
Prologue

These Thomistic lessons were given between January 2017 and May of 2023. These talks were presented interchangeably with my lay Dominican sister Dr. Katie Osenga, PhD, OP, hence the reason for the sequencing of the presentation of the questions from Saint Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae. The purpose of our Thomistic lessons was to teach and better inform our lay Dominican Chapter of Saint Albert the Great at Saint Albert’s College in Oakland California. Our goal was to teach the life, thought, and theology of Saint Thomas Aquinas. Since November of 2018, I have been a life professed lay Dominican.
	I would like to give a special thanks to Dr. Katie Osenga, OP, for including me in giving these talks. She along with our Lay Dominican Council at Saint Albert’s College though it wise that I would interchangeably give these Thomistic lessons because of my studies in philosophy from the Pontifical University of Saint Thomas Aquinas in Urbe (Angelicum) in Rome where I earned a Licentiate degree in October 2010. Today I am now a life professed Dominican and thanks again to Dr. Katie Osenga, OP, I would like to offer the fruit of my studies and teaching to other lay Dominicans and to the laity of the Church.
	During these lessons, I particularly was trying to tease out Saint Thomas’s elements of philosophy and theology throughout his questions and articles of the Summa Theologiae from the Latin text. Since many of my lay Dominican brethren may not have had the same Thomistic education as I had from the Angelicum University, it has been and still is my purpose to teach and expose the glorious theology of the Angelic Doctor to my lay brethren. 
	In order to teach and expose Saint Thomas’s contemplative thought, we covered from the Prima Pars I-I questions 5 on goodness, question 9 on God's immutability, question 12 on how God is known by us questions 47-49 on the distinction of things in general, evil, and the cause of evil, and questions 50-64 on Angels. Also, from the Prima Secundae I-II, we covered questions 8-10 on object, mover, and manner of movement of the will, questions 11-13 on enjoyment, intention, and choice of the will, questions 18-21 on good and evil human acts and question 68 on the gifts of the Holy Spirit. Finally, from the Tertia Pars III-III, we had covered question 2 on union of the incarnation, question 5 on the parts of Christ's assumed nature, and questions 11-12 on Christ's infused and acquired knowledge.
	We find that teaching the theology of the Church based on the thought of Saint Thomas as essential for our study as lay Dominicans. Let us remember that we are the Order of Preachers who possess the charism of prayer, study, preaching, and community. Learning to study the theology of Saint Thomas Aquinas only enriches our prayer lives and therefore brings greater participation and action within our communities, either secular or religious, in Christ.

Mr. Efrain Nieto, OP
Formation Director
Saint Albert the Great Chapter- Saint Albert’s College, Oakland CA
Dominican Laity


In question 5 of the Prima Pars, Saint Thomas Aquinas asks about the common good. There are 6 questions: 

1) Whether the good and being are the same reality? 
St. Thomas says that we are good and being according to the same reality (res), but differ according to reason (ratio). The definition (ratio) of the good is that which is desirable.

2) What is first according to reason, the good or being? 
Being (esse) is first according to created things. Being (ens) is the proper object (obiectum) of the intellect and is the first intelligible, just as sound is what is able to be heard.

3) Is every being good? Aquinas, in following Paul, says that every being that is not God, is a creature of God; but every creature of God is good, and God is the highest good, therefore every being is good.

4)What is the cause of the good? In using Aristotle from the II Physics, Aquinas says that the cause of the good is the final cause, or the end.

5)Whether the definition of the good consists in species, mode, and order? 
	Aquinas says yes. In following Augustine from his book on the Nature of the Good, Aquinas says that “mode, species, and order as general goods are in things (in rebus) created by God.”  Aquinas defines mode as that perfection which nothing is absent according to its form; and species is constituted according to form. An individual (numerus) carries the species because these individuals carry the species, as species carry their definitions or signified natures (ratio); and order is the inclination to the end, either to action or something of this kind, because something acts and tends according to its form.

6) In what manner is the honest, useful, and pleasant good divided? Aquinas says that this is a division of human goods (boni humani). The useful good is defined as the means through which something tends to another (end) in regards to terming the moving appetite according to what is desirable; the honest good is that which is desired as the ultimate (end) of the the moving appetite; and the pleasant good is defined as that ‘rest’ (quies) desired which terms the movement of the appetite.

I-I q.9 articles 1,2 — On God’s immutability
Preface: There are 2 questions concerning the immutability of God. First, whether God is completely immutable? Second, whether being immutable is a property of God?

1) Whether God is completely immutable/unchangeable? Aquinas says yes.
	He shows this in 3 ways. First, a first being exists who is God, and is therefore pure act without being in potency. Everything in potency is changed, and therefore it is impossible that God is changed since he is pure act and not in potency.
	Second, everything that is moved is considered a composition of matter and form. For instance, something can change from whiteness to darkness, but its substantial being does not change. However, God’s being is not composite, but simple, therefore God’s being cannot be moved.
	Third, everything that is moved, acquires something in motion which it did not have before, such as virtue, but God cannot acquire something in motion which he did not have before since he is infinite and he comprehends in himself the whole plenitude of the whole being of perfection. Also, since he is unmoved and the first mover of being, motion does not coincide to himself. For this reason, some ancient philosophers proposed that the first principle is immovable.

2) Whether being immutable is a property of God? Aquinas affirms that immutability is a property of God. 
	He proves this by negating that he is not mutable like creation. In his sed contra, he states that his creation is created out of nothing, and therefore, these things are mutable (according to Augustine’s Nature of the Good), and God is therefore immutable. 
	Aquinas explains what is mutable in 2 reasons: first, through the potency of what is mutable, and second, through the potency of another.
	He first unpacks the second stating that the mutable is created by God. All creatures must exist from God because no creature is eternal, nor capable to create like God, but only by divine potency that created things can come into being. Created things exist as they are because if God would take away his act from them, then they would return to nothingness.
	Then he returns to the first reason on the mutable thing’s potency. Mutability is in the creature’s potency in two ways: namely the active and passive potency.  He however talks of the passive potency according to which something can attain its perfection, or end. He says that mutability is not in all creatures, but only in those creatures which come from non-being, like natural things. Mutability is in inferior bodies and according to substantial being, because their matter can exist with the privation of their substantial form; and similarly their accidental form can change the quality of a subject but not the subject itself, like a man’s complexion can become light to dark complected, but does not change who the man is. 
	Celestial bodies, on the other hand are not mutable, rather they are immutable. They are not subject to the same possibility to non-being like natural bodies. They are superior beings in comparison to the more inferior natural bodies. But they change more according to place, since they can move from this or that place.
	Therefore, mutability remains in the following two ways: first, they are in potency to the end, since mutability is in them according to choice (electio) of good or evil; and second, according to place, since they can be in a place where they were not before. This cannot be said of God who completes all things in his infinity.
	In conclusion, potency is in mutation in every creature according to substantial being, like in corruptible things, or according to place, like celestial bodies, or according to the order to the end and the application of virtue (or vice), like in the Angels. All creatures are commonly mutable according to the potency of the creator, of which the power of being and non-being are in them. For these reasons, God is not mutable like created substances, and is therefore his property is completely immutable.

