 2, a. 3, at p. 43), this explains why there are degrees of blessedness, 
degrees of participation in the beatifying vision of God in heaven (cf. In IV Sent. d. 49, q. 1, a. 4, qaa. 2–4, at 
p. 381).

347. That is, of noble or virtuous friendship, the only kind that merits the name without qualification. It 
would rather be a “friendship” of utility.

348. Thomas is saying: If I love “justice” or practice just acts because I love the private property that is 
preserved or that accrues to me by the observance of justice, or if I love “temperance” because it enables me 
to enjoy more the delicacies of a gourmet table, I am not really virtuous. When genuine, justice or temper-
ance, as moral perfections, are worth more than all the property or pleasures in the world; they cannot be 
subordinated to any lesser goods without being destroyed.

349. The argument of the foregoing three paragraphs may be summarized as follows. There are two ways 
of viewing the end of love: on the part of the one loved (ex parte amati) and on the part of the lover (ex parte 
amantis). The question: “Why—for the sake of what—do you love the beloved?” admits therefore of two an-
swers. Ex parte amati, the end is the beloved, for it is he whom I seek, for whom I will the good, in whom I 
rejoice. Ex parte amantis, the end is my full flowering as a lover, as the worthy friend of my friend—one can 
say: my happiness in this relationship, which involves the activity of loving (an accidental perfection of the 
lover). Thomas’s point is that both answers are right and neither contradicts the other, provided that the two 
levels of analysis be kept distinct and the order of goods be preserved. Thus, since God is not only infinite-
ly good but the source of all the goodness I have, I love him and myself and all other goods rightly only if I 
love him as absolutely first in my affection, and myself as ordered to him, and all other goods as ordered to 
increasing my love of him. This analysis enables Thomas to conclude that looking to a wage ex parte amati di-
rectly contradicts charity, because that would mean the wage, not God, is the object one loves; that looking 
to a wage ex parte amantis can have a place if it is not the most important end the lover seeks; that we should 
understand the “wage” here as the attainment of the “immanent” goal of charity (the subject’s perfection as 
lover) rather than its “extrinsic” goal (the divine friend who is loved more than self).

It is extremely interesting to compare St. Thomas’s first draft of this article, which we are fortunate to 
possess (the text is given in Gils, “Textes inédits,” 614–15), against the final version that the author released 
for circulation. Indeed, in this instance, we have a double draft: Thomas started a response that he can-
celled out after a few sentences, and then he started—and completed—a second response, and in due course 
he cancelled this one, too, replacing it with the final version translated above in the main text. I shall here 
translate both drafts.

DRAFT 1: “Response. It should be said that the ratio of a wage consists in this, that something is paid back 
to a worker; hence the consideration of a wage pertains to the love by which someone desires good for him-
self and turns it back to himself [ad se retorquet], which is the love of concupiscence. Now, this love, with 
which someone loves something by turning it back to himself, is ordered to the love with which someone 
loves himself; for from this, that someone loves himself, it happens that he wills good for himself and turns 
other things back to himself. But the benevolence that someone has toward himself is not excluded from 
that benevolence that he has toward God, but takes its place beneath it and is ordered to it. And therefore 
the charity that someone has for God does not altogether exclude regard for a wage, provided that it does 
not chiefly have regard for that.” This paragraph Thomas cancels out. On the same manuscript page we find 
a crucial marginal note in Thomas’s hand: “corrigendum. de hoc quod potest esse concupiscentia etiam ad alterum” 
“A correction to be made: concerning this [matter], there can be [love of] concupiscence even as regards an-
other [person]”—that is, not only may I love goods for myself, I may love goods also for another person (cf. 
Gils, “Textes inédits,” 613; 615). This is perhaps the earliest indication that he wanted to break out of the 
convention of limiting amor concupiscentiae to self-regarding love and amor amicitiae to other-regarding love. 
Aquinas will use the pair of terms more precisely to mean love of goods for persons (whether myself or an-
other), and love of persons for themselves (whether myself or another).
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DRAFT 2: “Response. It should be said that love of benevolence does not curve back from the one loved 
into something else, but it has its term in the very one loved. However, the love of something as an end does 
[in one sense] curve back to the lover, because it is loved insofar as the lover is perfected by it; and thus the 
love of something as an end, whether as a wage or as a reward, does not pertain to love of benevolence, but 
to love of concupiscence. And so the order of benevolences is not evaluated according to the ratio of the end 
but according to the ratio of the lovable [simply]. Now the ratio of the lovable is one’s proper good, which is 
found more in God than even in the lover himself, as is clear from what has been said; hence God is more 
loved with a love of benevolence than the very lover loves himself, as was said above. The love of concupis-
cence, however, is ordered to the love of benevolence that each one has for himself, and the degree of these 
loves is taken according to the ratio of the end, because that which is desired as something to be obtained 
as an end is most of all longed for [concupiscitur], while that which is desired as pertaining to the end [ut ad 
finem] is all the more longed for the nearer it is to the end, either through the [greater] likeness it has to that 
end, or insofar as it leads [more] immediately to that end. Hence, in this order of love, too, God, insofar as 
he is the end to be participated in (according to which he is called our wage, our reward, and our happiness), 
is most of all longed for, and other things insofar as they are ordered to him, unless the love be errant. Now, 
every accident [i.e., any good that accrues to a substance as an accident], as was said above, is loved only by 
a love of concupiscence. From the aforesaid, therefore, it can be made clear that the love of charity that we 
have for God does not totally exclude the love of a wage, because concupiscence for a wage is referred back 
to the love of benevolence that someone has for himself, which charity-love [caritas dilectionis] for God does 
not exclude but rather allows beneath itself [sed eam sub se compatitur]. But if love of a wage is set up as the 
end of the benevolence that someone has for God, in a certain way charity allows this, but in another way it 
does not allow it, for to set up a wage as an end of the love of benevolence that we have for God may occur 
in two different ways. In one way, such that a wage is set up as love’s end as regards the very object of love; 
that is to say, to wish the divine good to exist and to be preserved in order that God may grant me a wage; and 
this charity does not allow, because under those conditions the love that we have for God would be placed 
outside of the ratio of benevolence, insofar as it would be ordered to a different object of love [ad aliud ipsum 
amatum]. In another way, on the side of the love itself; and since love itself is a certain activity and accident, 
and thus something to be loved with a love of concupiscence, that activity can be referred to a wage as to an 
end—not, however, to a temporal wage, but to the wage which is God himself, otherwise a good [spiritu-
al] activity would be loved less than a temporal good. Thus it is clear that charity for God is compatible with 
love of a wage, not when a wage is set up as the end of the one loved, but when a wage is set up as the end 
of the love and of all that is loved for the sake of a lover. And although it is not compatible with a temporal 
wage as an end of spiritual goods, it is nevertheless compatible with such a wage as an end of other goods, 
according as one temporal good is the end of another.”

350. The strictly logical conclusion would be that we should love some of our neighbors, those who are 
spiritually superior to us, more than ourselves.

351. For the argument of the objection to be complete, a premise like the following ought to be added: 
This statement of the Philosopher implies that we should spare others pains more than we spare ourselves 
pains, and be more eager to spread out our good things than to seek good things from another. Therefore, 
etc. It may be pointed out that Aristotle actually says one should bear oneself slowly to share a friend’s pros-
perity, a view common sense readily supports. If a friend wins the lottery, one should not be quick to knock 
on his door looking for benefits; if he wrecks his car or a tree falls on his house, one should come as quickly 
as one can.

352. Thomas is careful to phrase his claim as a comparison: more than. I am not allowed to prevent my 
friend from sinning by committing a sin myself; in all cases, I must refrain from sinning, because that is in 
my power, while my friend’s actions are not. Of course, a man ought so to love his own soul that he also ac-
tively seeks the salvation of other souls.

353. The phrase used here is reminiscent of another, voluntas ut ratio, by which Thomas distinguishes free 
will or liberum arbitrium from the fixed inclination of the will as a nature, voluntas ut natura. On these two 
types of voluntas, see In III Sent. d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, qa. 3, ad 1 and ST III, q. 18, aa. 3–5.

354. Again it is crucial not to misunderstand the argument. The point is simply that, since spiritual goods 
are more perfective of the person and are goods over which each man has a certain freedom in his own re-
gard (especially under the reign of grace), these are the goods to be maximally cultivated in oneself—to will 
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them more for another or even equally would already mean that a man is not willing them as much as he 
could for himself. Take an example: I should want to be perfectly just independently of whether or not the 
people around me are just; I cannot make them want to be just or act justly, though I can do much to inspire 
and help them to acquire justice. The other side of the argument concerns external goods: since these are 
less perfective of myself, I should not be as eager to hold onto them, but should use them rather as instru-
ments of virtue to help others. I will gain spiritually by generously giving away my possessions, and in this 
way I can really come to the aid of individuals as well as benefit the whole community. A disordered sce-
nario would be the opposite: a man who wants to gather as many exterior goods as possible (which would 
mean not only property but also a good such as bodily health, which is “exterior” vis-à-vis the “inner man”), 
while caring little about whether or not he is virtuous. Indeed, a really greedy person would want all his 
neighbors to be as generous and long-suffering as possible so that he could amass more wealth from them 
and raise fewer protests.

355. God and the neighbor differ crucially in regard to the relationship between their good and mine. 
Metaphysically speaking, my neighbor’s good is his and his only; I myself do not participate in the superior 
virtue of a saint. That is another person’s perfection. If I am virtuous, too, then he and I are like each other 
because each of us happens to have the same qualities. On the other hand, all the good that I am or have is 
a participated likeness of the good that God himself is, and I receive this good directly from him at every mo-
ment. Therefore, since whatever good I am or have is more properly said to be his and is mine by his cau-
sality within me, one may validly conclude that God’s good is mine, in a way that my neighbor’s good could 
never be mine. This is why Thomas never attempts to articulate a generic account of “love of others.” There 
is one account for love of God, in whom all my good preexists with maximal perfection and who is therefore 
to be preferred to myself in every respect, and another account for love of neighbor, in whom a partial good 
is found and who can never be absolutely preferred to oneself. If the “other” is God, a person both naturally 
and supernaturally loves this other more than self; if the “other” is a fellow creature, a person naturally and 
supernaturally loves this other with a love dependent upon, subsequent to, and (to some extent) measured 
by, legitimate love of self. For these reasons, Thomas would regard the question whose answer determines 
the separate paths of modern altruism and egoism—“Should I love others more than I love myself?”—as a 
question poorly formulated.

356. In this response we are given a hierarchy of goods that implies a moral criterion for sacrifice: (a) love 
of one’s own virtue—interior good of self; (b) love of the friend—another self; (c) love of one’s own bodily 
life—exterior good of self. Thus one should be prepared to give up (c) for the sake of (b) because it is more 
in accord with (a) to do so.

357. Thomas expands on this idea at In IV Sent. d. 15, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 1, ad 1 (Moos, 692, §298): “If some-
one were to take from himself a necessity without which he could in no way exist or live fittingly [decenter], 
and give it to another, he would pervert the order of charity that ought to be observed in doing good [or-
dinem caritatis perverteret in beneficiis observandis]. But as regards other things, without which the aforesaid [fit-
ting manner of life] can exist, he does not pervert the order of charity if he grants more of them to others 
than he grants to himself. For it is a characteristic of the virtuous man to grant more of such bodily goods to 
others than to himself, as the Philosopher says in Ethics IX.”

358. The word conuersatio need not be limited to the idea of “exchanging ideas by means of talking,” as its 
English derivative does. Aristotle and Thomas are not envisioning a man engaged in animated dialogue with 
himself, which sounds like insanity; they are picturing the contemplative soul that is filled with noble, beau-
tiful things to think about, and ponders them with delight. But there is also a sense in which it is true that a 
person has to “live with himself”; and, if Aristotle is right, the virtuous man finds it easy and pleasant to be 
alone with himself, whereas the wicked man finds his own company burdensome and seeks refuge in dis-
tractions. See the first of the Notes on the Text after Distinction 27 (p. 181).

359. Thomas is arguing that in fact, in this life, all the different grounds for friendship—the various com-
municationes spoken of—coexist and together determine the appropriate response of charity, which does not 
destroy the prior human friendships but gathers them up into itself and gives them a divine orientation. 
And this is true also for evil people, since they, too, are members in potentia of the mystical body of Christ, 
the Church (cf. ST III, q. 8, a. 3). If such potency is not actualized at the time of death, however, the depart-
ed soul no longer enjoys any kind of fellowship with Christians in the definitive society or polity, that of the 
heavenly Jerusalem. Because such a soul is cut off from the possibility of the friendship of charity, he lacks 
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the decisive basis of all friendship from the point of view of eternal life, regardless of whatever nature or 
family or polity he may share in common with me. This is why one should love a Christian neighbor more 
than a dead infidel, even if that infidel happens to have been one’s father. It hardly needs to be pointed out 
that, apart from receiving a special revelation from God, one cannot know whether or not one’s father was 
in fact an infidel at the moment of death. Thus, Thomas’s comparison here has to be taken as a hypothetical 
one: if my father were both an infidel and dead, I could have no reason to love him more than the lowliest, 
most remote Christian in the universe.

360. The last point being that, as grace does truly build upon nature and perfect it, so the common origin, 
way of life, and goals of citizens in a city forges an affective bond that is taken up into the friendship of char-
ity and gives it an additional strength.

361. It is tempting to read these remarks about how one should love more the non-relatives who join in 
noble deeds than one’s own father as a muted reflection of Thomas’s own feelings about his family mem-
bers, who, as is well known, did not view with benign acquiescence his friendship with members of the Or-
der of Preachers (“familiar acquaintances who undertake noble works”) and his entrance into their ranks. 
In the end, Thomas showed by his actions that the order of charity was: God first; the religious brethren sec-
ond; his blood relatives third. For further details on the family background (including some of Thomas’s un-
mistakable written confidences about his early domestic struggles), see Torrell, Person and Work, 1–17.

362. How does a man “share something in common with himself”? This is a roundabout way of referring 
to the unity that a man enjoys with himself. I share in common with myself being myself, and that is an im-
measurably greater “commonness” than the likeness I could share with anyone else as regards human na-
ture, family or racial origin, language or learning, etc. This is not true with respect to God, however, because 
he is nearer to me than I am to myself; he has, so to speak, more in common with me than I have with my-
self. Thus, precisely because I am to love what is nearest myself, I am to love God more than myself viewed 
as distinct from him.

363. The point is that in regard to one’s own property, money, business, etc., one’s relatives are to be em-
ployed, endowed, and generally preferred to non-relatives, unless there is an overriding reason for doing 
otherwise, such as poverty outside the family or a decisive advantage to be gained from supporting (say) a 
subcontractor outside the family in preference to one who is within the family. It goes without saying that 
St. Thomas does not understand utilitas in a reductionist way, as if we should not hesitate to subordinate the 
good of our family members to the increase of personal profit. This would be a capitalist attitude entirely for-
eign to St. Thomas. 

Incidentally, this response contains more than a little autobiographical resonance. Friar Thomas’s well-
connected parents had both expected and made arrangements for him to be appointed abbot of Monte-
cassino at an appropriate age, an office that brought with it lordship of vast domains with numerous priv-
ileges—a clear case of ecclesiastical benefices being distributed according to natural family preference. The 
young man’s decision to persevere in an order of mendicant preachers in spite of his family’s bitter opposi-
tion underlined that, in his mind, there were definite limits to the scope of the friendship based upon natural 
communicatio. Cf. webnote 361.

364. As Thomas teaches, parents are not the cause of human nature as such—indeed, no natural thing 
is the cause of form as form or being as being—but they are the cause of this human nature coming to be in 
this matter. They are therefore true causes of their children, even though God is (1) the first cause of the op-
erations of secondary causes and (2) the creator of the human soul, which, since it is a per se subsistent form, 
must be created ex nihilo. Nevertheless, it is the act of human generation through which the (God-given) 
form comes to be joined to the (parent-supplied) matter and which, for Thomas, explains the inheritance 
not only of particular family and racial characteristics but also of original sin. On the larger metaphysical 
questions, see John F. Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas on Creatures as Causes of Esse,” International Philosophical 
Quarterly 40 (2000): 197–213; Gregory T. Doolan, “The Causality of the Divine Ideas in Relation to Natural 
Agents in Thomas Aquinas,” International Philosophical Quarterly 44 (2004): 393–409, esp. 398.

365. Even if a stranger were such a good man that he would deliver you from death, were you in dan-
ger thereof, you cannot allow this to hold more weight than the intimate natural connection that binds you 
to your father. So, if that stranger had actually saved your life, and later on both the stranger and your fa-
ther were in peril, you should save your father’s life before the stranger’s. It is important to grasp the rea-
son: we are dealing with a life or death situation, hence with the most fundamental natural good. Therefore 
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it is in reference to this good that a decision is to be made about whom to rescue. I have in common with the 
stranger what I have in common with any human being—human nature. It is, as it were, a parallel likeness: 
we are all human side by side. But I have this nature from my father; my likeness to him is in some sense de-
rived from him. Hence, he is to be preferred, even if he be vicious, to a non-relative who is perfectly virtuous. 
On the other hand, as Thomas has explained, if we are dealing with something like public works or religious 
exercises, we are permitted to (and we may even have an obligation to) assist a fellow citizen or a fellow re-
ligious more than a parent or sibling, in proportion to the importance of the goods at stake. It may also fol-
low from the reply to the third objection that there might be a situation in which a non-relative, due to his 
eminence, should be preferred to a relative—for example, if a bishop and one’s father were in prison, one 
should do more for the release of the bishop because he occupies an office intimately tied to the common 
good of the Christian people. He is, one could say, a father of a higher order, in a family more profoundly 
one’s own.

366. In this article, while propinquos refers specifically to “relatives” (seeing that Lombard’s discussion 
centers on the order of charity among family members), Thomas’s argument can easily be adapted analo-
gously to other sets of relationships, such as fellow citizens of a town or country, fellow members of a guild 
or a team, members of a religious order, and so on: wherever there is a figure analogous to a father or moth-
er, and others analogous to brothers or sisters, the same basic structure is present (see textual note a on  
p. 204). Thus, within a town all of whose inhabitants are “close to us” (certainly closer than the inhabit-
ants of another town or another land), a mayor or a police chief would take precedence in receiving services 
at the civic level, for the same reason a father takes precedence in the family. The treatise on justice in the 
Summa theologiae (II-II, qq. 57–122), concerned throughout with the basic relationship of giving and receiv-
ing the bonum debitum, contains valuable resources for working out such details; a good example would be 
q. 101, on pietas.

367. That is, among all of those who are close to us, and from the vantage of natural relationships, the fa-
ther holds pride of place. This statement cannot be taken as exceptionless, as Thomas has already explained 
in the preceding article.

368. That is, all other family relationships are traced back to this one.
369. What it is to be animal (the genus) is logically causative of what it is to be man (the species, which 

includes the genus and something more), so that you cannot have “man” unless there is also “animal”; 
whereas positing the genus “animal” does not necessarily posit the species “man,” since it is possible for ani-
mals to exist even if man does not exist. Similarly, if a cause exists, there need not be any particular effect (so 
far as the being of the cause is concerned); the relationship of cause to effect is accidental to the cause’s being. 
The effect, on the other hand, depends upon the cause for its being or at least for its having come to be, and 
in this respect it has an essential relationship to the cause.