I-I q.12

Prologue— How is God known by creatures? This is discussed in 13 articles:

	God is ultimately known by his light. Aquinas goes about trying to answer this question in 13 articles.

Whether a created intellect can see the essence of God? Yes.
	In the first article, Aquinas ultimately says that the created intellect can see the essence of God. For some, such as the Greek philosophers, believed that no one can ever see the essence of God because of God’s excess for the created intellect. However, for Thomas Aquinas, if man can never see the essence of God, then beatitude will never be obtained by man; and this is against the Catholic Faith. For this reason, the blessed see the essence of God.

Whether the essence of God is seen by the intellect by some created species? No.
	The essence of God is not seen by the intellect through a created species. God’s essence cannot be seen through the similitude of a corporeal thing. For instance, in sight, as much as in intellectual understanding, there needs to be a union between what is seen and our sight. This is what is called similitude. Another example would be a rock. Vision is actualized as the similitude or image of a rock is in the eye.
	But God, as Aquinas says, is the cause of the intellective virtue, and can be seen by the intellect. But since the intellective virtue is not the essence of God, it remains that the intellective virtue is a participated similitude of the essence of God. In my own words, our intellect is a creation of God’s intellect.
	For this reason, the intellective virtue is said to be a certain intelligible light, on the one hand by its natural virtue, and on the other hand, by some addition or perfection of the glory of grace derived from the first light. Therefore, the intellect for Aquinas is a similitude of God from part of the visual potency seeing God, that is, that the intellect is sufficient to see God.
	But from what is seen, the essence of God cannot be seen by a created similitude because God is not a created thing. 
	Therefore, some similitude from part of the visual potency is required in seeing the essence of God, namely the light of glory strengthening the intellect in seeing God, but the essence of God will not be seen through some created similitude. 

Whether the essence of God can be seen by the physical eye? No.
	The essence of God cannot be seen by the physical eye. The reason for this is because God is incorporeal, and he cannot be seen by sense, nor imagination, nor the intellect.
	Furthermore, this article is of interest because in Aquinas’s response to the third objection, which is trying to prove that God is understood by the senses, he affirms that God will be seen in the flesh after the resurrection.

Whether an intellectual substance by its nature is enough to see the essence of God? No.
	In article 4, furthermore, he says that an intellectual substance is neither enough to see the essence of God. He says that the essence of God is seen by grace, and not by nature. How then is the essence of God seen by grace and not by nature? We first have to study how the intellect understands by nature. One the one hand, the intellect knows natures of things or essences by their individual matter. These beings of individual matter are abstracted by the consideration or understanding of the intellect. We can then know the universals of natures of things in this way, which is above the sensual faculty.
	On the other hand, Aquinas includes the angelic intellect in his explanation. The angelic intellect knows the natures of things without matter. This is above the natural faculty of the human intellect, which is united to a body. The divine intellect is also the only subsistent being which knows its nature, because every created intellect which is not its being, has participated being composed of its being and essence. This is already implied from what I already have said that the intellect is a similitude of God’s intellect. Therefore, the created intellect cannot see God through essence, unless God unites (conjoins) himself by his grace to the created intellect as an intelligible of Himself.

Whether the created intellect needs to see the essence of God by some created light? Yes.
	Furthermore, Aquinas says that the created intellect cannot see the essence of God by some created light. According to what Aquinas last said in article 4, if God unites himself through his grace to the created intellect as an intelligible, then some supernatural disposition is added to the created intellect, which is elevated to sublimity.
	Since the natural virtue of the created intellect is not sufficient in seeing the essence of God, it then needs divine grace to help grow its intellectual virtue (or its understanding). Aquinas calls this the illumination of the intellect or the growth of the intellective virtue; as God’s intelligible is light. According to this light, the deiforms are effected, which are similar to God.

Whether one sees more perfectly than another the essence of God? Yes.
	Someone can see God more perfectly than another. Aquinas says that one’s intellect will have greater virtue than another. However the faculty of seeing God is not accepted in the created intellect by its nature, but only through the light of glory, which constitutes the intellect in a certain deiformity, like in superior beings. For this reason, the intellect participating more in the light of glory, will more perfectly see God.

Whether a created intellect can comprehend the essence of God? No.
	The created intellect cannot comprehend the essence of God. According to Aquinas, no created intellect can pertain to that perfect mode of knowledge of the divine essence.
	Therefore, God, of which being is infinite, is infinitely knowable. But no created intellect can know God infinitely, even though the created intellect knows more or less perfectly divine essence by the light of God’s glory. Therefore, since the created intellect cannot be infinite, it is impossible that a created intellect knows God infinitely. For this, it is impossible that someone comprehends God.

Whether the created intellect seeing the essence of God knows all things in God’s essence? No.
	The created intellect seeing the essence of God cannot know all things in God’s essence. In his sed contra, he says that not even the Angels see God through essence, even they do not know all things. For instance, they do not know future thoughts nor the thoughts of hearts as God does.
	However, some see other things in God, just as the effect is in its cause, since God is the creator of all things. Since a cause is more perfect, the effects are seen in the cause. Therefore, the intellect can know all effects and all the reasons of the effects of the cause that comprehends the cause totally. But no created intellect can comprehend God totally. However God can make an intellect know many things, as one sees God more perfectly.

Whether those which one knows there, knows through some similitudes? No.
	One cannot know God through some similitude. Those seeing God through essence, do not see through some species, but through his united divine essence to their intellects. As I was discussing earlier, the divine essence through God’s grace is an intelligible species placed (or disposed) in the created intellect, because whatever is known is known by the similitudes in the knower.

Whether one knows all things (at once) what one sees in God? No.
	Someone cannot know all things (at once) what one sees in God.
	Aquinas says that creation seen in God, is seen at once, and not successively. For this reason, we cannot understand many things at once or instantly because we understand many things through different species. From this reason, when ‘many’ are understood in one species, they are understood at once, like different parts of a whole. If individuals are known in one species, then they are understood successively, one by one, and not simultaneously. But those individuals seen in God are not seen through similitudes, but are seen through one essence of God at once and not successively. 

Whether in the state of this life, a man can see the essence of God? No.
	Aquinas says that although God can be seen through images, He cannot be seen through the species of his nature. Moreover, Aquinas says that God cannot be seen through essence unless man is being separated from his life. Our soul as long as we live is in a body from which one knows naturally created things that have their form in matter. Divine nature on the other hand cannot be known through the natures of rational things. Therefore, knowledge of God is not the vision of his essence through a created similitude. This then implies that our soul as it is abstracted more from the body becomes more capable of the abstracted intelligible. From which in dreams and ‘alienations’ from the sense of the body, divine revelations and previsions of future things are perceived more. Therefore, the soul being elevated to the supreme of intelligibles, which is divine essence, cannot see the essence of God as long as it is in this mortal life.

Whether we can know God through natural reason in this life? Yes.
	We can know God through natural reason in this life. It is clear we cannot see the essence of God, but because his effects are dependent from his cause, we can be led as we know God being the first cause of all things exceeding his creation. From this, we know that the habitude of creatures are not him, since God super-exceeds them.

Whether some knowledge above knowledge of natural reason is through grace in the present life? Yes.
	Some knowledge in this present life is above knowledge of natural reason by grace. In his sed contra, Aquinas cites St. Paul saying that not one of the philosophers knew the beginning of this time, but what God has revealed to us through the Holy Spirit.
	Aquinas says that by grace, knowledge about God through natural reason is more perfectly held by us. Knowledge which we have by natural reason requires 2 things: 1) the phantasm accepted from the sensibles, and 2) the natural light in the intelligible, of which by virtue we abstract the intelligible conceptions (from the phantasm). To each of these, human knowledge is helped by grace through revelation. So the natural light of the intellect is strengthened a lot, through the infusion of this gratuitous light. Moreover, sometimes the phantasms formed divinely in the imagination of man are forced divinely, expressing more divine things than those which we accept naturally from sensible things, like voices, in expressing something divine; for example, for Christ, in Baptism, the Holy Spirit is seen in the species of the dove, and the voice of the Father is heard, “this is my beloved son”.

I-I q. 47-49
Thomistic Study- Summa Theologiae First Part (Prima Pars I-I) Questions 47-49
On Evil

	After treating God’s creation of creatures, Thomas Aquinas considers their distinction in being. Aquinas divides this into three parts: the distinction of created things in general, the distinction of good and evil, and the creature’s spiritual and bodily distinction. 

Question 47  concerns the distinction of created things in general. This is divided into 3 articles.

Whether the multitude and distinction of things come from God? Yes.
	The multitude and distinction of things come from God. Divine goodness needs to be communicated to creatures. God’s image cannot be represented sufficiently in one creature. Therefore God has created many creatures which represent His divine goodness. 

2) Whether the inequality of things are from God? Yes.
	God’s wisdom is the cause of the distinction of things, and so inequality. The distinction of things is found in two ways. First, formally, which differ in species; and second, materially, which differ in number. 
	Forms or species of things are like numbers which vary by addition or subtraction. For example, in natural things, species of forms are ordered by degrees, as the mixture of things are more perfect than the elements: plants are more perfect than minerals, animals are more perfect than plants, and humans are more perfect than other animals. From this, it is discovered that one species is more perfect than others by their individuals. Therefore, because of the universe, divine wisdom is the cause of the distinction of things, and thus inequality; since it would not be the perfect universe if there was only one degree of goodness discovered in things.

3) Whether there is one world? Yes.
	In the first chapter of John, he says, “the world has been made through itself”, as one existing world. God’s creation is manifest in the unity of the world. For this reason, the world is ‘one’ because of the unity of order, as created things are ordered to others. Therefore, created things from God are ordered to one another and to God Himself. This applies all things pertaining to the world.

Question 48  concerns the distinction of things in species. First, this concerns the distinction of good and evil. This is divided into 6 articles.

1) Whether evil is some nature? No.
	Aquinas begins his explanation referring to Dionysius the Divine Names: “evil is not existing nor good”. In his response to the question, Aquinas says that opposites are known from one another, just as darkness to light. Therefore, evil is necessary because of the good. 
	Furthermore, it is not possible that evil is a certain being, or a certain form or nature. This is so because evil is the absence of what is good. Therefore, evil is neither existing nor good, because being is good.  

2) Whether evil is found in things? Yes.
	Certain things can withdraw or be deficient from goodness. In this it consists the reason or significance of evil, as something withdrawing or deficient from the good. Therefore, evil is found in things, as corruption is, since corruption is a certain evil.

3) Whether good is subject to evil? Yes.
	According to Aquinas, Saint Augustine says that “evil does not exist unless in the good”. Evil is the removal of the good. The removal of the good can be understood by privation or negatively.  The removal of the good negatively is not because of evil.

4) Whether evil totally corrupts good? No.
	Aquinas again supports his response with Saint Augustine who says, “evil cannot totally consume the good”. Aquinas divides the good in three ways. First, a good which is totally cut off by evil since good is the opposite to evil; just as light to darkness and sight to blindness. Second, that a good is neither totally cut off nor diminished by evil, namely a good which is the subject of an evil; for example, air is not diminished by darkness. And third, a good is diminished by evil, but is not totally cut off. From this, a good has the ability to act by the subject. For instance, sin cannot totally cut off the good of the soul because the good is at its root. The addition of sins can be infinite by which the ability of the soul to receive grace is diminished more and more, but the the soul’s ability to receive grace is not totally cut off. 

5) Is the division of evil by punishment and blame? Yes.
	Saint Augustine says that something “is called evil because it hurts or damages”. Since an evil hurts or damages, then it is punishable. Therefore every evil is subject to punishment. 
	In following the ancient philosophers, Aquinas begins his explanation defining evil as the privation of the good. The good primarily consists in perfection and act per se. Act is twofold: first, act is the form and the integrity of a thing, and second, it is operation or action. Therefore evil is contingent in two ways, but I will only mention the second. Evil is contingent by the subtraction of what the operation or action should be, either because it is no longer integral, or it does not have its due mode or order. 
	Since the good is the object (obiectum) of the will (voluntas), evil, which is the privation of the good, is found in the rational will of rational creatures. Therefore, evil, which is through the subtraction of form and of the thing’s integrity, is the cause of punishment because it is contrary to the will; especially in all things set by divine providence and justice. Also, since evil consists in this subtraction of action which ought to be voluntary, then this evil can be blameworthy. This evil becomes blameworthy since the will withdraws or is deficient from the perfected action, which has lordship or dominion of itself. For this reason, every evil is punishable or blameworthy in voluntary actions.