370. The child, inasmuch as he has his origin in the father, is derived from him and is “his own” child. Ob-
viously Thomas would not be asserting a theory of persons-as-property and fathers-as-kings such as one can 
find in Roman law. He himself readily disobeyed his parents’ wishes when it came to religious life. Thomas 
is drawing attention to the metaphysical principle that an effect is always the effect of its cause, as the tem-
perature of the heated water is something “of” the heat source, whereas the heat source is not anything “of” 
the heated water, or better, as a benefactor is, in a sense, the “maker” of the one benefitted, who is his “cre-
ation”: “I made you what you are.” The child “belongs” to the father, he is his child. (Thus on tax forms chil-
dren are noted as “dependents” of their parents.) This kind of language has obvious limitations, since, how-
ever much a child depends on a parent in coming-to-be and in being nourished, it does not receive its being 
(esse), simply speaking, from the parent, and esse is what is most perfect, most formal, and most intimate in a 
thing. The child is most like a bodily member when it is growing in the womb of the mother, but even there 
it is a substance unto itself, with its own genetic signature, blood type, developing consciousness, etc.; and 
after it is born and grows, its primordial status as a rational substance with its own dignity, rights, and duties 
becomes ever more manifest. So the argument given by Aristotle is accepted by Thomas as valid at a certain 
level or from a certain angle, but not as a comprehensive account of the father-child (or parent-child) rela-
tionship.

371. Everything in this discussion turns on the two ways of considering things: as distinct entities or one 
as part of another. The child can be considered in either of two ways. If the outlook is on things as distinct 
entities, then the child naturally loves the parent more than the parent loves the child. If the outlook is on 



82  WEBNOTES FOR BOOK III

one thing as part of another, then the parent loves the child more than the child loves the parent. An effect, 
in general, can be taken in either of two ways. Inasmuch as it is taken as a distinct entity, it has less intrinsic 
lovability than a cause. Inasmuch as it is taken as an extension of and manifestation of the cause, it is loved 
as part of the cause. Now, charity has more to do with the love that looks at things as distinct entities, since 
such an outlook pertains to benevolence and so to friendship. One is thus more of a friend to one’s father 
than to one’s son.

372. The first sentence seems to be specifying what it is that makes a woman a wife: “one who is re-
ceived/taken up/taken to oneself for the act of generation.” The argument concludes that because the act of 
generation is what distinguishes a man’s wife, as such, from any other woman, therefore the love to be giv-
en to a wife as such is comparable to that which is given to children as such, since they, too, are children by 
their connection to the same act (the wife as participating in it, the children as originated from it). However, 
since a woman is something more than a wife and a child something more than a child—each is a human 
being, and could be a fellow Christian, fellow citizen, eventual member of a religious order or town official, 
etc.—there are other aspects that could and would affect the love that is appropriately given to them by the 
husband or father. The argument also implies that the wife comes after the husband’s own father in the ordo 
amoris, yet, since she is “something of the husband,” he would love her more than his father in the same 
way that he loves his children more. This implication is borne out in ST I, q. 92, a. 2, on why the first wom-
an was made from the first man (de viro), and in II-II, q. 26, a. 11, where the parents are said to be loved by 
their son with greater reverence but the wife with greater intensity, as being more united to him.

373. Given that the features of Aristotelian embryology out of which this last claim emerges (e.g., the dis-
cussion in Generation of Animals IV, ch. 3, of why some offspring do not perfectly resemble their fathers) have 
long since been shown false, Thomas’s argument concerning paternal primacy has to be in part rejected, in 
part modified. The father’s primacy may have another basis, but it does not have the biological basis provid-
ed by the Aristotelian theory of generation. For discussion of the theory itself, see Kevin L. Flannery, “Ap-
plying Aristotle in Contemporary Embryology,” The Thomist 67 (2003): 249–78; David Albert Jones, The Soul 
of the Embryo: An Inquiry into the Status of the Human Embryo in the Christian Tradition (London: Continuum, 
2004), 18–32; Robert Mayhew, The Female in Aristotle’s Biology: Reason or Rationalization (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 2004). One who wishes to update Thomas’s analysis would have to review the places in 
this article where he speaks of the father, and ask: Does this particular claim apply only to fathers, or also to 
mothers? If only to the former, exactly why? Moreover, one must entertain serious reservations about the 
manner in which, even granting Thomas’s embryology, a father can be said to “give the form” to his child. 
As Thomas consistently teaches, human parents together supply only the child’s matter, God infusing the ra-
tional soul which is the single form of man as man. This does not undermine the fact that a definite pair of 
human parents, one male, one female, are genuine causes in the “procreation” of a child; it is merely to re-
ject the inequality of female and male as generative agents.

374. The judgments expressed in this reply are based on the assumption, itself rooted in Aristotelian bi-
ology as well as in a certain interpretation of scriptural passages, that the male is, as such, more intelligent, 
stronger, braver, and in general more endowed with perfections than the female, and hence that, insofar as 
a woman is perfect, she is more like her father and her brothers than she is like her mother and her sisters. 
The exact meaning of this view is not that a daughter’s perfections always imitate actual perfections in her 
father while her defects imitate actual defects in her mother, but rather that since human perfections are 
more a “male” thing and defects more a “female” thing, a daughter is likened to her father as male inasmuch 
as she is perfect, and likened to her mother as female inasmuch as she (the daughter) is imperfect. It is, in oth-
er words, purely a statement about the sexes, not about the individuals, who will have their own ensemble 
of physical and moral qualities, some good, some bad, regardless of sex. Indeed, this view would compel one 
to say—and here the oddity is palpable—that a mother who is brave is more likened to the maleness of her 
husband than her cowardly husband is to his own maleness, because his lack of bravery makes him in that 
respect more likened to the femaleness of his wife; she is (as people used to say) “manly” while he is “wom-
anly.” It is not possible here to enter further into the many elements, scientific, cultural, and religious, that 
go to make up Aquinas’s complex views on man and fatherhood, woman and motherhood. In criticizing or 
modifying these views, an effort should be made to lay aside at least some of the more egregious misinter-
pretations of Aquinas’s doctrine. See Michael Nolan, Aquinas’ Philosophy of Man and Woman (Dublin: Four 
Courts Press, 1998); idem, “The Aristotelian Background to Aquinas’s Denial That ‘Woman is a Defective 
Male,’” The Thomist 64 (2000): 21–69.
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375. Thomas writes that charity relinquit these notable effects, it “leaves them behind” as evidences of its 
presence. The first point made in this response is that we are dealing with a difference not in kind but in de-
gree: all the grades are grades of just the same thing, charity, but just as light can be more or less bright, and 
heat more or less warming, so charity can be more or less ardent in its effects. Hence, the grade at which I 
actually am is discerned not in any absolute way but from the effect that predominates. Similarly, when a 
man’s hair is only partially gray, we say he has gray hairs; but when the gray predominates, we say he has 
gray hair.

376. Advancing charity can be looked at in two ways: with respect to what comes before it and with re-
spect to what comes after it. From the latter vantage, the salient feature is that the person more and more 
rests in the good things, experiencing them as connatural goods. Similarly, as Thomas goes on to say, perfect 
charity can be looked at in two ways: perfect with respect to good things that all Christians need to pursue; 
most perfect with respect to optional, more difficult goods (or, alternatively, perfection such as can be had in 
this life, and the utter perfection possible only in the life to come).

377. In other words, for a stage of motion to be considered significantly different from another stage, 
there has to be a noteworthy change. (One is reminded of little children asking frequently during a long trip, 
“Are we there yet?”) The segments of the journey are marked off by the use of significant markers of time or 
place, such as cities en route to the destination, the setting of the sun, or stopping for a meal.

378. The last proviso is important. For Thomas, a charity perfect with regard to objects of love would 
probably require embracing the evangelical counsels and would certainly require a heroic love of enemies 
even to the point of martyrdom. It would not be compatible with the somewhat mediocre practice of vir-
tue that was common, as he saw it, to the majority of Christians of his own day (see typical admissions in De 
malo q. 1, a. 5, ad 16; SCG III, ch. 141; ST I-II, q. 31, a. 5, ad 1; Sent. Eth. VII, lec. 7, n. 1405 and IX, lec. 10, 
n. 1893). Nevertheless, a Christian who does no more than keep the Ten Commandments and avoid grave 
sin is still on the road to salvation—provided he does not despise the way of greater perfection or those who 
walk on it, and more importantly, does not turn personally against it as a way that he himself might travel. 
An example of a hardening of heart would be a nominal Christian who so despised the religious life that he 
would rather do or suffer anything than become a religious himself, even if God were calling him to that af-
ter the death of a spouse. According to the argument presented here, such a person could not be saved, re-
gardless of any fulfillment of routine religious duties. Moreover, Aquinas notes in the last sentence of the 
response that there are times when any Christian, whatever his degree of maturity, is called upon to exert 
himself as the perfect would do—when, for example, an enemy is dying of hunger and begging him for food, 
he must feed him.

379. According to Thomas, not to commit venial sins does not belong to the scope of a commandment, 
because the lawgiver does not intend to prevent every wrong deed but only those that destroy the rela-
tionship to God or the fabric of society, and that can be avoided by everyone at all times. In this discussion, 
“bound” has the strongest possible sense—if one is bound to something, then failing to do it is a mortal sin, as 
is implied in the earlier sed contra argument about damnation.

380. In other words, above and beyond what all Christians are bound to, religious are bound to those 
specific things they vow to fulfill; otherwise, they remain unobliged. Though Thomas was living at a time 
when there was not the immense profusion of religious orders there would subsequently be, he was well-
positioned to be aware of the differences between the structure of the life vowed by Benedictine monks 
(among whom at Montecassino he spent his childhood as an oblate) and the structure of the life vowed by 
mendicant friars, whether Dominican or Franciscan. The monk, for example, having taken a vow of stabilitas 
loci, is bound, in ordinary circumstances, to remain at the monastery he entered. The friar, on the contrary, 
having taken no such vow, is free to roam the world at the command of his superiors. As for prelates, they 
are bound to certain works of perfection, such as preaching, not from vows freely taken but from the nature 
of the office conferred upon them.

381. Cf. ST III, q. 18, aa. 3–5, on voluntas ut natura and voluntas ut ratio. The former refers to the natural 
inclination of the will toward the good of the whole man. Since death is the worst evil for man considered 
“naturally,” that is, as a body-soul composite, it is naturally feared more than any other evil. However, by 
the power of reason man can discern that other goods (those of the spirit) are superior even to the good of 
preserving this composition, and that other evils (again, those of the spirit) are more evil than the loss of this 
composition; hence, by his rational will (i.e., free will informed by a judgment of reason, liberum arbitrium), 
a man can, against his natural will, prefer “to be dissolved” than to remain unified.
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382. Namely, the words: “Lord, if I am still needed by your people, I do not refuse the labor! Thy will be 
done” (see textual note a at p. 241). Thomas’s point can be lost unless one sees the connection between be-
neuolentia, “willing well,” and “desiring what is pleasing to God,” i.e., what he wills. The one who has char-
ity loves God as his own good, the good that makes him happy; from this vantage, the lover desires to die, 
that he might attain the beatific vision. But at a level deeper still, charity causes a desire for unity of wills—
specifically that the lover’s will be conformed to the beloved’s will (thus, Martin’s to God’s: “Thy will be 
done”). One has benevolence, then, and superior perfection of charity, by doing what is most pleasing in the 
Lord’s judgment. So, if the Lord wishes Martin to remain with his flock and serve them, Martin desires to 
render this service more than he desires to depart and be with the Lord. There is, of course, no comparison 
as regards the goods in question, for the sight of God is infinitely better for me, absolutely speaking, than any 
earthly service. This discrepancy of worth highlights all the more the essential issue: the good that is God’s 
and is identical to his will—however humble a service it demands of me here and now—is to be preferred to 
any good that is mine, however exalted. Yet by the same token, since doing what pleases God pertains to the 
perfection of charity, and that is also my good, I am ultimately more benefitted by achieving this conformity 
of will, for which I need to abnegate certain preferences of my will (the “concupiscence” Thomas speaks of), 
than I would be were I to seek “my own good” independently of God’s will.

383. The argument can be put succinctly: since grace builds upon and perfects nature, the man who is an 
enemy of Christ is acting not only against the Christian, but also against the perfection of his own nature. 
To this extent, he does not love himself, either. The same is true, Thomas comments, of all sins. “Those who 
commit sin are the enemies of their own lives” (Tob. 12:10). As Dickens unforgettably portrays, the miser is 
not only a misanthrope but an obstacle to his own happiness.

384. Thus for Thomas, the Old Law already teaches that we are to love our enemies, but we are not re-
quired to do more than “be willing” that they come to possess God’s favor and eternal life: we need to have 
benevolence. The New Law adds that we should actively help our enemies: we need to show benevolence. 
“To him who strikes you on the cheek, offer the other also; and from him who takes away your coat do not 
withhold even your shirt”; “love your enemies, and do good, and lend, expecting nothing in return” (Lk. 
6:29, 35). Far from being an exaggerated contrast, in many ways this is the most charitable interpretation 
that can be given of the literal meaning of those many portions of the Old Testament that unequivocally de-
pict or desire the wholesale destruction of the enemies of the chosen people, or deal with them on severely 
unequal footing (for example, one may not lend upon interest to one’s neighbors, but one may do so to for-
eigners: Deut. 23:20).

385. To complete the response, Thomas might have noted that a further conclusion follows: the more 
perfect is love of God, the more perfect (i.e., complete) is hatred of sin, and simultaneously, the more per-
fect is love of the neighbor as image of God, potential sharer in his grace and glory. Thus, zeal for God, zeal 
for helping one’s neighbor, zeal against evil, and zeal for penance are exactly coextensive; if one of them is 
weak, the others must also be weak.

386. This metaphysical point is easier to grasp with examples. Thomas gives the example of being (not 
ens, but esse, “be-ing”) taken generically, versus uiuere, a specific way of be-ing. It is easier to end the life of 
a material thing than to end the being of its matter. In this sense, basic be-ing is more vehement. Yet liv-
ing is nobler than (mere) be-ing; it is, in fact, a heightened way of be-ing. Thus it embraces more in act than 
(mere) be-ing. Thus, the perfection of be-ing consists in its reaching, or extending to, the kind of fullness or 
richness that is found in a plant, still more in an animal, incalculably more in a man. Another example: in 
man, what is most basic is the image of God that inheres in the faculties of the spiritual soul; this pertains to 
the very constitution of human nature and is most vehement in the sense that it cannot be destroyed. But 
being in a state of grace, though it can come and go, is a higher, more determinate way of bearing the same 
image; it actualizes the very potentiality of those faculties. Being in the state of glory is a yet higher way of 
bearing the same image that was (partially and movably) perfected in the state of grace.

387. This line has to be read carefully, lest it sound like a blanket approval of consequentialism: “You may 
not do evil to someone unless a greater good would follow from doing so, or a greater evil from refraining to 
do so.” Thomas is speaking here of temporal goods and evils, and specifically of evils of punishment meted 
out to criminals, which evils are not moral but “physical,” to employ a customary distinction. He has already 
excluded the legitimacy of desiring spiritual evil, or even temporal evil qua evil, for one’s enemy (to will in 
such a way would be a sin against another person). Rather, he is saying that in some circumstances—name-
ly, where a greater good more deserving of love, or a greater evil more deserving of repulsion, is at stake—
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one is permitted to desire or administer a punishment for an evildoer’s crime. In St. Thomas, a standard ex-
ample of this would be civil authority’s justly punishing a criminal to redress the injustice and safeguard the 
society’s common good.

388. The good deeds I should be prepared to do for my enemy will equal the affection I am asked to have 
for him. Of necessity, I am asked to have him in my affection as an image of God and possible sharer in glo-
ry; I am therefore obliged to pray and work for his salvation. There is thus nothing “fake” about my love 
if I simply pray for him, not doing for him what I do for my family or friends. Nevertheless, it is clear from 
Thomas’s argument that the superior Christian way—the way of perfection, not of obligation—is to extend 
even to enemies the expressions of love that one would extend to one’s best friends. It is a more perfect way 
because it is Christ’s; it is not obligatory because it surpasses natural justice, which charity does not contra-
dict, even if it goes beyond it. (An employer is free to pay out more than he agreed to give, for liberality does 
not contradict justice, it goes beyond it. The same is true in the present case.)

389. One is bound to do only those acts of kindness that correspond to a friendship’s foundation, the 
good shared in common. As this sharing grows, the acts of kindness must also grow in due proportion. The 
more the other is “one with me,” the more I must love him “as myself.” Thus, in the order of nature, I am 
obliged to do more for my family than for non-family; in the order of grace, I am obliged to do more for 
fellow Christians than for non-Christians; and taking the two orders together, I am obliged to do more for 
Christians within my family than for non-Christians within my family. Note that none of these statements 
implies that I should not will and do good for the latter category; quite the contrary. Thomas’s point can be 
seen best in situations of conflict, when one must set priorities. If, owing to circumstances, I had to choose 
between helping the one or helping the other, or helping the one more intensively than the other, which of 
them should I help first or most? Such choices, often difficult and painful, are exceedingly common in life. 
Far from being a scholastic subtlety, the argument Thomas advances is a reasoned reflection on the priorities 
of everyday Christian life—something the Apostle Paul recognized long ago (cf. 1 Tim. 5:8, “If any one does 
not provide for his relatives, and especially for his own family, he has disowned the faith and is worse than 
an unbeliever”; cf. 1 Tim. 3:12, Tit. 1:6, Eph. 5:33, and many other texts that presuppose that a special love 
and attention will or should be given to certain people in preference to others).

390. At ST II-II, q. 157, a. 3, ad 3, Aquinas notes that it is possible for someone to lose “the human affec-
tion according to which man is naturally a friend to every man ..... [W]hen someone takes delight in pun-
ishing a man, this is also called mental illness [insania], because in this way it is indicated that he is devoid of 
the [normal] human affection upon which mercy follows.”

391. The gloss could have given the impression that Christians are not obliged to do acts of kindness at all 
for their enemies, since going out of one’s way to pray for and help out enemies seems to belong to a special 
state or condition of charity. As he did in the main response, Thomas points out that it is one thing to show 
kindness in a general way to all, and another thing to show the special affection or attention that character-
izes personal (or “particular”) friendships. The former must be shown to all, enemies included, but it is only 
a perfect charity that “moves ahead into the sorts of behavior that belong to other particular friendships.”

392. The warning of webnote 387 against a consequentialist misreading of Aquinas’s argument applies 
equally to the present reply. Here, again, war is understood to consist of physical evils meted out to real ene-
mies of the common good. Hence in no way is Thomas implying that when “justice” or some “greater good” 
is at stake, “anything goes.” Nothing morally evil can ever be rightly done for any reason whatsoever, even if 
such an act could procure the preservation of an entire city or kingdom.

393. For a detailed study of Aquinas’s understanding of meritorious acts, see Joseph P. Wawrykow, God’s 
Grace and Human Action: ‘Merit’ in the Theology of Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame 
Press, 1995). The doctrine of merit as expounded in the Scriptum is discussed on pp. 60–137.

394. The argument: charity’s whole function is to unite men to God and to each other in friendship. 
Thus, to love a friend out of charity is to perform the act of charity par excellence, while to love an enemy falls 
less strictly under the scope of this virtue. Put differently, it belongs to the formality of charity’s object that it 
be “friend,” and so “loving the friend” is the virtue’s essential activity.