6) What has more significance of evil, punishment or blame? Blame.
	Blame is more significant than punishment. He says that “the wisdom of God brings punishment (to those) escaping blame”. Although many punishments are sensible or consist in the privation of bodily goods, accepting punishment universally is the privation of glory and grace. Punishments exists for two reasons. First, an evil done is because of blame, and not punishment. Blame consists in the disordered act of the will, and punishment is the will’s privation of being used well. Second, because God is the author of punishing evil, not blaming evil. This is so because the evil of punishment privates the good of the creature, just as blindness privates sight; or as the creature’s good is cut off from the uncreated good by the voiding of divine vision. Evil of blame therefore is properly opposed to the uncreated good because it is contrary to the fulfillment of the divine will and divine love by which divine goodness is loved in itself. For these two reasons, blame is more significant than punishment. 

Question 49  seeks the cause of evil. This is divided into 3 articles. 

Whether the good can be the cause of evil? Yes.
	Saint Augustine once agains says that “evil cannot arise completely unless from the good”. In his response, Aquinas explains that evil is caused accidentally. Evil is the defect of the good. It is deficient from its natural and owed disposition. Evil cannot possess the cause unless the good, since nothing is the cause unless being. Each being is good, such as agent, form, and end, which pertain to the reason of the good; and matter in potency of the good has reason of the good. Therefore, each being does not possess evil per se, but accidentally (per accidens). 
	What does Aquinas mean by “accidentally”? For instance, in one way, evil is caused in action, and in another way, in effect. In action, evil is caused because of the defect of action in one of its principles, as the defect of the agent’s movement causes disability: for instance, in someone crippled. Also, in effect, evil is caused by the privation of one form to the intended form: for instance, the privation of air or water creates fire. From this, good is the cause of evil, since evil is a deficiency and or privation.

2) Whether the highest good, who is God, is the cause of evil? No.
	Aquinas again cites Saint Augustine who says, “God is not the author of evil, because He is not the cause of (those) tending to non-being”. Aquinas says that evil consists in the defect of action and is always caused by the defect of the agent. There is no defect in God, and God is the highest perfection; therefore, God is not the cause of evil.

3) Whether there is a supreme evil as the first cause of all evils? No.
	According to Aquinas, there is not one first principle of evil (things). He gives three reasons. First, because the first principle of good things is by essence of the good, and nothing in its essence can be evil; therefore, evil does not exist unless in the subject which is good. Second, the highest evil cannot exist because evil always diminishes the good, but cannot totally consume it. The subject which is fundamentally good cannot completely and perfectly be evil. And thirdly, evil cannot be a cause unless accidentally (per accidens). Therefore, there is no first principle of evil.

  	In conclusion, Thomas Aquinas establishes God as the foundation of being, namely the good, in question 47. In establishing the goodness of being, Aquinas is able to distinguish good from evil. In following Saint Augustine and the Greek philosophers, evil is the privation or absence of the good. Evil cannot totally corrupt the good because at the root of all creation is the good. Evil is merely a defect of the good, just as the corruption or diminishing of a physical body is an evil and not a good. 
	In our human experience, we can manifest good and evil in our actions. This is done by our free will where the object of the will is the good and the privation of the good is evil. Because of evil action, humans are subject to punishment by divine providence and justice. Punishment is the absence of the good use of the will; since the creature’s good is cut off from the divine will and divine love due to one’s evil actions. God punishes evil, but does not blame. Blame is one’s disordered will. From this, Aquinas says that evil is caused accidentally, since evil is a defect of the good, yet does not exist without the good. But God is not the cause of evil, since evil is caused by the defect of the agent and its action.

I-I Questions 54-58 of Thomas Aquinas’s Prima Pars in the Summa Theologiae cover the Angels’ knowledge (cognitio). 

Question 54 : The cognitive virtue (virtutis cognoscitiva) of the Angel. Divided into five articles.

1) Whether the understanding (intelligere) of the Angel is its substance? No.
	The Angel’s substance is still divided into potency and act like any other creature. Only God’s substance is the very same as His being.

2) Whether an Angel's being (esse) is its understanding (suum intelligere)? No.
	In the sed contra, in following Dionysius the Aeropogite, Aquinas states that the understanding of an Angel is its movement (motus). But being is not movement, therefore the Angel’s being is not its understanding. 
	Aquinas says that action is understood in two ways. First, action moves into something exteriorly carrying the agent’s passion: for example, when something burns or drys. Secondly, an action is carried within the agent itself just as to feel, understand, and desire. 
	About the first, the being of an agent is signified within itself, but such an action flows out into act from an agent. This applies to the Angel. About the second action, the being of a creature is determined as ‘one’ according to genus and species, but since God’s being is simply infinite, God’s being comprehends all things in Himself, from which being divine is His understanding and desire. An angel cannot understand all things through its essence, therefore its being is not its understanding.

3) Whether an Angel’s substance is its intellective virtue? No.
	An Angel’s understanding is a potency and not pure act. In God, His being is actus purus, that is, all encompassing with His attributes, His understanding, will, etc. Knowledge in a human’s intellective soul is partly intellectual and sensitive. An Angel’s intellective virtue is not the same as its essence. In each created thing, its essence differs from its being. In an Angel, its understanding and being are not the same. An Angel’s understanding is a potency (or faculty). An Angel's act of being is from God. Only God is his very own act (actus purus). 

4) Whether there is the agent and possible intellect in Angels? No.
	The agent and possible intellect only exists in humans. Angels do not understand the nature of things under the same conditions as we do, that is, primarily through the senses. Angels understand first and principally immaterial things.

5) Whether there is another cognitive faculty other than their intellect? No. 
	Unlike humans, Angels are not composed of bodies. Certain powers or faculties of the human soul are exercised through bodily organs, but not the intellect and will. Averroes, in his commentary on the twelfth book of the Metaphysics, says that separate substances are divided into intellect and will. He furthermore says that the supreme intellectual creature is totally intellective; and not according to its part like in the human soul. For this reason, Angels are called intellects and minds or intelligences (mentes). 

Question 55:  The means of an Angel’s knowing divided in three articles.

1) Whether Angels know all things through their substance, or through some species? They know through some species.
	The intellective potency (or faculty) of an Angel extends itself to all things understood, because the object (obiectum) of the intellect is universal being or truth (ens vel verum commune). The essence of an Angel does not comprehend all things in itself, since it comprehends the determined essence of the genus and species. Only the Divine Essence, which is infinite, comprehends perfectly all things simply in itself. For this reason, only God knows all things through His essence. The Angels need their intellect to be perfected knowing things through some species.