395. I take this complex sentence to mean that, if the will wills more intensely the ultimate end for the 
sake of which a particular object is willed, then regardless of how repugnant that particular object may be 
to the will, it is capable of performing an act of love of greater merit than an act toward a particular object 
much loved in and of itself. An act of love toward a person one is naturally inclined to love (say, a friend) 
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can be less loving, and less meritorious, than an act toward a person one naturally cares little for or even de-
spises (say, an enemy), if the latter act flows from a more intense love of God and the former from a less in-
tense love of God. Put more simply, the Christian might not feel inclined toward the enemies, although he is 
benefitting them with his services; he cares most of all about adhering to God, and through the intensity of 
this adherence the goodness (and thus merit) of his works is enhanced.

396. Looking to the virtue’s proper object, love of a friend is better, since a friend is a more fitting object 
to be loved; but since the reason for loving is God, the love of enemies, which extends further than the love 
of friends, is better. In the final sentence, Thomas invokes again the distinction between a general love of 
enemies that requires no special exhibition of the signs of friendship and a special love of enemies that goes 
beyond what is necessary by extending to them the same signs one would extend to a dear friend. He notes 
that if you take “love of enemies” to mean the latter, it is obviously superior in merit to love of friends, for it 
entirely presupposes the love of friends and extends this kind of love much further.

397. Just because loving only friends (and hating enemies) is not from grace or meritorious does not en-
tail that loving friends is not from grace or meritorious. It entails only that, for a Christian, love of friends 
will always be accompanied by love of enemies, whether general (as a matter of necessity) or special (as a 
matter of perfection)—indeed, that these two loves will have a common root and a common end.

398. That is, some ways of loving one’s enemies belong to the humblest degree of charity and so are in-
cumbent on all Christians.

399. Cf. In III Sent. d. 24, a. 3, qa. 3 (Moos, 776): “Quantity of merit can be looked at from two points of 
view: on the side of the work, or on the side of the one who does the work. Now the work itself must be 
virtuous [if it is to be meritorious]. And since virtue regards what is good and difficult, that work must have 
difficulty and goodness, just considered in itself; therefore whatever adds to either of these characteristics 
adds to merit on the side of the work. On the part of the one who does the work, will is required; hence a 
man merits more to the extent that he does something more by his will. And the quantity of merit is always 
looked at according to its root, [namely] charity.”

400. A necessity, namely, of paying back what one owes.
401. The more willingly one pays back the debt, the more this free act can be an act of love and hence a 

meritorious act. If one pays back only under constraint, then one is behaving as if manipulated by an exter-
nal agent; there is here very little of the voluntary.

402. So far from lessening the goodness of an act or vitiating its supernatural purity of motive, an act’s 
naturalness only enhances that goodness by giving it a richer basis, offering further support to the higher 
motion of grace.

403. That is, the object of choice stands to the end for the sake of which it is chosen as matter to form. Of 
course, inasmuch as the particular object is also an end, relatively speaking, it too has a formal role to play 
vis-à-vis free actions leading up to it.

404. When two things are related by the addition of the second to the first, something follows in the con-
trary (i.e., in the contrary direction: the second is added to the first), but from this addition nothing follows 
in the first; so that when you take away the first (animal), you take away the second (man), but when you 
take away the second (man), you do not take away the first (animal). Thomas had used the same example 
earlier to illustrate the logical relationship of genus and species: when you posit “man” you necessarily posit 
“animal,” but when you posit “animal” you do not necessarily posit “man.”

405. “in another act”: in aliquo actu. We take this phrase to mean “in another act” because a comparison is 
being made between two separate acts of charity, either of separate persons or of the same person at differ-
ent times, both of which proceed from love for God, but in one the proximate object is a neighbor and in the 
other the proximate object is God immediately. Thomas’s point is that an act of love directed toward one’s 
neighbor can well exceed, in goodness and merit, an act of love for God alone, but solely because the former 
proceeds out of a greater love for God than the latter. So, in the end, we are still comparing loves for God. 
Thomas’s final remark is a way of saying that, strictly speaking, you cannot compare love of neighbor over 
against love of God, since the latter always includes (some degree of) the former, and vice versa.

406. The principle that charity is the root of meriting is invoked in a very large number of contexts, of 
which those mentioned in note c on p. 257 are some of the more notable. For a comprehensive treatment of 
Aquinas’s teaching on merit, see Wawrykow, God’s Grace and Human Action.

407. Recall the key distinction between two unions: the interior union of affections or wills, which is love 
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essentially; the personal union of presence, which is love’s supreme effect and goal. The one who loves God 
by God’s gift of charity is already conformed to the beloved in affection. From this affective union the lover 
“earns” the real union—having been made worthy of it precisely by the gift of affective union and the ac-
tions that flow from it. The unio secundum rem follows as if naturally upon the unio secundum affectum. See the 
discussion of affectus in the Introduction (p. xxviii).

408. In fact, the grace that makes the soul pleasing to God (gratia gratum faciens) and the virtue of char-
ity are always infused together. One way of expressing this connection is to say that charity can never exist 
in an unformed state (cf. In III Sent. d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qa. 4); another way is to say that grace, as perfecting the 
essence of the soul, is the point of origin for all the supernatural virtues, of which charity is the crown and 
binding force (cf. In II Sent. d. 26, a. 4, of which the reply to the fifth objection is translated above, in web-
note 285).

409. This succinct observation is fully explained at In II Sent. d. 40, a. 5 (Mandonnet, 1025–26): “Now an 
act is capable of moral goodness insofar as it is human; but an act is human insofar as it is in some measure 
produced by reason. This happens only in those acts that are commanded by the will, which follows the de-
liberation of reason. Acts that follow the apprehension of a sudden imagination (such as the stroking of a 
beard and that kind of thing) will in this way [i.e., morally] be called indifferent. But none of those acts that 
follow a deliberate will can be indifferent; they will necessarily be either good or bad with political [civili] 
goodness or badness. Yet an act perfect with political goodness is not capable of the efficacy of meriting ex-
cept in a man who has grace; and therefore in one who lacks grace it is indifferent with respect to merit or 
demerit, whereas in one who has grace it must be either meritorious or demeritorious—for as a bad act will 
be demeritorious, so a good act will be meritorious. For since charity commands all the virtues as the will 
commands all the powers, [it follows that in one who has charity] whatever is ordered to the end of any vir-
tue must be ordered to the end of charity; and since every good act is ordered to the end of some virtue, it 
will remain ordered to the end of charity, and so will be meritorious; and thus to eat and to drink, keeping 
the measure of temperance, and to play for recreation, keeping the appropriate measure (namely that of eu-
trapelia, which holds to the mean in playing, as is said in Ethics II), will be meritorious in him who has char-
ity, by which virtue he has placed God as the last end of his life.” Cf. ibid., ad 3 (translated in webnote 147); 
In III Sent. d. 18, a. 5 (translated in webnote 281).

410. The simple fact of a work’s being difficult to perform does not, of itself, increase one’s adherence to 
the ultimate end, but if one braves difficulties for the love of God, the suffering this entails, depending on its 
quantity, can satisfy for some or all of the debt of punishment one owes on account of sins. In this way the 
quality of difficulty can contribute to removing obstacles to meriting and so clear the path for works of high-
er merit. But Thomas also says that increased difficulty in the work itself can make a work more meritorious: 
cf. In III Sent. d. 24, a. 3, qa. 3 (translated in webnote 399).

411. Indeed, such facility or ease (facilitas) increases merit by giving freer rein to virtuous activity. Cf. In 
III Sent. d. 23, q. 1, a. 1, ad 4 (Moos, 700, §30): “As is said in Metaphysics II, difficulty can be from us or from 
things; and the same applies to ease. Therefore the kind of ease that is due to actions themselves being of no 
great weight, diminishes, as far as that goes, the ratio of merit, whereas the ease that is from the agent’s read-
iness [to act] does not diminish merit (with respect to the essential reward), but increases it; for to the extent 
that one does something with greater charity, so much the more easily does one endure [difficulties or ob-
stacles], and the more one merits. And likewise, to the extent that one acts with greater delight on account 
of the habit of virtue, one’s act is more delightful and more meritorious.”

412. The argument is this (and the fallacy is hard to hide): Charity merits eternal life. Whatever is merit-
ed must be given. Therefore even if someone who has charity loses it, he must recover it before he dies, oth-
erwise he could not rightly be given the eternal life owed to him. So, anyone who has had charity at some 
time will surely have it at the time of death.

413. In other words, as long as charity still exists, there cannot already be a sin that has expelled it. But 
if this is true, the only sin that could do so would be a sin yet to come, but as this is a mere possibility, char-
ity remains unaffected.

414. This argument concerns effects proceeding from causes. For example, a stone is indifferent as to mo-
tion left or right, and therefore does not just move left or right; a person or something else has to move it 
that way. Much less does a stone move up, since it has an inclination downwards. Thus even an indifferent 
man would not do evil; much less would (or could) a man inclined by charity to good do evil. (The example 
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of the stone manifests the flaw in the argument: some motion or effect can proceed from the stone, not inso-
far as it is indifferent or for the lesser part, but due to some other cause.)

415. For St. Thomas, no creature, as such, could ever be naturally confirmed in good (cf. De ueritate, q. 
24, a. 7). The wills of the blessed in heaven are confirmed in good in such a way that they are unable to sin, 
that is, to fall away from God and their own superabundant perfection (ibid., a. 8); and wayfarers can, in a 
certain sense, be confirmed in good, inasmuch as they can be preserved from sinning by a gift of grace (ibid., 
a. 9; In II Sent. d. 23, q. 1, a. 1). Christ when on earth was impeccable because his human mind was already 
united perfectly to God in the beatific vision; the Blessed Virgin was impeccable due to a sublime gift of grace 
that befitted her role (cf. In III Sent. d. 3, q. 1, a. 2, qa. 3, ad 2). In the blessed, confirmation in good does not 
remove the power of choosing this or that particular good in relation to the summum bonum, God (cf. ST III, 
q. 18, a. 4, ad 3).

416. Preoccupation or fascination with the particular good “sucks dry,” as it were, the universal knowl-
edge so that it becomes, practically speaking, a non-influence. The image is one of a particular drawing all 
attention to itself, leaving the intellectual knowledge “high and dry.”

417. A fine analysis of the universal/particular disjunct, using the same example, may be found at In II 
Sent. d. 24, q. 3, a. 3, on whether there can be sin in ratione, i.e., in the power of reason or in its use.

418. In place of the passage beginning “Now the Philosopher” and ending “since charity loves God,” the 
autograph manuscript contains an earlier draft worth translating here (cf. Gils, “Textes inédits,” 615–16): 
“Now the solution of the proof is the one that the Philosopher gives there. For just as knowledge [scien-
tia] is about something other than what the activity of sin is about, because knowledge is about universals 
whereas activity is about particulars, so too the proper object of charity is the unchangeable good, whereas 
the object of sin is a changeable good. Now, it is in the following way that knowledge is conquered in a man 
by sin: the affection for something pleasurable to sensation (such as sexual indulgence [luxuria] or similar 
things that are connatural to us) surges up—accordingly, that thing looks good to him—and encounters no 
resisting knowledge either because he is not making use of the knowledge he has, or because his consider-
ation of it remains at the universal, speculative level. And that he is thus conquered is not from a defect in 
the knowledge, but from a defect in the one who has the knowledge, insofar as he does not make use of the 
knowledge to the extent that he is able to do so. And since the universal ratio is not applied to the particu-
lar matter at hand [ad particulare opus], it follows that in the particular, no other ratio of good is available to 
him except the one produced by the affection of concupiscence. And on account of this ratio, according to 
that which he finds of the ratio of the good, he makes his choice and goes astray in choosing; and this is the 
kind of ignorance that characterizes every bad man. In a similar way, too, since charity loves God more ve-
hemently . . .”

419. It is obvious that Thomas is speaking here of grave or mortal sin, not of venial sin. Only the former 
aims at an end in a way that is incompatible with aiming at God as end, whereas the latter does not touch 
this relationship, as Thomas has already explained: see In I Sent. (Paris version) d. 17, q. 2, a. 5 (at p. 51); In I 
Sent. (Lectura romana) d. 17, q. 2, a. 4 (at p. 75).

420. That is, light actualizes the transparent medium in such a way that the moment the light source is 
blocked, the medium ceases to be lit up. Aristotle had defended the notion of light as an instantaneous ac-
tuality of the medium, and for scholastics who held to Aristotelian physics this doctrine lent itself well to 
spiritual application, as when Thomas compares God’s continual giving of esse to a creature to the radiation 
of light from the sun (ST I, q. 104, a. 1). Needless to say, the general principle remains true—nothing can re-
main in being when separated from its essential cause—even if the example no longer serves as an adequate 
illustration.

421. That any infused virtue is actually in the soul is due to the present action of God, its only source; by 
definition it has no human source. In this sense, it is not caused by the creature at all. In contrast, the virtu-
ous habits we acquire by dint of our own efforts are more stable because their cause lies in the very use to 
which our powers have been put. Hence one unjust act cannot destroy a firm habit of justice, or one error 
destroy the habit of science, whereas a single act of disbelief or heresy is enough to lose faith. It is like closing 
the shutters: forthwith, the sunlight is blocked.

422. For further discussion and examples, see Kwasniewski, “Modalities of Excess in Aquinas,” 158–73.
423. That which causes cupidity remains in the power of the soul, and hence, though actual cupidity be 

absent, yet its cause remains. Thus there is always, in the wayfaring state, the potential for cupidity to flare 
up again. Thomas goes on to say that charity is capable of preventing this from occurring.
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424. The last phrase can be expanded: when there are two forms contrary to each other, such as hot and 
cold or antelope and lion (inasmuch as this implies non-antelope), as soon as the one is generated, the other 
is corrupted, at least to the extent that the same matter is in question. This proviso is added because acciden-
tal change can be gradual, and so one part of a body can become hot through heating while another part is 
not yet affected by the spreading heat. It is obvious that, in substantial change, one form cannot coexist with 
another form in the same substance, since each wholly actualizes the matter of that substance.

425. The principle of the many is not the principle of the few. The nature of a plant is the cause of its 
healthy growth. If there is a deformed plant, its deformity cannot be caused by the plant’s nature, for this 
nature is the intrinsic cause of the healthy formation of the matter that is open to contraries; the deformity 
must be caused by a cause extrinsic to the nature, determining it to an outcome which is, by definition, for 
the lesser part.

426. When Thomas writes that charity inclines “for the most part to what is good,” he is not saying that 
sometimes, in rare instances, it inclines to the opposite or inclines not at all; rather, he means that by charity 
the person who possesses it is himself actively inclined to do good—but not at every moment, or by neces-
sity, but by a tendency that exhibits itself in the larger part of his actions. If such a tendency could not be dis-
cerned, or if the opposite began to be discerned, that, in itself, would be a probable sign of a lack of charity. 
Similarly, in this argument the inclination of sensible affection to the sensibly pleasant is a reference not to 
the bare nature of sense-appetite, which is good in itself and is appropriately inclined to sensible goods, but 
rather to the state of this appetite in the fallen human being, where the tendency to become fixed upon and 
satisfied with the goods of the outer man conflicts with acquiring the better goods of the inner man.

427. Cf. Rev. 13:8, which is more explicit in making the identification: “[A]nd all who dwell on earth will 
worship it [the beast with ten horns and seven heads], every one whose name has not been written before 
the foundation of the world in the book of life of the Lamb that was slain” (RSV).

428. Both the good and the wicked see Christ their judge in his humanity, i.e., they see his glorified body; 
but only the former see his divine nature in the beatific vision, which is their reward. Of this vision, the 
wicked are necessarily deprived.

429. It should be noted that St. Thomas speaks in the singular both here and in the initial objection: the 
Old and New Testament. He considers the two as a single book with a single author and a single message, a 
book that makes eternal life known to man and leads him to attain it. However, at the same time, he is care-
ful to point out that it is about salvation in general, not about the salvation of any particular person. Hence, 
while those who practice its commandments attain life, nothing in the book guarantees the attainment of this 
life. That is why it cannot be called the Book of Life simply speaking.

430. That is, the grace that someone has lost by mortal sin, who is not predestined. The point is that a 
man’s past grace no longer makes glory present to him as in a cause. This is true even of the predestined man 
who ultimately repents: it is his grace present at the hour of death that blossoms into glory, not any grace he 
might have had earlier but then lost. The parallel article in the ST (I, q. 24, a. 3) is clearer.

431. Note that the metaphor of erasure applies only to those who first had grace and then lose it. A pagan 
who never believed or wanted to believe would not be erased, because he was never written into the book 
even secundum quid (“noted down”).

432. Cf. 1 Cor. 1:4–8 (RSV): “I give thanks to God always for you because of the grace of God which was 
given you in Christ Jesus, that in every way you were enriched in him with all speech and all knowledge—
even as the testimony to Christ was confirmed among you—so that you are not lacking in any spiritual gift, 
as you wait for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ; who will sustain you to the end, guiltless in the day of 
our Lord Jesus Christ.”

433. In a hypothetical state of pure nature, a man or an angel would love God above itself and all things 
(see In II Sent. d. 3, q. 4, at p. 81) and would be under no necessity to fall away into the sin of disordered self-
love. That is, nature as such is well-ordered by its maker; disorder results only from an abuse of creaturely 
freedom. Hence, there is no temptation, however great, that this hypothetical man could not resist with his 
freedom, even if unaided by grace. All the more, therefore, can someone with grace resist any temptation 
whatsoever.

434. This entire response presupposes the scenario of article 1 (especially ad 1), namely the free will freed 
by grace from the slavery of sin. The one about whom we are asking whether he can resist temptation is the 
one who is equipped by grace with the weapons to resist any onslaught. Thomas takes it for granted that one 
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who does not have grace and charity will find it exceedingly difficult to resist many temptations and impos-
sible to resist all of them all the time.

435. The idea seems to be that even if one experiences a greater difficulty, the essential task of resisting 
what opposes charity is well within the inherent power of charity, since charity has a quasi-infinite pow-
er from the good to which it unites the soul. Thus, resisting any trial is not like a work that outstrips the 
strength of the agent, as lifting 100 pounds would be for a person whose maximum lifting strength is 50 
pounds. The power is sufficient for the work.

436. This is not really a full response to the objection. Mortal sins are easier for charity to resist than ve-
nial, because charity unites a person to the ultimate end but does not, of itself, regulate and rectify all our 
uses of creatures, though it can do so if well used, since it stirs up the desire for rightly ordering all desires.

437. A Christian is constituted a spiritual priest by having the grace of charity. Hence, just as the Levitical 
priests lost something of their right to perform sacred works when they fell away, so too the Christian loses 
something of the fullness of his spiritual priesthood. This argument is flawed in part because of the essential 
difference between the priesthood of the Levites and the priesthood of Christ. 

438. The argument can be simplified: glory is merited by charity. Penance revives lost merit. If therefore 
the repentant sinner is to be duly rewarded, he must rise up from sin with at least as much charity as he had 
before sinning.

439. A special sign of honor in heaven, bestowed upon martyrs, doctors, and virgins. A full treatment is 
given at In IV Sent. d. 49, q. 5.