2) Whether Angels know through connatural species, or through accepted species from things (res)? They know through connatural species.
	For Thomas Aquinas, it is necessary to understand the distinction and order of spiritual substances, just as in corporeal things. The intellective potency in superior spiritual substances is naturally completed through intelligible species insofar as they have connatural or innate intelligible species for all things understood which they can know naturally. 

3) Whether superior Angels know through more universal species than the inferior ones? Yes.
	Superior Angels know more universal species than inferior ones since they are closer and more similar in God. In God, the fullness of intellectual knowledge is contained in one in which God knows all things. The fullness of the intelligible species is found in created intellects in an inferior mode. Because of this, since God knows everything in one, inferior intellects know through many. The more ample an intellect knows, the more inferior the intellect is. 

Question 56: Angels’ knowledge of immaterial things in three articles.

1) Whether an Angel knows itself? Yes.
	To which the knower knows in act, it requires the cognitive potency to be reduced into the act of the species. Form is the principle of action and is subsistent in itself (per se). In the case of an Angel, since it is immaterial and a subsisting form, the intelligible species is in act through the Angel’s subsisting form. Therefore, the Angel’s form, which is its substance, would understand itself. 

2) Whether one Angel knows another? Yes.
	In the Word of God, there exists not only the natures of bodily things, but also the natures of all spiritual creatures. Therefore the spiritual creatures are impressed with all natures or species of things, both bodily and spiritual ones, by the Word of God. 
	Moreover, for whichever Angel, the nature (ratio) of its own species is impressed according to its natural and intelligible being (esse naturale et intelligible) at the same time, so that it would subsist in the nature of its species, and through this, it would understand itself. It would also understand other natures, spiritual and bodily, by the natures (rationes) or species impressed to the Angelic mind according to intelligible being (esse intelligible). 

3) Whether the Angel knows God through natural things? Yes.
	Humans can know God through natural things, but Angels are more powerful in their knowledge. Therefore, Angels know God much more than humans. 
	The Angel knows God through the nature of things, or species. The nature of a thing (res) is seen through the accepted species. Because the image of God is in that impressed nature of the Angel’s essence, the Angel knows God because of its similitude to God. But the Angel does not see the essence of God because no created similitude is sufficient to representing the divine essence! This knowledge is possessed more as an image (speculus) because the angelic nature is representing a certain divine similitude.

Question 57: Angels’ knowledge of material things in five articles.

1) Whether Angels know the natures of material things? Yes.
	Since humans can know the nature of things from matter, the Angels know the nature of things stronger and more superiorly. 
	All material things exist innately in the Angelic mind, simply and immaterially, but more imperfectly than God. For this reason, just as God knows material things in His essence, Angels know material things through their intelligible species. The intelligible species are connatural or innate in the Angelic mind, as it already has the notes of material things. Humans, on the other hand, have to undergo their process of knowing beginning with the senses.

2) Whether they know singular things? Yes.
	In his sed contra, Thomas Aquinas cites Psalms 90 which implies Angels protecting individual persons. Therefore, Angels know singulars. Aquinas cites Ecclesiastes chapter 5, “lest you talk before the Angel, it is not providence”. According to Aquinas, this changes philosophical teaching which poses Angels as movers of celestial bodies according to their intellect and will. They have said the Angel has a certain knowledge of singulars, but in universal causes, to which all particular effects are reduced. However administration, providence, and movement of singulars are ‘this’ and now. Therefore this has to be said in another way.
	For instance, humans know all kinds of things in diverse cognitive faculties, universal and immaterial in the intellect, singular and bodily by the senses. An Angel knows each in one intellective virtue. An Angel’s mind understanding the order of things, as much as it is superior, has a more united virtue extending itself to many, just as the human faculty of common sense is more superior to the five senses. 
	The mode in which the Angel’s intellect knows singulars are according to their proper natures (or species) as things (res) flow out from God. These things (res) flow out from God not only pertaining to their universal nature, but also in which they are principles of individuation, like matter and form. Because of the causes, an Angel knows (scientia) the causes of these things (res). Furthermore, God through His essence, since He causes all things, is the similitude of all things. He knows all things not only in its universal natures, but also as it is singular. For this reason, Angels endowed or infused with species by God know things (res) not only as universal natures, but also as singulars, as they are multiple representations of one & simple essence. 

3) Whether they know things in the future? No.
	Angels do not know things in the future. Angels cannot know future events with certainty, but only by conjecture. Just as a medical doctor knows the health of a sick person, Angels would know about future events since they know more universal and perfect causes, as a doctor knows more acutely the causes of health. Only God sees all things in His eternity because He is simple, and present to all time.  The Angelic and whatever other created intellect is deficient compared to divine eternity. Therefore, the future cannot be known by a created intellect.

4) Whether they know the thoughts of hearts? No.
	Only God knows the thoughts and secrets of hearts. The will of the rational creature is subject only to God and only He can operate in the will of the rational creature because God is the principal object (obiectum) and ultimate end. Only those thoughts or affections in the will, of which depend on the will, are only known by God. 

5) Whether they know all mysteries of grace? No.
	Even the supreme Angels seek and learn the divine mysteries of grace. Divine Revelation has also lead the celestial beings to question Jesus and in addition learn God’s will for humans. Jesus teaches them directly without means. On the one hand, Angels know by innate species, and on the other hand, they know by seeing the Word and things (res) in the Word. In this vision, they know the mysteries of grace, but not all. They know the mysteries according to what God will have willed to reveal to them: “…through His Spirit, God revealed to us” (I Corinthians 2). Therefore superior Angels contemplate insightfully and distinctly divine wisdom. By illuminating the superior Angels, many mysteries and higher (knowledge) are known, and become manifest to the inferior Angels. Some of these mysteries were known at the beginning of creation, and some of them afterwards, as they are instructed and taught thoroughly appropriately according to their office.

Question 58: The mode of the Angels’ knowing in seven articles.

1) Whether the Angel’s intellect or understanding (intellectus) is either in potency or in act? The Angel’s understanding is in act.
	The Angels contemplate the eternity of the Word in act, not in potency. The word is always being intuited in act. Beatitude consists in this vision, which is not in habit, but in act. 

2) Whether the Angel can understand many things at the same time? Yes.
	Angels by which they know things through the Word, know all things in one intelligible species. Since they know things through innate species, they can understand what is contained within that species at once, but not diverse species at once.

3) Whether the Angel understands by discourse? No.