440. Meaning: the Apostle is not speaking of each and every sin in particular, such that where this or 
that sin abounded, grace must superabound, but rather of the situation of fallen human nature, where the 
sin that abounds in mankind is surpassed by the grace present in, and made available by, the Redeemer. The 
context in Romans is speaking of the contrast between the first Adam, in whom all have sinned, and the sec-
ond or last Adam, Christ, in whom all are offered the opportunity to be made alive by a greater sharing in 
God’s life than even Adam enjoyed before the fall.

441. The comparison is between two falls: one that diminishes charity and one that leaves a man whol-
ly bereft of grace. A man who falls into a lesser sin and rises more humbled, even should he lack the same 
measure of charity, may have thus been preserved from a fall into a worse sin (e.g., pride over his good 
works) from which he may never have arisen.

442. The essential reward for merit is essential beatitude, which refers to the intensity of participation in 
the beatific vision. This intensity is determined by the habitual charity in which one dies. An accidental re-
ward, which means a distinguishing mark of honor, may be obtained owing to certain acts performed or a 
state in which one has lived, e.g., virginity. Thus the widow who dies with more charity than a virgin occu-
pies a higher place in heaven, but the virgin bears a sign of honor, an aureole, for her superior state.

443. On this distinction in angelic knowledge, see ST I, q. 58, aa. 6–7; De ueritate, q. 8, aa. 16–17; Quodl. 
IX, q. 4, a. 2.

444. Cf. Sir. 24:21 (RSV): “Those who eat me will hunger for more, and those who drink me will thirst 
for more.”

445. This is not an argument about the remaining of hope, as are the first two objections, but about the 
way it ceases. Faith is “emptied out” because the vision “fills” the eye of faith—faith and vision stand in the 
relation of dim to bright, obscure to clear, so that the vision of glory is fundamentally in continuity with 
faith—whereas the substance of hope, expectation for the good not yet had, is not “filled” in heaven but 
simply ceases to exist when the good is actually had. Thus, the way in which hope ceases is not by an “emp-
tying out” of hope but by its simple cessation, since hope and possession are not in continuity but are con-
trary (viz., object unpossessed/object possessed).

446. The idea is that those who are hungry want to keep eating more, whereas those who are full turn 
away from more food with a kind of disgust. So, to convey that in heaven the appetite is never disgusted 
with abundance, Scripture speaks of a continual hunger.

447. Namely, the subject underlying the change, be it prime matter in substantial change, or the sub-
stance itself in accidental change.

448. Thomas does not complete the statement, but he is saying that to be irrational is, as it were, consti-
tutive of a donkey, such that if a donkey were made rational, it would not then be an especially clever don-
key, but some other animal altogether. Of course, what makes the donkey positively itself is not any lack, but 
a specific difference unknown to us.
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449. If it is obvious that faith, which is defined by its mode of obscurity, is banished in heaven by the clar-
ity of vision, it is even more obvious that one cannot have numerically the same habit of hope when the 
good is actually possessed, since the very essence of hope is the order to that good as not had.

450. In other words: in changes, the subject remains the same in number, but the form remains the same 
only in genus, as Thomas illustrated with the color example: in the change from white to black, the surface 
that receives the color remains the same, whereas the colors differ in species but agree in genus.

451. The argument is that if Christ, as God, had willed it, it would come to be with the certainty of pre-
destination; and that, since the wills of the saints are perfectly conformed to God’s will and their prayers per-
fectly acceptable to him, it seems that if they desired and prayed for the salvation of certain enemies, those 
enemies would therefore be marked as saved.

452. As is often the case, the sed contra arguments go too far in the other direction. Thomas’s response 
will, in a general way, indicate the flaws in these two arguments as well.

453. Referring to the time prior to the conversion of Saul (the Apostle Paul), of whom it is written: “Saul 
laid waste the church, and entering house after house, he dragged off men and women and committed them 
to prison” (Acts 8:3); “Saul, still breathing threats and murder against the disciples of the Lord” (Acts 9:1); “I 
persecuted this Way to the death, binding and delivering to prison both men and women” (Acts 22:4). The 
conversion of Paul is narrated in Acts 9, and retold by Paul in Acts 22 and 26.

454. The arguments in this sub-question seem to apply either exclusively or most of all to the saints. With 
some modifications, they could be applied to Christ. The reason is that Christ manifestly should love him-
self more than he loves any other, since, as very God, he is infinitely worthy of love, and as man, he is in-
conceivably more perfect than any other intellectual creature. However, one could still ask: In heaven, does 
Christ as man love an earthly relative of his who is less good more than he loves non-relatives who are bet-
ter?

455. The argument presupposes that the essential reward given to souls in heaven varies according to 
their varied habits of charity. Hence, the saint who died with greater charity has a greater share of God’s 
goodness in heaven, and since the wills of all the saints are conformed to God’s, they will that this saint 
should have that particular share, which may greatly exceed their own. Hence it seems that they must love 
this saint more than they love themselves, inasmuch as love is indicated by the greatness of the good willed 
for the one loved.

456. The “other” here is, of course, not God, but a fellow Christian or member of the city of the blessed. 
God is never spoken of by St. Thomas as “other” simpliciter, because God is, in fact, more myself than I am, as 
the total origin and finality of all that I am.

457. An important point for Thomas: it is not enough to say merely that God is the highest good simply, 
for it could be thought that he is the first principle of some order to which I do not belong, a good that just 
happens to be the highest, which may or may not be relevant to me. Rather, he must be my highest good—
the principle of the order of goods to which I belong, the source from which I derive all the goodness I 
have—in order to be loved by me above all other things, including myself. The paradox is that if God were 
not “pertinent” to my own perfection, there would be no metaphysical basis in me for an ecstatic love of him 
above and beyond my private good.

458. In one swift stroke, St. Thomas dissolves the objection that tries to make loving oneself contrary 
to loving God. If God the Creator has so shaped the will that it naturally seeks the good most proper to the 
willer—and thus, naturally seeks the supreme good that alone satisfies the same will’s tendency to the bo-
num universale or bonum absolute—then when the will actually seeks what is truly good for itself, it is thereby 
fulfilling most perfectly the divine will, and hence loving God, since the love of friendship is constituted by 
a union of wills. If, on the contrary, one does not love what is best for oneself taken most properly (i.e., ac-
cording to one’s spiritual nature), but rather something good only from a relative point of view (i.e., accord-
ing to one’s sensitive nature), then this love should not be called “love of self,” simply speaking, but deserves 
rather to be qualified as a disordered love of self.

459. The question posed here is the subject of a detailed study by John Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas on the 
Separated Soul’s Natural Knowledge,” in Thomas Aquinas: Approaches to Truth, ed. James McEvoy and Michael 
Dunne (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2002), 114–40; the present article is analyzed on 118–20.

460. Implicit in the premise is that the more spiritual a reality, the more claim it has to preservation in the 
afterlife. But faith does not remain, and faith is superior in spirituality to any human knowledge. Hence no 
human knowledge can remain.
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461. The conclusion is reached almost too quickly; the objector takes it for granted that the reader appre-
ciates the incongruity of saying that “turning to the phantasms” will occur in heaven prior to the resurrec-
tion of the body (and with it, the brain that contains the organ of imagination by which the phantasms are 
produced).

462. That is, we know things by relating, conjoining, separating, terms or statements. Such an approach 
fits well with our natural environment: we are intellectualized bodies that assemble the elements of knowl-
edge from sensible contact with the world around us, and derive conclusions based on what can be gleaned 
from such materials, with the help of careful thought and discussion. In heaven, on the contrary, where 
there is an immediate vision of the Word (cf. objection 4), there is no need for collecting data, studying, or 
disputing. Hence, it would seem that knowledge compiled or gathered in that manner can have no place at 
all.

463. If new knowledge is added to a soul, it can be regarded only as a perfection of its intellect. But to fur-
nish a soul with perfections is to increase the soul’s goodness and proximity to God; hence to do so can only 
be in function of rewarding. Therefore the knowledge of the damned cannot be increased in this way.

464. The point being that, just as you need to have a red apple in front of your open eyes in order to see 
red (not just remember red, or imagine red, but actually see it), so too you need a phantasm present in order 
that the intellect may conceive the quiddity of a material singular. And there is no equivalent of or substitute 
for memory or imagination at this level; if the phantasm is lacking, intellection does not occur.

465. The argument seems to be this: the first reason for the mode of our understanding is something un-
changeable, because it involves the nature of the soul as such; whereas the second reason is changeable, in-
asmuch as it specifies a changeable cause of the necessity of turning to phantasms, i.e., the soul as actually 
informing the body here and now. As Thomas goes on to say, if the soul ceases to inform the body, the limi-
tations resulting from the body can no longer be an impediment to the actual consideration of already-pos-
sessed knowledge.

466. I take Thomas to be saying that, insofar as discursive reasoning attains certainty as its terminus, this 
motion is a thing of perfection (i.e., the motion is perfected in the certainty), but taken just in itself, as mo-
tion (i.e., as imperfect act), it betrays rather the imperfection of a knower who attains certainty step by step 
and not all at once. In heaven, where the blessed know all at once, they retain the perfection of certainty 
without any need for the motion by which that certainty is naturally attained.

467. Returning to his distinction between the two reasons for the human soul’s mode of understanding, 
Thomas asserts that the post-resurrection soul will not be under any necessity of turning to the phantasms, for 
it will then suffer no restriction in its active power from the limitations of body.

468. A confusion could arise from the fact that charity is love, and one can commit a sin by “love,” as 
when a Hollywood hero pleads that “love made him do it.” The response is that the latter love is not charity 
if it conflicts with charity’s nature, namely a friendship with God such that one loves God more than any-
thing else (and thus, wills what he wills, as expressed in the divine law). But charity can never be lost due to 
an act of true charity; rather, like strengthens like.

469. “Confirmed in good” (confirmatis) is a technical expression referring to those whose wills have been 
so ordered to the divine good that there is in them no possibility of falling away from God. This happens of 
itself in the beatific vision, since the will is then presented by the intellect with the object that uniquely and 
superabundantly fulfills its innate tendency toward the bonum universale; there is simply nothing lovable that 
the soul then lacks and to which it could turn aside. In the wayfaring state, however, as long as God is not 
seen face to face, only a special grace, rarely given, can enable the will to be indefectibly ordered to the di-
vine good in this manner.

470. For St. Thomas, anger, desire, sorrow, or other passions are predicated of God metaphorically: since 
the works or deeds of God correspond to the results of such passions in men, we then attribute the names of 
the passions to him by way of this likeness of effect. God has no passions and no passibility, but in punishing 
the sinner he does the same thing that a man injured by an enemy and moved by anger to vengeance would 
do—indeed, he does it all the more justly and thoroughly because the factors that lead men to injustice and 
partiality are completely absent. Hence we give him this name (“God is angry”) from the effect, without as-
serting that it has passion for its cause. Cf., e.g., ST I, q. 13, a. 3, ad 1; q. 13, a. 6; q. 20, a. 1, ad 2; F. J. A. de 
Grijs, “Thomas Aquinas on Ira as a Divine Metaphor,” in Tibi Soli Peccavi: Thomas Aquinas on Guilt and Forgive-
ness (Leuven: Peeters, 1996), 19–46.
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471. In the context, Aristotle is arguing that a man would not want his friend to become a god, though 
it sounds like an appealing prospect, because this would take the friend forever beyond the human sphere 
of life in which their amicable communicatio or conversatio finds its natural place. In other words, so great an 
exaltation of the friend would dissolve their friendship, which neither one would desire. The objection also 
plays upon Aristotle’s observation in the same chapter that there is no possibility of friendship between man 
and God because the distance between their natures is too great.

472. In other words, if it is God’s love that moves him, as it were, to produce offspring, then these off-
spring exist precisely due to that divine love, and hence the conclusion is reached: they exist because he 
loves them into being.

473. The first scenario depicts the imperfect, dependent lover in a position of neediness vis-à-vis the be-
loved, who is full of riches to bestow on him; the second scenario depicts the perfect lover in a position of 
largesse vis-à-vis the beloved, who stands to benefit from his gifts. More briefly, the first is “need-love” and 
the second “gift-love.” As Thomas sees it, the creature’s love, even at its most perfect, will always be funda-
mentally of the former type, since all that the creature has is a gift from the goodness of God; whereas the 
Creator’s love, even at its most condescending, will always be fundamentally of the latter type, since there is 
no perfection he could lack, nor any he will lose, no matter how abundant the giving is. But it may be added 
that the more a creature is perfect in goodness, the more perfectly it will be able to imitate the divine gener-
osity by becoming (in him and under him) a source of perfection for others.

474. Thomas interprets the extasis of God’s love for creatures to be metaphorical. God “suffers ecstasy” or 
“stands outside himself” in the sense that when he brings creatures into being and leads them to their perfec-
tion, he is lavishing good upon them (in the words of Dionysius in the same place) “through the abundance 
of his loving goodness, providing for all beings” for their sakes, that they might be perfect. Since he is alto-
gether perfect, he does not gain from the outgoing, but only benefits the recipients of his gifts; for this rea-
son he is “maximally generous” and in no way needy (cf. ST I, q. 44, a. 4, esp. ad 1; SCG I, ch. 93), remaining 
ever the same and not, in a literal sense, “going out of” or “standing outside” himself. Yet this makes him all 
the more deserving of the description as regards the effects of ecstatic love, which are his effects above all. See 
Kwasniewski, “Ecstasy in Aquinas’s Sentences,” 77–86.

475. Thomas presumably means that the agent intellect, being itself a participation in the divine light that 
is the source of all intelligibility, is capable of rendering intelligible that which is only potentially so (namely, 
the form of a material thing, immersed in particularity), and in this way, in the process of making actual the 
possible intellect, “places its own form” upon the object understood.

476. Faith, since it implies the defect of not-seeing God and of understanding the truth enigmatically, 
cannot be in God, who not only sees himself but perfectly comprehends himself; yet that reality about which 
and from which faith exists, namely the divine truth, is faith’s exemplar in God. Here the exemplar is es-
sentially higher than the thing patterned after it. Wisdom, on the other hand, since its notion implies no de-
fect whatsoever, can be said to be in God according to the same notion we have of wisdom in rational crea-
tures, although the manner of its existence in him surpasses anything we experience or understand in this 
life. Thus God exemplifies temperance or faith not by being temperate or believing, but rather by “virtues” 
essentially higher than these; whereas he exemplifies wisdom or charity by being wise and loving. A good 
discussion of how the four cardinal virtues can be said to be exemplified by the divine mind is found at ST 
I-II, q. 61, a. 5.

477. Charity is predicated of God above, or by priority to, other virtues because it enjoys a better title to 
being predicated of him than they do, whether they are said rightly of him but less primordially (as “merci-
ful,” which presupposes “loving”), or because they are said metaphorically (as “temperate” or “faithful”).

478. Thomas seems to be saying that one may speak of God exercising a “love of concupiscence” for 
something provided one does not mean that God is anxious to acquire an absent good for himself, but rath-
er, that he is serenely willing a certain good for a creature that lacks it or needs it.

479. The evil due to which the wicked are condemned—the sins of which they are guilty—does not have 
God as its cause. In order for God to be truly a hater of such souls, he would have to be the reason why they 
lose beatitude, which he is not and cannot be. He is said to hate in them those privations by which they are 
unlike himself and therefore less than fully themselves.

480. Presupposed to this argument is the full treatment of time-related predications given in the com-
mentary on Distinction 30 of Book I. Briefly put, a name is said of God ex tempore if the meaning of the name 
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involves something that is only true once creatures actually exist in their own right. Thus, whereas God 
is good, wise, all-powerful, and so on whether or not there are creatures, he is “Creator” and “Lord” only 
when there are creatures who are his subjects, and he is “Savior” only when there are beings in need of sal-
vation.

481. That is, in the active power of the agent, which need not go forth into act.
482. This argument requires more if it is to be a complete answer, since God is not a soul, and there is no 

distinction in him between activity and habit. It might simply be said that God has it in his power as intel-
lectual being to conceive good things and to love the goods thus conceived, quite apart from the actual cre-
ation of them.

483. This argument is a bit odd, given what has just been established in the preceding article (esp. obj. 4 
and ad 4); it seems the objector has been daydreaming.

484. If, that is, we are speaking of an act that is an imperfect actuality, or motion, which has different 
parts. The act of my running from my house to the grocery store can be more intense at the beginning and 
more remiss at the end, because this motion from term to term has (potentially infinite) diverse parts. Dur-
ing its course the mobile can speed up or slow down.

485. Thomas simply writes bonum, but the point is that one must take into account not merely God’s idea 
of the creature (when, as divine idea, it has no proper being or goodness of its own but is identical to God 
himself and is thus infinitely good), but also the now-created creature as really existing in the world with 
its own goodness—and this created goodness, no less than a thing’s created existence, is willed by God. As 
willed, it is an expression of his love.

486. The two sed contra arguments are included because each fails to grant the limited sense in which God 
loves the temporarily just man more than the sinner with a better future—namely, that to the just man, be-
fore his fall from grace, he wills a certain good that is clearly better than what he allows to the sinner before 
the latter’s conversion.

487. That is, since they have a greater dignity, which is a good willed to them by God.
488. In this verse from Hebrews, “took hold of” means “assumed the nature of.” See St. Thomas’s com-

mentary on the verse: Super Hebr. 2, lec. 4, nn. 147–149 (Super Epistolas S. Pauli Lectura, 2:369). Modern 
translations render the verse more loosely: “For surely it is not with angels that he is concerned but with the 
descendents of Abraham” (RSV).

489. If good angels are members of Christ but men are more completely members of Christ because they 
conform to him in more ways, and if God loves more those who are members of Christ, it seems to follow 
that he loves men more—at least men who are actually united to Christ by charity.

490. Thomas says that the angels were established “as if” in glory, because in the first moment of their 
creation they were granted sanctifying grace, which is the seed of glory, and they had to perform but a sin-
gle act of charity in order to merit supernatural beatitude. So close were they to their ultimate beatitude that 
it was as if God had created them blessed. However, the fact that some angels fell away indicates that they 
were not simply made blessed at the moment of their creation, apart from a free act on their part. See In II 
Sent. d. 4, a. 1 & a. 3.

491. See Thomas’s remarks at In II Sent. d. 9, a. 8 (Mandonnet, 249): “[A]ll the elect are taken up into the 
orders of the angels, some to the higher, some to the lower, some to the ones in between, according to the 
diversity of their merits; but the Blessed Virgin Mary is above them all. But whether as many men are taken 
up [into the orders] as the number of angels that fell, or as many as stood firm, or as many as there were of 
either, or more or less—he [alone] knows to whom alone belongs knowledge of the number of the elect that 
shall have been stationed in heavenly bliss.” Also, In II Sent. d. 11, q. 1, a. 3, ad 6 (Mandonnet, 276): “Christ 
did not have a guardian angel, not only because his soul was superior to all angels [and was] illuminated im-
mediately by the Word united to itself, but also because he was a true comprehensor [of the divine essence]; 
hence his good could be neither impeded nor furthered.” Cf. In III Sent. d. 14, a. 1, qa. 2, ad 1 (Moos, 437, 
§41): “Now, Christ’s soul is superior to the angels, not on account of the soul’s very nature, for if that were 
so, then any soul would be superior to any angel; just as neither is it on account of the nature of body as 
such that his body is nobler than our souls; but these things are on account of the [hypostatic] union. Hence 
all things that are superadded by God to Christ’s soul and to the angels are more eminent in Christ’s soul 
than in the angels.”

492. Early Thomists discerned some tension between the Scriptum and the Summa on this point: “Again, 
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in the same place [In II Sent. d. 28], in the following article [a. 3], in pede, he says that a man with the habit 
of grace infused into him can fulfill all the precepts of the law with regard to the substance of the work, al-
though not with respect to the manner of acting, namely from charity. In the Prima Secundae, q. 109, a. 4, 
in pede, he says the contrary [is so] in the state of corrupt nature” (Gauthier, “Les ‘Articuli in quibus frater 
Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis’,” p. 306, no. 17).

493. The argument: (1) To make an act of charity is included in the commandment. (2) The mode of 
charity in the commandments is included in the act of charity, which informs them with their mode. (3) 
Therefore the mode of acting charitably is included in the commandment.

494. Since the Apostle speaks in the imperative mood, his statement expresses not merely a recommen-
dation or an ideal but a command.

495. According to this opinion, the commandment to honor one’s parents includes that it be done from 
charity, but one is not commanded to do the impossible, because one is not always under a necessity of hon-
oring one’s parents, and so, at least for the times when one need not give this honor, one can lack chari-
ty and yet be commanded to nothing impossible. However, inasmuch as one must at certain times give this 
honor, at those times, at least, one would (according to this theory) have to have charity. But it is taken for 
evident that one can give the required honor to parents, even apart from personally having charity. So this 
theory is rejected.

496. This is one of several texts in which Aquinas distances himself from the view, sometimes attributed 
to Augustine, that any act of a man who lacks charity is a sin, regardless of what it is, since an act that does 
not proceed from charity is disordered with respect to the final end. Thomas more accurately assumes that 
certain kinds of acts, viewed abstractly, are good (examples would include obedience to lawful authority, 
honor for parents or teachers, a chaste or a brave ordering of passions, justice with respect to repayment of 
debts), even if such acts concretely fail to proceed from the habit of charity. It is taken for granted here that 
there are many kinds of acts that are good just because of what they are, having no admixture of evil.

497. Here Aquinas rejects a position at the opposite extreme, where the act specified by a commandment 
has simply nothing to do with charity, so that even without charity one could fulfill the entire law simply by 
doing the various works specified. So it is clear that St. Thomas wishes to uphold some connection between 
commandments and charity, but in such a way that the latter is neither of the substance of, nor merely ac-
cidental to, the former.

498. The distinction is between doing what one is bound to do according to the “letter” of the command-
ment, and doing the same thing in such a way that one obeys also the “spirit” of the commandment—that is, 
one obeys the commandment out of a willing obedience to the lawgiver and so expresses the union of one’s 
will to his will. This is another name for love, and acting in this way obtains the fruit of the commandment, 
namely eternal life.

499. Law includes the punitive coercion of persons to the extent that they are able to obey certain pre-
scriptions and culpably fail to do so. Strictly from the viewpoint of a “code of law,” the only thing a person 
can be ordered to do, or punished for not doing, is some particular act or work that is within his power. The 
lawgiver ultimately wants the subject to do the right thing well, i.e., in such a way that the subject will be-
come the kind of person who, of himself, does and desires to do that which a good law externally requires 
of him. Nevertheless, by means of a particular law he does not require this interior rightness, but only that a 
certain thing be done. Hence, the force of that law to bind the subject extends to this alone, even if the law-
giver’s intention goes further.

500. Example: if a person in a state of mortal sin were to give alms to the poor on account of Christ’s 
commandment to help the poor, or to attend Mass with the intention of rightfully honoring God, these acts, 
in terms of their own species, would be good and even ordered to God as to their “due end,” in finem debitum. 
But this would not make them acts that are pleasing to God and meritorious of eternal life, for the simple 
reason that only charity—friendship with God, a union of the wills of lover and beloved—is capable of form-
ing, eliciting, and guiding acts of that description.

WeBnotes FoR Book IV

501. In the ST parallel (I-II, q. 2, aa. 1–5) St. Thomas considers riches, honors, fame or glory, power, and 
bodily goods in general as separate targets of inquiry, whereas in the Scriptum they are treated together. One 
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further difference in approach is that in the ST the strategy is to prove, on the one hand, that only in God, 
the uncreated good, does man’s beatitude consist (q. 2), and on the other hand, that man’s own attainment of 
this beatitude is a created activity, one of the speculative intellect (q. 3). Here Thomas’s first move is to locate 
beatitude in some good(s) of the soul rather than of the body (qa. 1), and then to focus on which power of 
the soul has this good (qaa. 2–3). However, it is obvious already in qa. 2 that Aquinas posits the source and ob-
ject of beatitude to be God himself, a concern that moves to the foreground in a. 2, qa. 1.

502. Anything that is naturally desired but not by all (for example, to enjoy the pleasures of the table—a 
desire that is natural but not necessarily universal) or, if possible, anything desired by all but not naturally 
(e.g., in a globalized world it may come to the point that every man desires to own an expensive automobile, 
but this is an artificially induced desire), could not be the ultimate end; but the fact that something is both 
naturally and universally desired is the sign that it is the ultimate end.

503. Implied: And this assertion is false, because it pertains to human nature as such that a man should 
seek the good that is better for him simply, i.e., according to the superior part of his nature, whereas it per-
tains only to the immaturity of a given individual that he should mistakenly seek the goods of the inferior 
part as if they were the best for him.

504. For Thomas’s conception of “knowing” as, at its height, a matter of “immediate togetherness” and 
“intimate presence,” see Pieper, Happiness and Contemplation, 70 et passim.

505. The practical intellect stands to its object as a maker or producer to a certain work to be done. By 
the practical intellect I ask myself, “How will I attain such-and-such a goal?” The process that leads to the in-
tended end is therefore something I seek to bring about, to bring into being. If the object of the practical in-
tellect were my ultimate end, that would make me the source of my own beatitude; indeed, it would mean 
that I am perfectly fulfilled by something that is less than, and dependent on, my thought process, which is 
obviously absurd.

506. Though the good envisaged by practical intellect has a greater extension (a single leader can pro-
cure the good of many), this good, being always some executable good of the practical order and standing 
to man as effect to cause, will always be inferior to the sovereign end, God, who is attained in himself only 
by the speculative intellect, for the reasons given in the response. Hence, just as God is immeasurably great-
er than the universe as a whole and in any of its parts, so for a single intellect to attain God is immeasurably 
greater than all practical goods put together. The point of the response is not, of course, to say that the good 
of the many in the practical order deserves to be neglected in favor of contemplation, or that there is no re-
lationship between them. On the contrary, love for God himself leads, of necessity, to a desire to spread that 
knowledge to one’s neighbors, so that they, too, may be perfected in this contemplation.

507. That is, the perpetuity required for human happiness is merely to live a long and “happy” life rath-
er than to die young, in an accident or war or by disease. In this sense, the man who lived to a ripe old age 
would exhibit the “perpetuity” possible to man.

508. Man’s ultimate end is so lofty, being essentially above all natural powers, that it surpasses a brute 
animal’s end even more than human (rational) life surpasses brute (irrational) life.

509. The full context: “For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain. If it is to be life in the flesh, that 
means fruitful labor for me. Yet which I shall choose I cannot tell. I am hard pressed between the two. My 
desire is to depart and be with Christ, for that is far better. But to remain in the flesh is more necessary on 
your account” (Phil. 1:21–24).

510. Thomas is careful not to say “It is the same to love God and to love the perfection that arises in us 
from union with God”; his point is precisely about the structure of desire or concupiscence, which has to do 
with being perfected by union with the source of some nature’s good. Wine, as such, is good for man only 
when it produces a desirable effect in man; otherwise it may be good in some other respect, but not precise-
ly as wine. (If a fine wine is bought as an investment, it can remain a good investment only for as long as it 
retains its fine character. If it turns to vinegar, it ceases to have value.) Similarly, from the perspective of the 
creature’s neediness, to love God means to be perfected by union with God; to want God is to want to be hap-
py with God. But there is also the perspective of God’s intrinsic goodness and hence lovableness, to which 
charity, as friendship, inclines the lover, such that a man is empowered to love God simply because of who 
and what he is, not because of what accrues to the lover from union with him.

511. The example of light with (what was thought to be) its instantaneous speed no longer works, but 
the point is clear: if an activity has to do with a goal of motion rather than motion as such, then the activity is 
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not, precisely in that respect, subject to time. Thus, the working-out of a mathematical problem is measured 
by time since there are various operations being performed, but the answer is a simple whole that comes to 
be in an instant. One sees a popular parallel in the styling of a sudden idea—especially a powerful or pro-
found one—as an “illumination,” something that “dawned on” someone.

512. In other words, “kingdom” refers to all the blessed gathered together in union with the end, while 
“beatitude” refers to the activity of each of the blessed as united to the end; yet the kingdom is what it is be-
cause all of its members are blessed together. Hence there is no essential difference in the reality to which 
they point. It is important not to misread this line as if Thomas were equating the common good of the 
whole and the private good of any part.

513. The common notion of beatitude is at such a level of generality that it does not include specific in-
formation about the content, the specific notion, of beatitude. So, the common notion is familiar to all, since 
all want the “perfect good,” but the specific notion is familiar only to those to whom it has been revealed. 
(See webnote 246 for the text in Super Psalmos where Thomas says that none of the philosophers grasped the 
essence of beatitude.) To say that it is per accidens that beatitude is a matter of virtue or of seeing God could 
easily be misunderstood. The argument is that for one who is not already blessed (in heaven) and therefore 
knows with certainty where true beatitude is found, the concept of “having all good” or “having the high-
est good” is necessarily vague, as universals are to human beings not yet perfect in knowledge, and has to 
be filled out with a further identification of what, specifically, “all good” or “highest good” involves. In this 
sense, the content given is per accidens to the generic idea. In another and stricter sense, of course, beatitude 
is found primum et per se in the contemplation of God.

514. That is, appetite for beatitude is motion of the will toward the ultimate end.
515. The context: “For while we are still in this tent, we sigh with anxiety; not that we would be un-

clothed, but that we would be further clothed, so that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life. He who 
has prepared us for this very thing is God, who has given us the Spirit as a guarantee” (2 Cor. 5:4–5, RSV).

516. More precisely, something that is good in itself, in contrast to merely being useful.
517. This phrase “after death” means either “after the final victory over death, expressed in the resurrec-

tion of the body,” or “after the wicked have been condemned to their second death.”
518. The latter sense of ultimate might be better expressed by the word “utmost.” So, for all the blessed, 

the vision of God is their ultimate end; but some of the blessed have this vision to the utmost degree granted 
to rational creatures, while others have it to a lesser degree, in proportion to the visionary’s readiness or ca-
pacity for the light of glory.



BIBlIoGRAphy

1. pRImARy souRces AnD tRAnslAtIons

(Various authors.) Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina. Turnhout: Brepols, 1953–.

(Various authors.) Patrologiae cursus completus. Series Graeca. Ed. J.-P. Migne. 161 vols. Paris: 

Migne, 1857–1866. Various reprints.

(Various authors.) Patrologiae cursus completus. Series Latina. Ed. J.-P. Migne. 221 vols. Paris: 

Migne, 1844–1864. Various reprints.

Albert the Great. Man and the Beasts [De animalibus, Books XXII–XXVI]. Trans. James J. 

Scanlan. Binghamton, NY: Medieval & Renaissance Texts & Studies, 1987.

——. Summa theologiae, Pars secunda [Quaest. 1–67]. In B. Alberti Magni Opera Omnia, vol. 

32. Ed. August Borgnet. Paris: Vivès, 1895.

Aristotle. The Complete Works of Aristotle. Revised Oxford translation, 2 vols. Ed. Jonathan 

Barnes. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984. 

Bernard of Clairvaux. Bernardi opera. Ed. J. Leclercq, C. H. Talbot, and H. M. Rochais. 

Turnhout: Brepols, 1958.

James of Varazze [Jacobus de Voragine]. The Golden Legend. 2 vols. Trans. William G. Ryan. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993.

John Scotus Eriugena. Periphyseon (De Diuisione Naturae). Ed. I. P. Sheldon-Williams. Scrip-

tores Latini Hiberniae, vol. 7. Dublin: The Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies, 1968.

Peter the Lombard. Magistri Petri Lombardi Sententiae in IV Libris distinctae. Ed. Collegii S. 

Bonaventurae Ad Claras Aquas, 2 vols. Grottaferrata/Rome: Editiones Collegii S. 

Bonaventurae Ad Claras Aquas, 1971 and 1981.

Philo. On Drunkenness. In Philo in Ten Volumes, trans. F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker for the 

Loeb Classical Library, volume 3. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968.

Plato. The Tragedy and Comedy of Life: Plato’s Philebus. Trans. Seth Benardete. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 1993.

Thomas Aquinas. Sancti Thomae Aquinatis doctoris angelici Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII. O. M. 

edita, cura et studio Fratrum Praedicatorum. Rome: 1882–.

——. Sancti Thomae Aquinatis Opera omnia ut sunt in Indice Thomistico. Ed. Roberto Busa. 7 

vols. Stuttgart–Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1980.

——. La charité, vol. 1 [ST II-II, qq. 23–26]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, vol. 

33. Trans. H.-D. Gardeil, with notes and appendices by H.-D. Noble. 2nd ed. Paris: 

Desclée, 1967.

——. La charité, vol. 2 [ST II-II, qq. 27–33]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, vol. 

98 



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 99

34. Trans. H.-D. Gardeil, with notes and appendices by H.-D. Noble. 2nd ed. Paris: 

Desclée, 1967.

——. La charité, vol. 3 [ST II-II, qq. 34–46]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, vol. 35. 

Trans. V. Vergriete, with notes and appendices by H.-D. Gardeil. Paris: Desclée, 1957.

——. Charity [ST II-II, qq. 23–33]. Blackfriars Summa theologica, vol. 34. Trans. with notes 

and appendices by R. J. Batten. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.

——. Commentary on the Book of Causes. Trans. Vincent A. Guagliardo, Charles R. Hess, and 

Richard C. Taylor. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996.

——. Consequences of Charity [ST II-II, qq. 34–46]. Blackfriars Summa theologica, vol. 35. Trans. 

with notes and appendices by Thomas R. Heath. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972.

——. Contra errores Graecorum. Trans. G. H. Duggan and Peter Damian Fehlner. In James 

Likoudis, ed., Ending the Byzantine Greek Schism, 125–89. New Rochelle, NY: Catholics 

United for the Faith, 1992.

——. Die Liebe, 1. Teil [ST II-II, qq. 23–33.] Die Deutsche Thomas-Ausgabe, vol. 17A. Trans. 

with notes and appendices by Heinrich Maria Christmann. Graz: Verlag Styria, 1959.

——. Die Liebe, 2. Teil; Klugheit [ST II-II, qq. 34–56.] Die Deutsche Thomas-Ausgabe, vol. 

17B. Trans. with notes and appendices by Josef Endres. Graz: Verlag Styria, 1966.

——. Disputed Questions on the Virtues [including On Charity]. Trans. E. M. Atkins. Cambridge 

Texts in the History of Philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005.

——. The Emotions [ST I-II, qq. 22–30]. Blackfriars Summa theologica, vol. 19. Trans. with 

notes and appendices by Eric D’Arcy. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

——. Lectura romana in primum Sententiarum Petri Lombardi. Ed. Leonard E. Boyle and John 

F. Boyle. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2006.

——. On Charity [Quaestiones disputatae De caritate]. Trans. Lottie H. Kendzierski. 

Mediaeval Philosophical Texts in Translation, 10. Milwaukee: Marquette University 

Press, 1984.

——. Opuscula theologica. 2 vols. Ed. R. A. Verardo and R. M. Spiazzi. Turin-Rome: Marietti, 

1954.

——. Die menschlichen Leidenschaften [ST I-II, qq. 22–48]. Die Deutsche Thomas-Ausgabe, 

vol. 10. Trans. with notes and appendices by Bernhard Ziermann. Graz: Verlag Styria, 

1955.

——. Les passions de l’âme, vol. 1 [ST I-II, qq. 22–30]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, 

vol. 18. Trans. with notes and appendices by M. Corvez. Paris: Desclée, 1949.

——. Les passions de l’âme, vol. 2 [ST I-II, qq. 31–39]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, 

vol. 19. Trans. with notes and appendices by M. Corvez. Paris: Desclée, 1950.

——. Les passions de l’âme, vol. 3 [ST I-II, qq. 40–48]. Revue des Jeunes Somme théologique, 

vol. 20. Trans. with notes and appendices by M. Corvez. Paris: Desclée, 1952.

——. Scriptum super libros Sententiarum. Vols. 1 and 2 (containing Books I and II), ed. P. 

Mandonnet. Paris: Lethielleux, 1929. Vols. 3 and 4 (containing Books III and IV, up to 

IV, dist. 22), ed. Maria Fabianus Moos. Paris: Lethielleux, 1933 and 1947. For Book IV, 

dd. 23–50: Sancti Thomae Aquinatis Opera omnia, vol. 7/2: Commentum in quartum librum 

Sententiarum magistri Petri Lombardi, pp. 872–1259. Parma: Typis Petri Fiaccadori, 1858.



100  BIBLIOGRAPHY

——. Super Epistolas sancti Pauli lectura. 2 vols. Ed. P. Raphaelis Cai. Turin-Rome: Marietti, 

1953.

(See Appendix II for a list of English translations of passages from the Scriptum.)

2. lomBARD’s  Sententiae  AnD AquInAs’s  
Scriptum Super SententiiS

Alarcón, Enrique. “Inmanencia, transcendencia y fundamento. La lógica interna del 

Scriptum super libros Sententiarum de Santo Tomás de Aquino.” El hombre: inmanencia y 

transcendencia, ed. R. Alvira; A. Sison, 2:1021–41. Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de 

Navarra, 1992.

Ara, A. “La deificazione dell’uomo nel Commento alle Sentenze di Tommaso d’Aquino.” Vivens 

Homo 15 (2004): 319–51.

Boyle, Leonard E. “Alia Lectura fratris Thome.” Mediaeval Studies 45 (1983): 418–29.

Brady, Ignatius. “Pierre Lombard.” Dictionnaire de spiritualité 12.2: 1604–12.

Chenu, M.-D. Toward Understanding St. Thomas. Trans. Albert M. Landry and Dominic 

Hughes. Chicago: Regnery, 1964. See pp. 226–37, “The Commentaries on Peter 

Lombard and Boethius.”

Coccia, Mario. “Credit Where Credit Is Due: St. Thomas Aquinas versus Peter Lombard on 

the True Nature of Charity.” Doctor Angelicus 5 (2005): 165–78.

Colish, Marcia L. Peter Lombard. 2 vols. Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History, 41. Leiden: E. 

J. Brill, 1994.

de Ghellinck, Joseph. “Pierre Lombard.” Dictionnaire Théologie Catholique 12.2: 1941–2019.

del Punta, Francesco. “The Genre of Commentaries in the Middle Ages and Its Relation to 

the Nature and Originality of Medieval Thought.” In Was ist Philosophie im Mittelalter? 

ed. Jan A. Aertsen and Andrea Speer, 138–51. Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 26. Berlin/New 

York: Walter de Gruyter, 1998.

Dondaine, H.-F. “‘Alia lectura fratris Thome’? (Super I Sent.).” Mediaeval Studies 42 (1980): 

308–36.