	Discursive knowledge belongs to human reason. Angels instantly know. They have the fullness of their intellectual light instantly. They comprehend their whole virtue at the first sight of principles, by intuiting them. 

4) Whether an Angel understands by composing and dividing? No.
	An Angel does not need to judge in the same manner as humans. According to Dionysius in chapter 7 of the Divine Names, the intellectual virtue of Angels shine brightly with the simple perception of the divine intellects. Since the intellectual light is perfected in the Angel, it is a pure and clearest image (speculus). Nevertheless, an Angel understands the composition and division of enunciations or judgments of syllogisms. The Angel understands composites simply, mobile beings as immobile, and material things immaterially.

5) Whether there can be falsity in the Angel’s understanding? No.
	Understanding is always true. Nothing is understood unless it is true. Because of this, the Angel does not know unless in understanding ‘that which is’ (quid quod est / quidditas). Deception and falsity cannot be in the Angel’s knowledge. The the case of Demons, they are not deceived according to the natural conditions of things, but are deceived by those revelations that are supernatural, just as death in humans. Demons do not consider the resurrection, nor Christ being God. 

6) Whether the Angel’s knowledge can be said in the morning or evening? Yes.
	Aquinas says that Saint Augustine introduces this, where God is said to have created all things in Genesis I. Everything is thrusted through the sun, which is said to be created on the fourth day. In one of these days, angelic knowledge is presented in 6 kinds. In this day, the morning is the beginning and night is the end of the day. Therefore, on the one hand, the knowledge of primordial being of things is called morning knowledge according to which they (res) are in the Word, and on the other hand, evening knowledge according to which the being of the created thing consists in its proper nature. 

7) Whether morning and evening knowledge is the same or different? Yes and No.
	Angels know in two ways: through innate species and through existing natures (rationes) of things in the Word. On the one hand, Angels can know the proper nature of things by not seeing the word, and on the other hand, Angels can see the proper nature of things by seeing the Word. In the latter’s case, morning and evening is one and same, but different according to the thing (or species) known. But in the case of the former, they are different. For this reason, one type of knowledge is more imperfect or inferior with respect to the other.

	After studying the Angels’ knowledge and will, we are left with studying about their creation. This is divided into three parts. First, we consider their creation according to their nature of being; second, that they have been perfected in grace or glory; and third, that some of them have become evil. 

I-I Question 62 investigates whether Angels have been created into being out of grace or glory. There are nine questions.

1) Whether Angels were blessed in creation? No.
	Angels were not instantly stabilized or confirmed in the good after their creation. 
	We expect to see God in the future according to the ultimate perfection of our intellectual nature. However the beatific vision exceeds the Angels’ own intellectual nature which is not instantly fulfilled at the beginning of their creation. For this reason, they are not instantly blessed.
	
2) Whether they would have needed grace to be converted to God? Yes.
	Angels needed grace to be converted to God as God is the object (obiectum) of beatitude. The natural inclination of the will is to that which it belongs according to nature. If something is above nature, like God, the will cannot be carried unless helped (auxilium) by a supernatural principle, which is grace.

3) Whether they were created in grace? Yes.
	The saints hold that “Angels were created beloved by the creator in grace”. John the Evangelist calls grace “the seed of God”. Similarly, according to Saint Augustine, corporeal creatures are infused with the seminal reasons of all natural effects in the first creation, therefore Angels are created instantly in grace sine the beginning.

4) Whether they will have merited their beatitude? Yes.
	Angels merit beatitude through their blessed work in divine ministries. 

5) Whether beatitude was instantly obtained after their merit? Yes.
	An Angel would instantly obtain beatitude by one meritorious act because there would not be an impediment to the Angel’s being. The Angel after the first act of charity by which it merited beatitude was instantly blessed. The merit of beatitude not only in Angel, but also in man, can be through one act, namely through charity. Therefore the Angel is blessed instantly after one act informed by charity.

6)Whether they would have received grace and glory according to their natural capacities? Yes.
	Grace and perfection of beatitude are given to Angels according to the degree of their nature. Aquinas elaborates this in two ways. First, God creates the different degrees of the angelic nature with the order of His wisdom, that is the consequential grace and beatitude order the different degrees of grace and glory. Therefore, Angels of a higher nature will have been ordered to greater gifts of graces and a more ample beatitude. Second, Angels are not composed of matter and form, like humans, therefore nothing impedes their intellect. Angels of a better nature are converted stronger and more efficaciously to God. Therefore Angels of greater natures have more grace and glory.

7) Whether love (dilectio) and natural knowledge would have remained in them after the consequence of glory? Yes.
	Love and natural knowledge are principles of operation in the angelic nature. Beatitude or glory does not take away love and natural knowledge since beatitude perfects the angelic nature.

8) Whether Angels afterwards will have been able to sin? No.
	Blessed Angels cannot sin since beatitude is seeing God through their nature. For instance, God’s essence is the very essence of goodness. In this manner, the Angel is seeing God Himself. Therefore the blessed Angel cannot want or act unless attending to God from which the blessed Angel cannot sin. 	

9) Whether they will have been able to make progress after the attainment of glory? No.
	In the Angel’s intellectual nature, they cannot further merit or progress in beatitude. Every rational creature led by God to beatitude, as the end, is also being led to its determined degree of beatitude by predestination. Because of this, the rational creature cannot pass over to a higher degree.

Question 63— Now we need to consider how Angels become evil. The first concerns the evil of blame and the second concerns the evil of punishment. Concerning the evil of blame, there are 9 articles.

1) Whether there could be the evil of blame (culpa) in the Angel? Yes.
	An Angel as much as any rational creature can sin. But a creature that has the gift of grace cannot sin. Therefore, sin cannot be in the divine will, but there can be sin in the creature’s will. 

2) Whether sins (of this mode) can be in them? Yes. They are Pride and Envy.
	According to Saint Augustine, the devil possesses pride and envy according to his spiritual nature. For Aquinas, sin can exist in two ways: first, according to accusation (or impeachment), and second, according to affect or love (affectum). According to accusation, all sins are in demons. Pride and envy can only be in evil Angels in which their spiritual nature is affected by affection, good will, fondness, and compassion. In spiritual goods, an Angel cannot sin unless the superior rule is not being served to them. What does Aquinas mean here? In the sin of pride (superbia), the Angel is not being placed in a superior degree. Since the devil desired to be God, it is evident that the first sin is pride. In effect, this could also be envy because the affect tends to desiring something which is being resisted by its opposite. For instance, envy causes pains around the good, estimating it to be the impediment of one’s own good. For this reason, the evil of envy was a consequence of the sinful Angel after the sin of pride because its spiritual nature had been pained by man’s good; and also because of divine excellence, since God uses divine glory against the Devil’s will.