Gauthier, R.-A. “Les ‘Articuli in quibus frater Thomas melius in Summa quam in Scriptis.’” 

Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale 19 (1952): 271–326.

Gils, P.-M. “Textes inédits de S. Thomas: les premières rédactions du Scriptum super Tertio 

Sententiarum.” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 45 (1961): 201–28; 46 

(1962): 445–62 and 609–28.

Glorieux, P. “Sentences (Commentaires sur les).” Dictionnaire Théologie Catholique 14.2: 

1860–84.

Hankey, Wayne J. God In Himself. Aquinas’ Doctrine of God as Expounded in the Summa 

Theologiae. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987. See pp. 19–35, “Sub ratione Dei: The 

Sentences of Peter Lombard and the Structure of Theology.”

Hinz, Johannes. Verhältnis des Sentenzenkommentars von Thomas von Aquin zu dem Alberts des 

Großen: Vergleich von Buch II. Ph.D. diss., Würzburg: Mayr, 1936.

Jessberger, Ludwig. Das Abhängigkeitsverhältnis des hl. Thomas von Aquin von Albertus Magnus 



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 101

und Bonaventura im dritten Buche des Sentenzenkommentars. Ph.D. diss., Würzburg: Mayr, 

1936.

Johnson, Mark F. “‘Alia lectura fratris thome’: A List of the New Texts of St. Thomas 

Aquinas Found in Lincoln College, Oxford, MS. Lat. 95.” Recherches de Théologie 

ancienne et médiévale 57 (1990): 34–61.

——. “Another Look at the Plurality of the Literal Sense.” Medieval Philosophy and Theology 2 

(1992): 117–41.

Kaufman, Peter Iver. “‘Charitas non est nisi a Spiritui Sancto’: Augustine and Peter 

Lombard on Grace and Personal Righteousness.” Augustiniana 30 (1980): 209–20.

Lohr, Charles H. St. Thomas Aquinas, ‘Scriptum super Sententiis’: An Index of Authorities Cited. 

Avebury, NY: Fordham University Press, 1980.

Meersseman, G. G. “Pourquoi le Lombard n’a-t-il pas conçu la charité come amitié?” In 

Miscellanea Lombardiana, 165–74. Novara: Istituto Geografico de Agostini, 1957.

Mondin, Battista. Thomas Aquinas’ Philosophy in the Commentary to the Sentences. The Hague: 

Martinus Nijhoff, 1975.

Mulchahey, M. Michèle. “First the Bow Is Bent in Study .......” Dominican Education before 1350. 

Studies and Texts 132. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1998.

Peter Lombard. Magistri Petri Lombardi Sententiae in IV Libris distinctae. 2 vols. Ed. tertia 

ad fidem codicum antiquiorum restituta. Ed. Collegii S. Bonaventurae Ad Claras 

Aquas. Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 4–5. Grottaferrata Rome: Editiones Collegii S. 

Bonaventurae Ad Claras Aquas, 1971, 1981.

Philippe, Paul. “Plan des Sentences de Pierre Lombard d’après S. Thomas.” Bulletin Thomiste 

3 (1930–1933), Notes et communications, 131*–154*.

Rosemann, Philipp W. “Fraterna dilectio est Deus: Peter Lombard’s Thesis on Charity as the 

Holy Spirit.” In Amor amicitiae: On the Love That Is Friendship: Essays in Medieval Thought 

and Beyond in Honor of the Rev. Professor James McEvoy, ed. Thomas A. F. Kelly and 

Philipp W. Rosemann, 409–36. Leuven: Peeters, 2004.

Rossi, Giovanni Felice, CM. “L’autografo de San Tommaso del Commento al III libro delle 

Sentenze.” Divus Thomas [Piacenza] 35 (1932): 532–85.

Seipel, Ignaz. “Die Lehre von der göttlichen Tugend der Liebe in des Petrus Lombardus 

Büchern der Sentenzen und in der Summa theologica des hl. Thomas von Aquin.” Der 

Katholik 86/2 (1906): 37–49, 128–45, and 189–201. [This article is almost always 

mistakenly cited as if it consisted of only two parts, whereas in reality there are three, 

as listed here.]

Sladek, F. P. Gott und Welt nach dem Sentenzenkommentar des heiligen Thomas von Aquin. 

Würzburg, 1941.

Stévaux, A. “La doctrine de la charité dans le commentaires des Sentences de Saint Albert, 

de Saint Bonaventure et de Saint Thomas.” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 24 

(1948): 59–97.

Stufler, Johann. “Der erste Artikel der Quaestio disputata de caritate des hl. Thomas.” 

Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie 48 (1924): 407–22.

——. “Petrus Lombardus und Thomas von Aquin über die Natur der caritas.” Zeitschrift für 

katholische Theologie 51 (1927): 399–408.



102  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Synan, Edward. “Brother Thomas, the Master, and the Masters.” In St. Thomas Aquinas 

1274-1974: Commemorative Studies, ed. Armand A. Maurer et al., 2:219–42. Toronto: 

Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1974.

Zigon, Franz. “Der Begriff der Caritas beim Lombarden, und der hl. Thomas.” Divus Thomas 

[Fribourg] 4 (1926): 404–24.

3. ADDItIonAl stuDIes on AquInAs’s DoctRIne oF loVe, 
FRIenDshIp, chARIty, AnD RelAteD topIcs

Acosta López, Miguel Andrés. “La función integradora del conocimiento por 

connaturalidad.” In Proceedings of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the 

Third Millenium: The Perspective of Thomas Aquinas, 21–25 September 2003, ed. Abelardo 

Lobato, 1:243–55. Vatican City: Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, 2004.

Adams, Don. “Loving God and One’s Neighbor: Thomistic Charity.” Faith and Philosophy 11 

(1994): 207–23.

Andrade, C. S. “La sabiduría en Santo Tomás: ascensión a la intimidad con Dios por la 

participación de la verdad y el amor.” Sapientia 39 (1984): 119–32.

Assier de Pompignan, T. “La passion, le sujet vivant et sa finalité.” Aletheia 26 (2004): 77–95.

Astorquiza Fierro, Patricia. “Amor y virtud. Reflexiones respecto a la doctrina tomista del 

amor.” In Proceedings of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the Third 

Millenium: The Perspective of Thomas Aquinas, 21–25 September 2003, ed. Abelardo Lobato, 

1:294–308. Vatican City: Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, 2004.

——. “Ser y amor. Fundamentación metafísica del amor en Santo Tomás de Aquino.” Diss. 

Phil. Universitat Barcelona, 2002.

——. “Ser y unidad. Fundamentos del amor en Santo Tomás de Aquino.” Espíritu 53/129 

(2004): 101–20.

Aumann, Jordan. “Thomistic Evaluation of Love and Charity.” Angelicum 55 (1978): 534–

56.

Benz, Hubert. “Lust (delectatio) und Freude (gaudium) bei Thomas von Aquin.” Bochumer 

Philosophisches Jahrbuch für Antike und Mittelalter 7 (2002): 1–23.

Blanchette, Oliva. “The Logic of Perfection in Aquinas.” In Thomas Aquinas and His Legacy, 

ed. David M. Gallagher, 107–30. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America 

Press, 1994.

Biffi, Inos. “Il giudizio ‘per quandam connaturalitatem’ o ‘per modum inclinationis’ secondo 

San Tommaso: analisi e prospettive.” Revista di Filosofia neo-scolastica 46 (1974): 356–93.

Bobik, Joseph. “Aquinas on Communicatio, the Foundation of Friendship and Caritas.” 

Modern Schoolman 64 (1986): 1–18.

——. “Aquinas on Friendship with God.” New Scholasticism 60 (1986): 257–71.

Bogliolo, L. “La metafisica tomista dell’amor di Dio ‘luce intellettual piena d’amore.’” 

Salesianum 15 (1953): 613–30.

Bond, Leo M. “A Comparison between Human and Divine Friendship.” The Thomist 3 

(1941): 54–94.

Bonnewijn, Olivier. La béatitude et les béatitudes. Une approche thomiste de l’ethique. Rome: 

Pontificia Università Lateranense, 2001.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 103

Brady, Bernard V. Christian Love: How Christians through the Ages Have Understood Love. 

Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2003. See esp. pp. 164–179. 

Bruneau, A.-J. “Amour et connaissance.” Revue thomiste 54 (1954): 608–13.

Brungs, Alexander. Metaphysik der Sinnlichkeit. Das System der passiones animae bei Thomas 

von Aquin. Akademische Studien und Vorträge, 6. Halle a.d. Saale: Hallescher Verlag, 

2002.

Bujo, Bénézet. Die Begründung des Sittlichen: Zur Frage des Eudämonismus bei Thomas von 

Aquin. Paderborn: Ferdinand Schöningh, 1984.

Burrell, David B. “Friendship and God in al-Ghazali and Aquinas.” In The Changing Face of 

Friendship, ed. Leroy S. Rouner, 43–56. Boston University Studies in Philosophy and 

Religion, 15. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994.

Busiello, Giuseppe. “Le passioni in Tommaso d’Aquino tra etica, antropologia e metafisica.” 

Angelicum 83 (2006): 95–120.

Cacciabue, Luigi. La carità sopranaturale come amicizia con Dio. Studio storico sui commentatori 

di S. Tommaso dal Gaetano ai Salmanticesi. Ex dissertatione doctorali Pont. Univ. 

Georgoriana, 1959. Pubblicazioni del Pontificio Seminario Lombardo in Roma. 

Ricerche di Scienze Teologiche, 9. Brescia: Morcelliana, 1972.

Cain, John J. Self-Love and Self-Donation: A Study in Aquinas’ Concept of Self-Love. Diss. ad 

Lauream in Phil., Pontificia Universitas Urbaniana. Hales Corners, WI: Priests of the 

Sacred Heart, 1976.

Caldera, Rafael Tomás. Le jugement par inclination chez saint Thomas d’Aquin. Paris: Vrin, 1980.

Calhoun, David H. “Can Human Beings Be Friends of God?” Modern Schoolman 66 (1989): 

209–219.

Camporeale, I. “La conoscenza affettiva nel pensiero di S. Tommaso.” Sapienza 12.3–4 

(1959): 237–71.

Capdevila y Montaner, Vicente Maria. El amor natural en su relación con la caridad según la 

doctrina de Santo Tomás. Gerona: Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 1964.

Carmichael, Liz. Friendship: Interpreting Christian Love. London: T&T Clark, 2004. See esp. pp. 

101–28, “Thomas Aquinas: Caritas is friendship with God.”

Carpentier, René. “Le primat de l’amour dans la vie morale.” Nouvelle revue théologique 83 

(1961): 3–24.

——. “Le primat de la charité en morale surnaturelle.” Nouvelle revue théologique 83 (1961): 

255–70.

——. “Le primat de l’amour-charité comme méthode de théologie morale.” Nouvelle revue 

théologique 83 (1961): 492–509.

Cassidy, Thomas G. Experience and Theology: A Study of the Influence of Love on Knowledge in the 

Theology of St. Thomas. Dissertation at the Pontifical University of St. Thomas de Urbe, 

Rome, 1984.

Cathrein, Viktor. “Gottesliebe und Verdienst nach der Lehre des hl. Thomas.” Zeitschrift für 

Aszese und Mystik 6 (1931): 15–32.

Charland, T. “Philosophie de l’amitié.” Revue dominicaine [Ottawa-Montreal] 39 (1933): 

221–40.



104  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Christmann, Heinrich Maria. Thomas von Aquin als Theologe der Liebe. Thomas im Gespräch, 

1. Heidelberg: F. H. Kerle Verlag, 1958.

Cizewski, Wanda. “Friendship with God? Variations on a Theme in Aristotle, Aquinas, and 

Macmurray.” Philosophy & Theology 6 (1991/92): 369–81.

Coconnier, M.-T. “La charité d’après Saint Thomas d’Aquin, à propos d’une boutade de 

Bossuet.” Revue thomiste 12 (1904): 641–60; 

——. “Ce qu’est la charité d’après Saint Thomas d’Aquin (2e article).” Revue thomiste 14 

(1906): 5–30.

——. “La charité d’après Saint Thomas d’Aquin (3e article).” Revue thomiste 15 (1907): 1–17.

Condit, A. “The Increase of Charity.” The Thomist 17 (1954): 367–86.

Crowe, Frederick E. “Complacency and Concern in the Thought of St. Thomas.” Theological 

Studies 20 (1959): 1–39, 198–230, 343–95. Reprinted in Three Thomist Studies, ed. 

Michael Vertin. Chestnut Hill, MA: Lonergan Institute of Boston College, 2000.

Cruz Cruz, Juan. El éxtasis de la intimidad: Ontología del amor humano en Tomás de Aquino. 

Coleccion Textos del Instituto de Ciencias para la Familia. Navarre: Ediciones Rialp, 

1999.

——. Ontología del amor en Tomás de Aquino. Cuadernos de Anuario Filosófico, Serie 

Universitaria, 31. Pamplona: Servicio de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Navarra, 

1996.

Cuddeback, John A. “Truth and Friendship: The Importance of the Conversation of 

Friends.” In Truth Matters: Essays in Honor of Jacques Maritain, ed. John G. Trapani, Jr., 

26–33. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004.

D’Arcy, Martin C. The Mind and Heart of Love. Lion and Unicorn: A Study of Eros and Agape. 

New York: Henry Holt, 1947.

Dander, Franz. “Grundsätzliches zur Auffassung der Freundschaft nach der Lehre des hl. 

Thomas von Aquin.” Zeitschrift für Aszese und Mystik 6 (1931): 132–45.

D’Avenia, M. La conoscenza per connaturalità in S. Tommaso d’Aquino. Bologna: Edizioni Studio 

Domenicano, 1992.

DeFerrari, Teresa Mary. The Problem of Charity for Self: A Study of Thomistic and Modern 

Theological Discussion. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1963.

de Finance, Joseph. “Amour, volonté, causalité.” Giornale di Metafisica 13 (1958): 1–22.

——. Être et agir. Paris: Beauchesne, 1945.

de Guibert, Joseph. “Charité parfaite et désir de Dieu.” Revue d’ascétique et de mystique 7 

(1926): 225–50.

de la Soujeole, Benoît-Dominique. “Société et communicatio chez saint Thomas d’Aquin.” 

Revue thomiste 90 (1990): 587–622.

De Letter, P. “Hope and Charity in St. Thomas.” The Thomist 13 (1950): 204–48, 325–52.

Delhaye, P. “La charité reine des vertus. Heurs et malheurs d’un thème classique.” Vie 

spirituelle, suppl., 41 (1957): 135–70.

Deman, Th. “Ceux que nous devons d’abord aimer.” Vie spirituelle 75 (1946): 678–709.

——. “La charité fraternelle comme forme des vertus.” Vie spirituelle 74 (1946): 391–404.

——. “Eudémonisme et charité en théologie morale.” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 29 

(1953): 41–57.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 105

——. “La valeur sanctifiante de la charité fraternelle.” Vie spirituelle 73 (1945): 266–88.

Desrosiers, J. B. Par-dessus tout, la charité. Montréal: Éditions de l’Institut Pie XI, 1948.

de Vries, Josef. “Der Akt des Gottesliebe nach der Lehre des hl. Thomas.” Zeitschrift für Aszese 

und Mystik 5 (1930): 17–34.

De Weiss, Roger. «Amor sui»: Sens et fonctions de l’amour de soi dans l’ontologie de Thomas 

d’Aquin. Geneva: Imprimerie du Belvédère, 1977.

Diggs, Bernard James. Love and Being: An Investigation into the Metaphysics of St. Thomas 

Aquinas. New York: S. F. Vanni, 1947.

Di Maio, Andrea. Il concetto di Comunicazione. Saggio di lessicografia filosofica e teologica sul tema 

di ‘communicare’ in Tommaso d’Aquino. Analecta Gregoriana, 274. Rome: Editrice 

Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 1998.

Dodds, Michael J. “Of Angels, Oysters, and an Unchanging God: Aquinas on Divine 

Immutability.” Listening 30.1 (1995): 35–49.

——. “St. Thomas Aquinas and the Motion of the Motionless God.” New Blackfriars 63 

(1987): 233–42.

——. “Thomas Aquinas, Human Suffering, and the Unchanging God of Love.” Theological 

Studies 52 (1991): 330–44.

——. “Ultimacy and Intimacy. Aquinas on the Relation between God and the World.” In 

Ordo sapientiae et amoris. Image et message de saint Thomas d’Aquin à travers les récentes 

études historiques herméneutiques et doctrinales. Hommage au Professeur Jean-Pierre Torrell 

O.P. à l’occasion de son 65e anniversaire, ed. C. J. Pinto de Oliveira, 211–27. Studia 

Friburgensia, N.S. 78. Fribourg: Éditions Universitaires, 1993.

——. The Unchanging God of Love: A Study of Teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas on Divine 

Immutability in View of Certain Contemporary Criticisms of This Doctrine. Studia 

Friburgensia, N. S. 66. Fribourg: Editions Universitaires, 1986.

Donadío Maggi de Gandolfi, María Celestina. Amor y bien: Los problemas del amor en Santo 

Tomás de Aquino. Buenos Aires: Ed. de la Universidad Católica Argentina, 1999.

Dörnemann, Holger. Freundschaft als Paradigma der Erlösung. Eine Reflexion auf die Verbindung 

von Gnadenlehre, Tugendlehre und Christologie in der Summa Theologiae des Thomas von 

Aquin. Bonner dogmatische Studien, 25. Würzburg: Echter, 1997.

Drost, Mark P. “In the Realm of the Senses: St. Thomas Aquinas on Sensory Love, Desire, 

and Delight.” The Thomist 59 (1995): 47–58.

Durand, Emmanuel. “Au principe de l’amour: formatio ou proportio? Un déplacement 

revisité dans l’analyse thomasienne de la voluntas.” Revue thomiste 104 (2004): 551–78.

Edwards, Steven Anthony. Interior Acts: Teleology, Justice, and Friendship in the Religious Ethics 

of Thomas Aquinas. Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1986.

Egenter, Richard. Gottesfreundschaft. Die Lehre der Gottesfreundschaft in der Scholastik und Mystik 

des 12. und 13. Jahrhunderts. Augsburg: Filser Verlag, 1928.

Erb, Heather McAdam. “Metaphysical Aspects of Aquinas’ Doctrine of the Spiritual Life.” 

In Proceedings of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the Third Millenium: 

The Perspective of Thomas Aquinas, 21–25 September 2003, ed. Abelardo Lobato, 1:408–26. 

Vatican City: Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, 2004.

——. “‘Pati Divina’: Mystical Union in Aquinas.” In Faith, Scholarship, and Culture in the 21st 



106  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Century, ed. Alice Ramos and Marie I. George, 73–96. Washington, DC: The Catholic 

University of America Press, 2002.

Falanga, Anthony J. Charity the Form of the Virtues According to St. Thomas. Washington, DC: 

The Catholic University of America Press, 1948.

Faraon, Michael J. Metaphysical and Psychological Principles of Love. Dubuque, IA: William C. 

Brown, 1952.

Farrell, Ambrose. “The Basis of Self-Realization.” Blackfriars 17 (1936): 263–68.

Fatula, Mary Ann. Thomas Aquinas, Preacher and Friend. Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical 

Press, 1993.

Ferrari, Valentino. “L’amore nella vita umana secondo l’Aquinate.” Sapienza 6 (1953): 63–

71, 197–206, 408–24.

——. L’amore radice del bene e del male secondo S. Tommaso. Rome: Pontificium Institutum 

Angelicum de Urbe, 1961.

Flanagan, Francis J. The Image of God in Man as the Foundation of Charity According to the 

Doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America 

Press, 1943.

Foresi, P. L’agape in San Paolo e la carità di San Tommaso d’Aquino. Saggio di un confronto tra la 

teologia biblica e la teologia speculativa. Rome: Città Nuova Editrice, 1965.

Forest, Aimé. “Connaissance et amour.” Revue thomiste 48 (1948): 113–33.

Forment Giralt, E. “El personalismo de Santo Tomás.” Sapientia 45 (1990): 277–94.

Forschner, Maximilian. “‘Amor est causa timoris’: Thomas von Aquin über das Gefühl  

der Angst.” In Traditio Augustiniana—Studien über Augustinus und seine Rezeption, ed.  

A. Zumkeller and A. Krümmel, 175–91. Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag, 1994.

Francini, I. “Vivere insieme”: Un aspetto della koinonía aristotelica nella teologia della carità 

secondo S. Tommaso. Rome: Pontificia Facultas Theologica Teresianum, 1975.

Froelich, Gregory L. “Thomas Aquinas on Friendship and the Political Common Good.” 

Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 1988.

Fuster, S. “El Espíritu Santo como amor mutuo del Padre y del Hijo en santo Tomás de 

Aquino.” Escritos del Vedat 15 (1985): 7–54.

Gagnebet, M.-R. “L’amour naturel de Dieu chez saint Thomas et ses contemporains.” Revue 

thomiste 48 (1948): 394–446; 49 (1949): 31–102.

Gallagher, David M. “Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship in Thomas Aquinas.” 

Mediaeval Studies 58 (1996): 1–47.

——. “Moral Virtue and Contemplation: A Note on the Unity of the Moral Life.” Sapientia 

51 (1996): 385–92.

——. “Person and Ethics in Thomas Aquinas.” Acta Philosophica 4 (1995): 51–71.

——. “Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love as the Basis for Love of Others.” Acta Philosophica 8 

(1999): 23–44.

——. “The Will and Its Acts (Ia IIae, qq. 6–17).” In The Ethics of Aquinas, ed. Stephen J. 

Pope, 69–89. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2002. 

Garrigou-Lagrange, Reginald. Beatitude: A Commentary on St. Thomas’ Theological Summa, Ia 

IIae, qq. 1–54. Trans. Patrick Cummins. St. Louis, MO: B. Herder, 1955.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 107

——. “The Fecundity of Goodness.” The Thomist 2 (1940): 226–36.

——. The Love of God and the Cross of Jesus. Trans. Jeanne Marie. 2 vols. St. Louis: Herder, 

1947.

——. The Three Ages of the Interior Life: Prelude of Eternal Life. Trans. M. Timothea Doyle. 

Rockford, IL: TAN, 1989.

Gaspar, P. “O conhecimento afectivo en S. Thomas.” Rivista Portuguesa de Filosofia 16 (1960): 

411–36 and 17 (1961): 13–48.

Geiger, Loius-B. Le problème de l’amour chez saint Thomas d’Aquin. Montreal: Institut d’Études 

Médiévales / Paris: J. Vrin, 1952.

Giardini, Fabio. “L’essenza dell’amore.” Sapienza 12 (1959): 35–56.

Gilleman, Gérard. The Primacy of Charity in Moral Theology. Trans. from the second French ed. 

by William F. Ryan and André Vachon. Westminster, MD: The Newman Press, 1961.

Gillon, Louis-B. “‘Ambivalence’ de l’amour et de la haine.” Angelicum 57 (1980): 3–9.

——. “A propos de la théorie thomiste de l’amitié: ‘Fundatur super aliqua communicatione’ 

(II-II, q. 23, a. 1).” Angelicum 25 (1948): 3–17.

——. “L’argument du tout et de la partie après saint Thomas d’Aquin.” Angelicum 28 (1951): 

205–23, 346–62.

——. “Charité: Les grandes écoles théologiques, I – Dominicains.” Dictionnaire de spiritualité 

2:579–86.

——. “Charité et amour universel de l’être.” Angelicum 59 (1982): 37–44.

——. Christ and Moral Theology. Trans. Cornelius Williams. Staten Island, NY: Alba House, 

1967.

——. “Genèse de la théorie thomiste de l’amour.” Revue thomiste 46 (1946): 322–29.

——. “La morale di San Tommaso e il personalismo.” Sapienzia 5 (1952): 217–24.

——. “Primacía del apetito universal de Dios según Santo Tomás.” La Cienca Tomista 63 

(1942): 329–41.

——. “Può la carità essere un’amicizia universale per tutti gli uomini?” Sacra Doctrina 23 

(1978): 81–94.

Gilson, Etienne. The Mystical Theology of Saint Bernard. Trans. A. H. C. Downes. New York: 

Sheed & Ward, 1940.

——. The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy. Trans. A. H. C. Downes. New York: Scribners, 1936.

——. Wisdom and Love in Saint Thomas Aquinas. Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 

1951.

Gleason, Robert W. “Charity as the Form of the Virtues.” The Irish Theological Quarterly 24 

(1957): 144–53.

González, C. I. Amistad y Salvación. La Redención como obra del la amistad de Cristo en Santo 

Tomás de Aquino. México: Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 1982.

Graham, Aelred. The Love of God: An Essay in Analysis. New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 

1939.

Greenstock, David L. “St. Thomas and Christian Perfection.” Thomist 13 (1950): 1–15.

Gudaniec, Arkadius. “Amore come complacentia boni in Tommaso d’Aquino.” In Proceedings 

of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the Third Millenium: The Perspective 



108  BIBLIOGRAPHY

of Thomas Aquinas, 21–25 September 2003, ed. Abelardo Lobato, 1:497–504. Vatican City: 

Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, 2004.

Guindon, R. Béatitude et Théologie morale chez saint Thomas d’Aquin. Origines-Interprétation. 

Ottawa: Éditions de l’Université d’Ottawa, 1956.

Guttierez, Juan. “Realización del ser humano per el amor, según el pensamiento de S. 

Tomás.” Revista Teológica Limense [Lima, Peru] 8 (1974): 131–52.

Hamonic, Thierry-Marie. “Dieu peut-il être légitimement convoité? Quelques aspects de 

la théologie thomiste de l’amour selon le P. Labourdette.” Revue thomiste 92 (1992): 

239–66.

Hankey, Wayne. “Aquinas and the Passion of God.” In Being and Truth: Essays in Honour of 

John Macquarrie, ed. Alistair Kee and Eugene T. Long, 318–33. London: SCM Press, 

1986.

Hatheyers, F. “Die Lehre des hl. Thomas über die Gottesliebe.” Zeitschrift für katholischen 

Theologie 44 (1920): 78–105.

Hayden, R. Mary. “The Paradox of Aquinas’s Altruism: From Self-Love to Love of Others.” 

Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 63 (1989): 72–83.

Hayden Lemmons, R. Mary. “The Primacy of Love in Aquinas’s Natural Law.” Proceedings of 

the American Catholic Philosophical Association 66 (1992): 45–71.

Hedwig, Klaus. “Alter ipse. �ber die Rezeption eines Aristotelischen Begriffes bei Thomas 

von Aquin.” Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 72 (1990): 253–74.

Heim, Bruno. Die Freundschaft nach Thomas von Aquin. Rome: Institutum Pontificium 

Internationale Angelicum, 1934.

Héris, Charles-V. “L’amour naturel de Dieu d’après Saint Thomas.” Mélanges thomistes publiés 

par les Dominicains de la Province de France a l’occasion du VIe centenaire de la canonisation de 

Saint Thomas d’Aquin (18 Juillet 1323). Bibliothèque thomiste III, 289–310. Kain, Belgium: 

Le Saulchoir, 1923; Paris: Vrin, 1935.

——. Spirituality of Love. Trans. David Martin. St. Louis: B. Herder, 1965.

Hibbert, G. “Created and Uncreated Charity: A Study of the Doctrinal and Historical 

Context of St. Thomas’s Teaching on the Nature of Charity.” Recherches de Théologie 

ancienne et médiévale 31 (1964): 63–84.

Hittinger, F. Russell. “When It Is More Excellent to Love Than to Know: The Other Side 

of Thomistic ‘Realism’.” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 57 

(1983): 171–79.

Hoenen, M. J. F. M. “Transzendenz der Einheit. Thomas von Aquin über Liebe und 

Freundschaft.” In Ars und scientia im Mittelalter und in der Frühen Neuzeit. Ergebnisse 

interdisziplinärer Forschung, ed. C. Dietl and D. Helschinger, 125–37. Tübingen/Basel: A. 

Francke, 2002.

Horváth, Tibor. Caritas est in ratione: Die Lehre des Hl. Thomas über die Einheit der intellektiven 

und affektiven Begnadung des Menschen. Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und 

Theologie des Mittelalters, 41.3. Münster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1966.

Hoye, William J. “Human Love as Unfulfilling Union According to St. Thomas Aquinas.” 

In Proceedings of the International Congress on Christian Humanism in the Third Millenium: 



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 109

The Perspective of Thomas Aquinas, 21–25 September 2003, ed. Abelardo Lobato, 1:516–24. 

Vatican City: Pontificia Academia Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, 2004.

Huerga, Alvaro. “Límites del amor deificante.” In Atti del Congresso Internazionale (Roma-

Napoli 17–24 Aprile 1974) Tommaso d’Aquino nel suo settimo centenario, vol. 4, Problemi di 

teologia, 500–510. Naples: Edizioni Domenicane Italiane, 1974.

Hughes, Louis M. “Charity as Friendship in the Theology of Saint Thomas.” Angelicum 52 

(1975): 164–78.

Ilien, Albert. Wesen und Funktion der Liebe bei Thomas von Aquin. Freibuger Theologische 

Studien, 98. Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1975.

Javorka, Joseph. Amor a Dios sobre todas las casas y amor a sí mísmo, según Santo Tomás. Buenos 

Aires: Talleres Pellegrini, 1964.

Jenkins, John I. Knowledge and Faith in Thomas Aquinas. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1997. See esp. ch. 5, “Grace, theological virtues and gifts,” pp. 129–60.

Johann, Robert O. The Meaning of Love: An Essay Towards a Metaphysics of Intersubjectivity. 

Westminster, MD: The Newman Press, 1959.

Jones, L. Gregory. “The Theological Transformation of Aristotelian Friendship in the 

Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas.” New Scholasticism 61 (1987): 373–99.

Jordan, Mark D. “Aquinas’s Construction of a Moral Account of the Passions.” Freiburger 

Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 33 (1986): 71–97.

Keaty, Anthony W. The Holy Spirit as Love: A Study in the Pneumatology of Thomas Aquinas. 

Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 1997.

——. “Thomas’s Authority for Identifying Charity as Friendship: Aristotle or John 15?” The 

Thomist 62 (1998): 581–601.

Keller, Joseph M. “De virtute caritatis ut amicitia quadam divina.” Xenia thomistica, ed. 

Sadoc Szabó, 2:233–76. Rome: Angelicum, 1925. [For a French adaptation, see 

Lavaud, “La charité comme amitié.”]

Kennedy, T. “Beatitude at the Origin and End of Charity.” Atti del III Congresso Internazionale 

della S.I.T.A.: Etica e società contemporanea, vol. 3, 135–44. Vatican City: Libreria Editrice 

Vaticana, 1992.

Kerr, Fergus. “Charity as Friendship.” In Language, Meaning and God: Essays in Honor of 

Herbert McCabe, ed. Brian Davies, 1–23. London: Chapman, 1987.

Kim, J. H. ‘Caritas’ bei Thomas von Aquin im Blick auf den konfuzianischen Zentralbegriff ‘Jen.’ 

Regensburger Studien zur Theologie, 25. Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 1981.

King, Peter. “Aquinas on the Passions.” In Aquinas’s Moral Theory: Essays in Honor of Norman 

Kretzmann, ed. Scott MacDonald and Eleonore Stump, 101–32. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 

University Press, 1998. Reprinted in Thomas Aquinas: Contemporary Philosophical 

Perspectives, ed. Brian Davies, 353–84. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Kluxen, Wolfgang. Philosophische Ethik bei Thomas von Aquin. 3rd ed. Hamburg: Meiner, 1998.

Knuuttila, Simo. Emotions in Ancient and Medieval Philosophy. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2004. 

See esp. 177–255.

Koßler, Matthias. “Die ‘Ordnung der Liebe’ bei Augustinus und Thomas von Aquin.” In 

Sein und Werden im Lichte Platons. Festschrift für Karl Albert zum 80. Geburtstag am 2. 

Oktober 2001, ed. E. Jain and S. Grätzel, 203–28. Freiburg im Breisgau: Alber, 2001.



110  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Krapiec, M. A. “Inquisitio circa doctrinam divi Thomae de Spiritu Sancto prout amore.” 

Divus Thomas [Piacenza] 53 (1950): 474–95.

Kretzmann, Norman. “Aquinas on God’s Joy, Love, and Liberality.” Modern Schoolman 72 

(1995): 125–48.

Kühn, Ulrich. Via caritatis: Theologie des Gesetzes bei Thomas von Aquin. Kirche und 

Konfession, 9. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht Verlag, 1965.

Kwasniewski, Peter A. “‘Divine Drunkenness’: The Secret Life of Thomistic Reason.” 

Modern Schoolman 82 (2004): 1–31.

——. “The Ecstasy of Love in Aquinas’s Commentary on the Sentences.” Angelicum 83 (2006): 

51–93.

——. “Golden Straw: St. Thomas and the Ecstatic Practice of Theology.” Nova et Vetera 

[English edition] 2 (2004): 61–89.

——. “St. Thomas, Extasis, and Union with the Beloved.” The Thomist 61 (1997): 587–603.

——. “Transcendence, Power, Virtue, Madness, Ecstasy—Modalities of Excess in Aquinas.” 

Mediaeval Studies 66 (2004): 129–81.

Lago Alba, L. “Amor y amistad, agape y solidaridad. Teología de la caridad.” La Cienca 

Tomista 120 (1993): 535–74.

Langston, Douglas. “The Stoical Aquinas: Stoic Influences on Aquinas’s Understanding of 

Charity.” In Grammar and Grace: Reformulations of Aquinas and Wittgenstein, ed. Jeffrey 

Stout and Robert MacSwain, 197–213. London: SCM Press, 2004.

Lanigan, Joseph. “Knowledge of Person Implied in the Thomistic Doctrine of Love.” 

Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 31 (1957): 179–92.

Laporta, Jorge. “Pour trouver le sens exact des termes appetitus naturalis, desiderium naturale, 

amor naturalis, etc. chez Thomas d’Aquin.” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du 

Moyen Âge 48 (1973): 37–95.

Lavaud, M.-Benoît, and M.-Joseph M. Keller. “La charité comme amitié d’après S. 

Thomas.” Revue thomiste 29 (1929): 445–75.

Lavaud, M.-Benoît. Amour et perfection chrétienne selon saint Thomas d’Aquin et saint François de 

Sales. Lyon: Les Éditions de l’Abeille, 1941.

Lepargneur, F. “L’amour fraternelle.” Vie spirituelle, suppl., 50 (1959): 352–67.

Léveillé, Maurice. Amour et altérité. Montréal: Université de Montréal, 1965.

Loughlin, Stephen. “Similarities and Differences between Human and Animal Emotion in 

Aquinas’s Thought.” The Thomist 65 (2001): 45–65.

MacDonald, Scott. “Egoistic Rationalism: Aquinas’s Basis for Christian Morality.” In 

Christian Theism and the Problems of Philosophy, ed. Michael D. Beaty, 327–54. Notre 

Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990.

Malet, A. Personne et amour dans la théologie trinitaire de saint Thomas d’Aquin. Paris: Vrin, 1956.

Malloy, Christopher. “Love of God for His Own Sake and Love of Beatitude: Heavenly 

Charity According to Thomas Aquinas.” Ph.D. diss., The Catholic University of 

America, 2001.

——. “Thomas on the Order of Love and Desire: A Development of Doctrine.” The Thomist 

71 (2007): 65–87.

Mansini, Guy. “Charity and the Form of Friendship.” In Ethics and Theological Disclosures: The 



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 111

Thought of Robert Sokolowski, ed. G. Mansini and J. G. Hart, 31–43. Washington, DC: 

The Catholic University of America Press, 2003.

——. “Duplex amor and the Structure of Love in Aquinas.” In Thomistica, ed. E. Manning, 

137–96. Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale, vol. 1. Leuven: Peeters, 

1995.

——. “Similitudo, communicatio, and the Friendship of Charity in Aquinas.” In Thomistica, ed. 

E. Manning, 1–26. Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale, vol. 1. Leuven: 

Peeters, 1995.

Manzanedo, Marcos F. “La ambivalencia afectiva.” Angelicum 61 (1984): 404–40.

——. “La amistad según santo Tomás.” Angelicum 71 (1994): 371–426.

——. Las pasiones según Santo Tomás. Aletheia, 39. Salamanca: Editorial San Esteban, 2004. 

(Manzanedo published many separate articles on the various passions—articles 

effectively supplanted by this more comprehensive book.)

——. “La paz según Santo Tomás.” Studium 44 (2004): 431–60.

Marie Olivier, Frère. “Amour, passion, désir chez saint Thomas d’Aquin.” Aletheia 26 

(2004): 47–61.

Maritain, Jacques. “Amour et amitié.” Nova et Vetera 38 (1963): 241–79.

——. “De la connaissance par connaturalité.” Nova et Vetera 55 (1980): 181–87.

Marmo, Costantino. “Hoc autem etsi potest tollerari… Egidio Romano e Tommaso d’Aquino 

sulle passioni dell’anima.” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale II/1 

(1991), 281–315.

Marty, François. La perfection de l’homme selon Saint Thomas d’Aquin: ses fondements ontologiques 

et leur verification dans l’ordre actuel. Rome: Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 1962.

Maurer, Armand. “Reflections on Thomas Aquinas’ Notion of Presence.” In Philosophy and 

the God of Abraham: Essays in Memory of James A. Weisheipl, OP, ed. R. James Long, 113–27. 

Papers in Mediaeval Studies 12. Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1991.

McAleer, G. J. Ecstatic Morality and Sexual Politics: A Catholic and Antitotalitarian Theory of the 

Body. New York: Fordham University Press, 2005.

McEvoy, James. “Amitié, attirance et amour chez S. Thomas d’Aquin.” Revue philosophique 

de Louvain 91 (1993): 383–408.

——. “Cor unum et anima una: Friendship and Spiritual Unity in Augustine.” Revue de 

Théologie ancienne et médiévale 53 (1988): 40–92.

——. “Freundschaft und Liebe (S. th. I-II, qq. 26–28 und II-II, qq. 23–46).” In Thomas von 

Aquin: Die Summa theologiae, Werkinterpretationen, ed. Andrea Speer, 298–321. Berlin: 

De Gruyter, 2005.

——. “The Other as Oneself: Friendship and Love in the Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas.” 

In Thomas Aquinas: Approaches to Truth, ed. James McEvoy and Michael Dunne, 16–37. 

Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2002.

——. “Philia and Amicitia: The Philosophy of Friendship from Plato to Aquinas.” Sewanee 

Mediaeval Colloquium Occasional Papers 2 (1985): 1–23.