3) Whether the Angel sinned by desiring (appetendo)? Yes.
	Without a doubt, the Angel sinned by desiring to be God. This is understood in two ways:  first, by comparing itself to be equal, and second, by similitude with God. Concerning the first, it is impossible for anything to be equal to God since there is only one Creator God. Concerning the second, according to justice, one would sin if something would desire to be similar to God according to its own virtue, and not by God’s virtue.
	
4) Supposing that some evils of the will become sin, whether some were naturally evil? No.
	If some nature is being ordered to some particular good, it can also tend to something evil, not inasmuch as it is evil, but accidentally (per accidens), inasmuch as it is united to some good. For this reason, demons which are intellectual substances cannot have their natural inclination to something evil.

5) Supposing that it was not so, whether some of these (Angels) in the first instance of its creation will be able to be evil through the act of its own will? Yes.
	According to Aquinas, creation is instantaneous, and similarly the movement of the free will (liberum arbitrium) in Angels, since they do not need the discourse of reason. Therefore, nothing prevents the term of creation and the term of the free will to be in the same instance at the same time.

6) Supposing that it was not so, whether there was some delay (mora) between creation and the fall (lapsum)? No.
	According to Aquinas, this has been said more by the Saints, that the Devil would have sinned instantly after the first instance of his creation.

7) Whether the supreme one among them falling was simply the highest among all the Angels? No.
	The motive of sinning is found more in the superior Angels than the inferior ones, from which the sin of pride was greater in the superior ones. According to Gregory the Great this is more probable because the sin of the Angel is not by inclination, but only by free will. This same motive of free will could also be applied to the inferior ones.

8) Whether the sin of the first Angel was a cause for others to sin? Yes.
	The sin of the first Angel was the cause of sinning for others, not in thinking, but in encouraging (exhortation), of which all those Demons are subjected to what is supreme, as the Lord says in Matthew Chapter 25, “…damned, the Devil has been seen with his Angels in the eternal fire”. There is an order of divine justice of which one consents to culpability by suggestion subjected to its power (in blame). Also in the second book of Peter Chapter 2, it says: “the slave has been assented (or addicted) from which it has been overcome”.

9) Whether as many Angels conceded to sin as many remained (steadfast)? More Angels remained more (steadfast) than have sinned.
	Aquinas in citing the fourth book of Kings Chapter 6 says, “many (of these Angels) are with us than them (Demons)”. This expresses that good Angels are to help (auxilium) us, and evil ones are opposed to us. Therefore, there are more Angels which remained good than those which have sinned. 

Question 64— Concerns the punishment of Demons. There are 4 articles.

1) About the darkness of the intellect.
	Aquinas takes his response from Dionysius Chapter 4 in the Divine Names saying that the angelic gifts are not mutated for the Demons, but they are still integrated in them. The knowledge of truth is still within their natural gifts, therefore there is still some knowledge of truth in them. 

2) About the darkness of the will.
	According to Psalm 73: “the Demons’ pride who have hated you, always ascends”. Therefore they always have persevered in malice. Aquinas compares man with demons. In the mortal sins of men, either great or small, they are remissible before death; but after death, they are irremissible and remain perpetual. But the Angel’s will adheres fixedly and is immobile. Therefore, good Angels, always adhering to justice, have been confirmed to that (choice), but the evil ones sinning have been resolved and firmed in sin.
	
3) About their pain.
	Since demons are envious, they are damned because they desire non-being. It is necessary that they are in pain, and because of their punishment, the demons reject their natural inclination of the will. They are ultimately privated from beatitude.

4) About their place of punishment.
	The place of punishment is due to Demons in two ways: first, because of their fault/blame, which is hell; and second, because of human temptation, that the “dark air" is due to them. 
	Aquinas further explains that procuring human salvation is extended near the day of judgement by which the ministry of Angels and the temptation of demons lasts until this. It is right to say that some of these Demons are also in hell to twist those who they have led to evil as good Angels are with holy souls in heaven. All evils after the day of judgement, so much as men as much as Angels, are in hell; but the good ones in heaven.

Discussion topic: Our secular society today seems to believe that there is no evil. Particularly for Relativism, the axiom is “do what you want”. In light of what we have studied and learned about Angels and Demons today, give 1-2 examples of evil along with 1-2 examples of good in the world.

	In Thomas Aquinas’s Prima-Secundae, questions 8,9, and 10 consider voluntary acts in their specificity. Question 8 is about the will in general; question 9 on the will’s motive; and question 10 on how the will is moved. In conclusion, the will is moved because of the universal good who is God.

Prima Secundae I-II Question 8— On the Will in 3 articles.

1) Whether the will is only of the good? Yes.
	The will (voluntas) is the rational appetite. Each appetite is not unless the good because the appetite is nothing other than the inclination of the one desiring something. Aristotle in the first book of the Ethics says: “the good is what all things desire”.

2) Whether the will is only of the end and also of things which are to the end? Yes.
	If the will is of the end, then the will of those means are to the end. The will (voluntas) is the potency in which we desire. When we speak of the will as a potency, it extends itself according to the end. What does this mean? Why does Thomas Aquinas add “those which are to the end”? Because this depends on the object (obiectum). For instance, sight extends itself to all things which participate in color. The same applies to the reason (ratio) of the good.  The good is the object (obiectum) of the potency (or faculty) of the will, which is according to the end and of those things according to the end. 

3) If the will is in some mode of those which are to the end, whether the will is being moved into the end and into those which are to the end in one movement? Yes, one movement.
	The will is carried into the end in two ways: first, absolutely according to itself, and second, desiring those things which are to the end. Therefore it is evident that one and the same movement of the will is carried into the end because it desires those things which are to the end. For example, someone may want to be ‘healthy’, then with deliberation, one can take medicine in order to be healthy.

I-II Question 9— On the motive (or movement— motivus) of the will in 6 articles.

1) Whether the will is being moved because of the intellect? Yes.
	The common good, which has the reason (ratio) of the end, is the object (obiectum) of the will. The object (obiectum) moves by determining the act to the mode of the formal principle, by which the action is specified in natural things, for example, heating from heat. But (in regards to the soul) the first formal principle is being and universal truth, which is the object (obiectum) of the intellect. For this reason, in the mode of the intellect’s movement, the intellect moves the will, just as the intellect presents its object (obiectum) to the will. For instance, a military general who intends the common good for the order of the military by which the general moves someone or something in the order of another by his judgement. 