——. “Zur Rezeption des Aristotelischen Freundschaftsbegriff in der Scholastik.” Freiburger 

Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 43 (1996): 287–303.



112  BIBLIOGRAPHY

McGinnis, Raymond R. The Wisdom of Love: A Study in the Psycho-metaphysics of Love according 

to the Principles of St. Thomas. Rome: Catholic Book Agency, 1951.

McNabb, Vincent. “Saint Thomas and Moral Theology.” In Xenia thomistica, ed. Sadoc Szabó, 

2:187–202. Rome: Angelicum, 1925.

Meier, Matthias. Die Lehre des Thomas von Aquin de passionibus animae in quellenanalytischer 

Darstellung. Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, 11. Münster: 

Aschendorffsche Buchhandlung, 1912. 

Méndez, Julio Raúl. El amor fundamento de la participación metafísica. Hermenéutica de la 

Summa contra gentiles. 2nd ed. Buenos Aires: Editorial Sudamericana, 1990.

——. “El principio del amor.” Stromata 43 (1987): 387–91.

——. “Principio de razón o fundamento de amor.” Stromata 46 (1990): 153–62.

Michel, Elsbeth. “Nullus potest amare aliquid incognitum.” Ein Beitrag zur Frage des 

Intellektualismus bei Thomas von Aquin. Studia Friburgensia, 57. Freiburg/CH: 

Universitätsverlag Freiburg Schweiz, 1979.

Miron, Cyril H. The Problem of Altruism in the Philosophy of St. Thomas. Washington, DC: The 

Catholic University of America Press, 1939.

Moisant, X. “La bienveillance divine d’après St. Thomas.” Revue de Philosophie 28 (1921): 

345–83.

Molinero, J. L. Elegir a Dios, tarea del hombre. Tránsito del amor natural al amor elícito a Dios 

según Santo Tomás. Coleccion teológica, 23. Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de 

Navarra, 1979.

Molnar, P. “Amicitia politica: Thomas Aquinas on Political Cohesion in Society.” Magyar 

Filozófiai Szemle 1–2 (1997): 173–86.

Monreal Maldonado, Sarah Ancelia. “Le rapport interpersonnel chez Saint Thomas d’Aquin: 

Alter ipse, Amicitia.” Ph.D. diss., Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (Belgium), 1991.

Moreno, A. “The Nature of St. Thomas’ Knowledge ‘Per Connaturalitatem.’” Angelicum 47 

(1970): 44–62.

Murphy, James Bernard. “Virtue and the Good of Friendship.” Proceedings of the American 

Catholic Philosophical Association 71 (1997): 189–201.

Murray, Paul. The New Wine of Dominican Spirituality: A Drink Called Happiness. London: Burns 

& Oates, 2006.

Neveut, E. “La vertu de charité. Son caractère surnaturel.” Divus Thomas [Piacenza] 40 

(1937): 129–58.

Nicolas, Jean-Hervé. “Amour de soi, amour de Dieu, amour des autres.” Revue thomiste 56 

(1956): 7–42.

——. “De l’amour de soi à l’amour de Dieu.” Nova et Vetera 32 (1957): 34–45.

——. “La suprême logique de l’amour et la théologie.” Revue thomiste 83 (1983): 639–59.

Noble, Henri Dominique. L’amitié avec Dieu. Essai sur la vie spirituelle d’après Saint Thomas 

d’Aquin. New ed. Paris: Desclée, 1932.

——. “La connaissance affective.” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 7 (1913): 

637–77.

——. “L’extase de la charité.” Revue des Jeunes 16 (1926): 144–52.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 113

——. Les passions dans la vie morale, vol. 1: Psychologie de la passion; vol. 2: Moralité de la 

passion. Paris: Lethielleux, 1930–31.

Noillaume, R. “La charité, amitié divine.” Lumière et Vie 44 (1959): 59–68.

Noriega, José. “Guiados por el Espíritu.” El Espíritu Santo y el conocimiento moral en Tomás de 

Aquino. Rome: Pontificia Università Lateranense/Mursia, 2000.

Nothomb, Dominique. “La charité et les autres amours humains.” Revue thomiste 52 (1952): 

361–77.

——. “Le motif formel de la charité envers le prochain.” Revue thomiste 52 (1952): 97–118.

O’Brien, James F. “Gravity and Love as Unifying Principles.” The Thomist 21 (1958): 184–93.

Oesterreich, Peter L. “Thomas von Aquins Lehre von der Liebe als menschlicher 

Grundleidenschaft.” Theologie und Philosophie 66 (1991): 90–97.

Órdenes Morales, M. “Trascendencia de la persona en el amor de amistad según Tomás de 

Aquino.” Ius Publicum 4.7 (2001): 11–20.

O’Rourke, Fran. Pseudo-Dionysius and the Metaphysics of Aquinas. Studien und Texte zur 

Geistes geschichte des Mittelalters, 32. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1992.

Osborne, Thomas M., Jr. Love of Self and Love of God in Thirteenth-Century Ethics. Notre Dame: 

University of Notre Dame Press, 2005.

Parente, Pietro. “Il primato dell’amore e S. Tommaso d’Aquino.” Acta Pont. Academiae S. 

Thomae Aquinatis 10 (1945): 197–229. Reprinted in Teologia Viva, II: Dio e i problemi 

dell’uomo, 341–79. Rome: A. Balardetti, 1955.

Pazdan, M. M. “Thomas Aquinas and Contemporary Biblical Interpreters: ‘I call you 

friends’ (John 15:15).” New Blackfriars 86 (2005): 465–77.

Penido, M. T.-L. “Gloses sur la procession d’amour dans la Trinité.” Ephemerides Theologicae 

Lovanienses 14 (1937): 33–68.

Pérez-Soba Díez del Corral, Juan José. Amor es nombre de persona. Estudio de la 

interpersonalidad en el amor en Santo Tomás de Aquino. Rome: Pontificia Università 

Lateranense/Mursia, 2001.

——. “La irreductibilidad de la relación interpersonal: Su estidio en Santo Tomás.” 

Anthropotes 13.1 (1997): 175–200.

——. “Persona, amor y moral.” Cuadernos de Pensamiento 16 (2004): 345–64.

Perini, Giuseppe. “Amore e gaudio nell’antropologia di S. Tommaso d’Aquino.” In Sanctus 

Thomas de Aquino, Doctor Hodiernae Humanitatis, ed. Daniel Ols, 339–55. Studi Tomistici 

58. Rome: Pontificia Accademia di S. Tommaso/Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1995.

Pero Sanz, J. M. El conocimiento por connaturalidad. La afectividad en la gnoseología tomista. 

Pamplona: Eunsa, 1964.

Perotto, A. M. “Amore e amicitia.” Sapienza [Rome] 7 (1953): 339–62.

Perru, O. “Actualiser la vision thomiste de l’acte de charité?” Revue des Sciences religieuses 78 

(2004): 539–63.

Petry, R. C. “The Social Character of Heavenly Beatitude.” The Thomist 7 (1944): 65–79.

Philbin, William J. “The Intellect’s Part in Charity.” The Irish Theological Quarterly 18 (1951): 

303–21.

——. “The Scholastic Teaching on the Nature of Charity.” Irish Ecclesiastical Record 69 (1933): 

20–46.



114  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Philippe, Marie-Dominique. De l’amour. Paris: Mame, 1993.

——. “Love of Self: Obstacle or Privileged Means of Encountering Another?” Analecta 

Husserliana, vol. VI, ed. Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka, 41–58. Dordrecht: D. Riedel, 1977.

——. Le mystère de l’amitié divine. Paris: Luff-Egloff, 1949.

Philippe, Paul. Le rôle de l’amitié dans la vie chrétienne, selon saint Thomas d’Aquin. Rome: 

Angelicum, 1938.

Pieper, Josef. Happiness and Contemplation. Trans. Richard and Clara Winston. South Bend, 

IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 1998.

——. On Love. Trans. Richard and Clara Winston. Republished in Faith, Hope, Love. San 

Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1997.

Pinckaers, Servais. “Der Sinn für die Freundschaftsliebe als Urtatsache der thomistischen 

Ethik.” In Sein und Ethos: Untersuchungen zur Grundlegung der Ethik, ed. Paulus 

Engelhardt, 228–35. Mainz: Matthias Grünwald Verlag, 1963.

Pinto de Oliveira, C. J. “Ordo rationis, ordo amoris. La notion d’ordre au centre de l’univers 

éthique de S. Thomas.” In Ordo sapientiae et amoris. Image et message de saint Thomas 

d’Aquin à travers les récentes études historiques herméneutiques et doctrinales. Hommage au 

Professeur Jean-Pierre Torrell O.P. à l’occasion de son 65e anniversaire, ed. C. J. Pinto de 

Oliveira, 285–302. Studia Friburgensia, N.S. 78. Fribourg: Éditions Universitaires, 1993.

Pironio, E. F. “Reflexiones sobre la amistad.” Sapientia 12 (1957): 23–32.

Pope, Stephen J. “Aquinas on Almsgiving, Justice, and Charity: An Interpretation and 

Reassessment.” Heythrop Journal 32 (1991): 167–91.

——. The Evolution of Altruism and the Ordering of Love. Washington, DC: Georgetown 

University Press, 1994.

——. “Expressive Individualism and True Self-Love: A Thomistic Perspective.” Journal of 

Religion 71 (1991): 384–99.

—— (ed.). The Ethics of Aquinas. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2002.

Porter, Jean. “De ordine caritatis: Charity, Friendship and Justice in Thomas Aquinas’s Summa 

Theologiae.” The Thomist 53 (1989): 197–213.

——. “Desire for God: Ground of the Moral Life in Aquinas.” Theological Studies 47 (1986): 

48–68.

——. “Right Reason and the Love of God: The Parameters of Aquinas’ Moral Theology.” In 

The Theology of Thomas Aquinas, ed. R. Van Nieuwenhove and J. Wawrykow, 167–91. 

Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005.

——. “Salvific Love and Charity: A Comparison of the Thought of Karl Rahner and Thomas 

Aquinas.” In The Love Commandments: Essays in Christian Ethics and Moral Philosophy, ed. 

Edmund Santurri and William Werpehowski, 240–60. Washington, DC: Georgetown 

University Press, 1992.

Principe, Walter. “Affectivity and the Heart in Thomas Aquinas’s Spirituality.” In 

Spiritualities of the Heart, ed. Annice Callahan, 45–63. New York: Paulist Press, 1990.

——. “Loving Friendship According to Thomas Aquinas.” The Nature and Pursuit of Love, ed. 

David Goicoechea (ed.), 128–41. Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1995.

Pupi, Angelo. “La carità secondo Tommaso d’Aquino.” Rivista di Filosofia neo-scolastica 68 

(1976): 381–439, 585–609.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 115

Queralt, A. “¿Todo acto de amor al prójimo incluye necesariamente el amor de Dios? 

Investigación crítica del pensamiento de Santo Tomás sobre la caridad.” Gregorianum 

55 (1974): 273–317.

——. “¿Cuándo, según Sto. Tomás el amor del prójimo es amor de Dios?” In Atti del 

Congresso Internazionale (Roma-Napoli 17–24 Aprile 1974) Tommaso d’Aquino nel suo settimo 

centenario, vol. 4, 511–22. Naples: Edizioni Domenicane Italiane, 1974.

Ramírez, Jacobus M. “L’amour de soi base de l’amour d’autrui.” Laval théologique et 

philosophique 14 (1958): 77–88.

——. De caritate. In II-II Summae theologiae divi Thomae expositio (QQ. XXIII–XLIV). Ed. 

Victorinus Rodriguez. 2 vols. Edicion de las Obras Completas de Santiago Ramírez, 

XII. Biblioteca de Teologos Españoles, 44. Salamanca: Editorial San Esteban, 1998.

——. De passionibus animae. In I-II Summae theologiae divi Thomae expositio (QQ. XXII–XLVIII). 

Ed. Victorinus Rodriguez. Edicion de las Obras Completas de Santiago Ramírez, V. 

Madrid: Instituto de Filosofia Luis Vives, 1973.

——. La esencia de la caridad. Biblioteca de Teologos Españoles, 31. Madrid: Typis Aldecoa, 

1978.

Ramos, Alice. “Moral Beauty and Affective Knowledge in Aquinas.” Acta Philosophica 13 

(2004): 321–37.

Rausch, Jerome W. Agape and Amicitia: A Comparison between St. Paul and St. Thomas. Rome: 

Catholic Book Agency, 1958.

Rechmann, H. K. Die Liebe als Form des Glaubens. Studien zum Glaubensbegriff des Thomas von 

Aquin. Beiträge zur Fundamentaltheologie und Religionsphilosophie, 7. Neuried: Ars 

Una, 2001.

Rivera Sibaja, A. “El amor de amistad en Santo Tomás.” Doctoral diss. Pamplona: 

Universidad de Navarra, 2003.

Rolland, E. “L’unification par l’amour.” Revue Apologétique 56 (1933): 385–403.

Roland-Gosselin, M.-D. “De la connaissance affective.” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et 

théologiques 27 (1938): 5–26.

——. “Le désir du bonheur et l’existence de Dieu.” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et 

théologiques 13 (1924): 162–72.

Rossner, William L. “An Inclination to an Intellectually Known God: The Question of the 

Existence of Intellectual Love.” Modern Schoolman 52 (1974): 65–92.

——. “The Process of Human Intellectual Love, or Spirating a Pondus.” The Thomist 36 

(1972): 39–74.

——. The Theory of Love in the Philosophy of St. Thomas. Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 1953. 

——. “Toward an Analysis of ‘God is Love’.” The Thomist 38 (1974): 633–67.

Rousselot, Pierre. Pour l’histoire du problème de l’amour au moyen âge. Beiträge zur Geschichte 

der Philosophie des Mittelalters, 6.6. Münster: Aschendorffsche Buchhandlung, 1908.

——. The Problem of Love in the Middle Ages. Trans. Alan Vincelette. Milwaukee: Marquette 

University Press, n.d.

Royo Marín, Antonio. Teología de la caridad. 2nd ed. Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores 

Cristianos, 1963.



116  BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ryan, Louis A. “Charity and the Social Order.” The Thomist 3 (1941): 539–63; The Thomist 4 

(1942): 70–120, 247–65.

Ryan, Thomas. “Revisiting Affective Knowledge and Connaturality in Aquinas.” Theological 

Studies 66 (2005): 49–68.

Rybka, Ryszard. “Il ruolo della carità nella vita della società politica secondo san Tommaso 

d’Aquino.” Angelicum 82 (2005): 55–75.

Sánchez-Ruiz, J. M. “El amor en el Tomismo. Ensayo sobre la metafisica tomista del amor.” 

Salesianum 22 (1960): 3–55.

Sandín, T. “El objeto formal motivo de la caridad.” Studium [Madrid] 20 (1980): 295–322.

Savagnone, Giuseppe. “L’amicizia nel pensiero di S. Tommaso d’Aquino.” Sapienza 34 

(1981): 431–41.

Schall, James V. “The Totality of Society: From Justice to Friendship.” The Thomist 20 

(1957): 1–26.

Schindler, F. Begriff und Wesen der Liebe bei Thomas von Aquin. Beiträge zur Philosophie und 

Paedagogie. Freiburg: Herder, 1919.

Schockenhoff, Eberhard. Bonum hominis: Die anthropologischen und theologischen 

Voraussetzungen der Tugendethik des Thomas von Aquin. Tübinger Theologische Studien, 

28. Mainz: Matthias-Grünewald Verlag, 1987.

——. “The Theological Virtue of Charity (IIa IIae, qq. 23–46).” In The Ethics of Aquinas, ed. 

Stephen J. Pope, 244–58. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2002.

Schultes, Reginald M. “De caritate ut forma virtutum: Summa theol. IIa-IIae, q. 23, aa. 6–8.” 

Divus Thomas [Piacenza] 31 (1928): 5–28.

Schwartz Porzecanski, Daniel. “Aquinas on Concord: ‘Concord Is a Union of Wills, Not of 

Opinions’.” Review of Metaphysics 57 (2003): 25–42.

——. “Friendship and the Circumstances of Justice According to Aquinas.” Review of Politics 

66.1 (2004): 35–54.

——. “Should We Will What God Wills? Friendship with God and Conformity of Wills 

According to Aquinas.” Philosophy & Theology 15 (2003): 403–19.

Sciuto, Italo. “Le passioni dell’anima nel pensiero di Tommaso d’Aquino.” In Anima e corpo 

nella cultura medievale, ed. Carla Casagrande and Silvana Vecchio, 73–93. Millennio 

Medievale, 15. Florence: SISMEL, 1999.

Scott, David A. “Egocentrism and the Christian Life: A Study of Thomas Aquinas and Martin 

Luther and an Attempted Reformulation.” Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 1968.

Sellés, J. F. Conocer y amar. Estudio de los objetos y operaciones del entendimiento y de la voluntad 

según Tomás de Aquino. Pamplona: EUNSA, 1995.

Selner-Wright, Susan C. “The Order of Charity in Thomas Aquinas.” Philosophy & Theology 9 

(1995): 13–27.

Shanley, Brian J. “Aquinas on Pagan Virtue.” The Thomist 63 (1999): 553–77.

Sherwin, Michael S. By Knowledge and by Love: Charity and Knowledge in the Moral Theology of 

St. Thomas Aquinas. Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004.

——. “Saint Thomas, Helen Keller, et la rationalité de l’amour.” Nova et Vetera [Fribourg] 77 

(2002): 21–32.



 BIBLIOGRAPHY 117

Siguan, Miguel. “El tema del amor y algunos libros recientes.” Revista de Filosofía [Madrid] 8 

(1949): 279–314. 

Simon, Benoît. “L’amicizia secondo San Tommaso.” Sacra Doctrina 34 (1989): 173–96.

Simon, B.-M. “Amore e Trinità. Studio nel pensiero teologico di Giovanni di San 

Tommaso.” Angelicum 66 (1989): 108–24.

——. Essai sur la réciprocité amicale dans l’amour de charité. Bologna: Pontificia Universitas S. 

Thomae de Urbe (Angelicum), 1988.

Simonin, H.-D. “Autour de la solution thomiste du problème de l’amour.” Archives d’histoire 

doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Âge 6 (1931): 174–274.

——. “La charité selon S. Thomas.” Bulletin thomiste 3 (1930–33): 72–79.

——. “La doctrine de l’amour naturel de Dieu d’après le Bienheureux Albert le Grand.” 

Revue thomiste 14 (1931): 361–70.

——. “La lumière de l’amour. Essai sur la connaissance affective.” Vie Spirituelle 

[Supplement] 46 (1936): 65–72.

——. “La notion d’intentio dans l’oeuvre de saint Thomas.” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et 

théologiques 19 (1930): 445–63.

——. “La primauté de l’amour dans la doctrine de S. Thomas.” Vie spirituelle [Supplement] 

53 (1937): 129–43.

Sisón, A. J. G. “El conocimiento de sí mismo en el amigo.” In Atti del III Congresso 

Internazionale della S.I.T.A.: Etica e società contemporanea, vol. 3, 281–94. Vatican City: 

Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1992.

Spaemann, Robert. Reflexion und Spontaneität: Studien über Fénelon. 2nd ed. Stuttgart: 

Kohlhammer, 1990.

Spiazzi, R. “‘Conoscenza con amore’ in Sant’Agostino e in San Tommaso.” Doctor Communis 

39 (1986): 315–28.
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