2) Whether the will is being moved by the sensitive appetite? Yes.
	Aquinas uses the example of anger and rest (or peace). A human being is moved to some disposition according to the passion of the sensitive appetite. For instance, it may seem good to be angered and it might not seem good to be at rest. In this way, the sensitive appetite moves the will from part of the object (obiectum) which is the passion of the sensitive appetite.

3) Whether the will could move itself? Yes.
	The will is lord of its act of desiring and of not desiring. The will moves other potencies (of the soul) because of the end, which is the object (obiectum) of the will. In this mode, the end is presented as desirable. For instance, the intellect moves itself from potency into act by which it knows the principle as much as for knowledge of conclusions. Similarly the will, which desires the end, moves itself in desiring those things which are to the end.

4) Whether the will is being moved by some exterior principle? Yes.
	The will is moved by the object (obiectum), but the object (obiectum) of the will can be some exterior thing proposed to the sense. The will moves itself inasmuch as it desires the end, thus it desires those things which are to the end. But this cannot be so unless by deliberation. For example, if someone wants to be healed, one begins to think about how this can be. Then, one figures out that he/she can be healed by a doctor. Since one did not always desire health, it is necessary that one would want to be healed by some mover, like a doctor who can heal.

5) Whether the will is being moved by a heavenly body? No.
	It is impossible for the will to be moved by the heavenly bodies, since these heavenly bodies are material, and therefore would need to be moved by potencies with bodily organs. However, reason, that is, the intellect and will, is not aligned to a bodily organ. The will is completely immaterial and incorporeal.

6) Whether the will is being moved by God only, just as by the exterior principle? Yes.
	In following Saint Paul, Aquinas states that God is the one who operates desire and perfection in us (Philippians II). Aquinas affirms that the will’s movement is intrinsic. He states that the cause of the will can be nothing other than God. This is manifest two ways: first, the will is in potency of the rational soul, which is caused by God alone through creation, and second, the will has its order to the universal good. The universal good, i.e., God Himself, can be nothing other than the cause of the will. From this, every particular thing is called good through participation of the universal good. 

Question 10— On the mode by which the will is moved in 4 articles.

Whether the will is being moved naturally to something? Yes.
	The principle of voluntary movements need to be something naturally willed. The common good is to what the will naturally tends, just as whichever potency to its object (obiectum), the ultimate end possessed in desirable things, and first principles and demonstrations possessed in intelligible things. Man naturally desires not only the object (obiectum) of the will, but other objects (obiectum) which belong to other potencies. For instance, the knowledge (cognitio) of truth which belongs to the intellect; being, living, and other potencies with respect to their nature which are good.
	
Whether the will is being moved by its object (obiectum) out of necessity? Yes and No.
	The will is moved in two ways: one, by the exercise of the act, and second, the specification of the act by the object (obiectum). The response to this article is yes and no because in the first mode, the will is moved by no object (obiectum) out of necessity. For example, someone can not think about an object (obiectum) and consequently not want it in actuality. But according to the mode of movement, the will is moved from some object (obiectum) out of necessity, but not from the particular. For this reason, the only good out of necessity is beatiude. Beatitude is perfect to which nothing is deficient and is such a good that cannot be not willed (velle). But a particular good, inasmuch as it is deficient, can be accepted as not good; it can be approved or rejected which can be carried according to different considerations by the will.  

3) Whether the will is being moved by an inferior appetite out of necessity? No.
	The will is not moved by an inferior appetite out of necessity. Whenever reason is not totally absorbed by passion, like anger or concupiscence, the judgement of reason remains free, and thus the movement of the will. Therefore, either movement of the will is not in man, but only dominated by passion, or, the movement of the will does not follow passion out of necessity. Nevertheless, the will is not moved by an inferior appetite out of necessity.

4) Whether the will is being moved by an exterior motive out of necessity which is God? No, by contingency.
	God does not move man’s will out of necessity. God moves all things according to their condition. The effects are out of necessity, but the effects follow contingently out of contingent causes. Therefore since the will is an active principle not determined to one (thing), but is present indifferently to many, God moves the will that does not determine one (thing) out of necessity, but the will’s movement remains contingent and not necessary, unless those things are moved naturally (out of necessity).

	In conclusion, although we come to know things by their particular, Aquinas was demonstrating how we can know necessary beings like God. How do we come to know God? We can know God by the study of theology, which is the study of metaphysics and Divine Revelation.

Prima Secundae I-II questions 11-13: These three questions cover enjoyment, intention, and choice. Here are some key terms to help understand the following questions. For Thomas Aquinas,  The faculty of the will is of the end. Intention is the act of the will. Intention can be of the end and to the end. Choice is an act towards an end, this includes means to the end. Res is often translated as ‘thing’ as well as ‘matter’ or ‘affair’. I often translate res as ‘reality' or ‘something real’. Finally, beatitude is the perfect good and the final end.

Question 11 of the Prima Secundae is about enjoyment (fruitio). This is divided into 4 articles.

1) Whether enjoyment is the act of the appetitive potency? Yes.
	Enjoyment and enjoying belong to the same thing, one is derived from the other. What is named first is more evident. Thus what is more sensible to us is evident first. From this, the name of enjoyment (fruitio) is derived from sensible fruits (or consequences). For example, the sensible enjoyment of a tree is what is expected last, that is, a certain sweetness. From this, enjoyment belongs to love or pleasure which someone would have expected last as the end. But the end and the good is the object (obiectum) of the appetitive potency. For this reason, enjoyment is the act of the appetitive potency.

2) Whether enjoyment belongs only to the rational creature or brute animals? It belongs only to the rational creature.
	To enjoy (frui) is the execution of the judging potency (potentiae imperantis) because it is the appetitive potency. But the potency to which concerns the end through the mode of the one judging (imperantis) is not discovered in things to the end; but in some superior nature, which moves the whole nature through judgment, just as the possessions of the appetite move other potencies to their acts to knowledge. Therefore, enjoyment is found in those who have knowledge.
	Knowledge of the end is twofold: perfect and imperfect. Perfect knowledge is not only known of what is the end and good, but the universal reason of the end and good, and such knowledge is only of the rational nature. Imperfect knowledge is known particularly of the end and good, and such knowledge is known in brute animals; of which their appetitive virtues are not commanding freely, but are moved according to natural instinct (to those things which are apprehended). From this, enjoyment belongs to the rational nature according to perfect reason, but in brute animals according to imperfect reason (and in no way in other creatures).

3) Whether enjoyment is only to the last end. Yes.
	Augustine says that enjoyment is only of the last end. According to Aquinas, the reason of enjoyments exists in two ways: the last end is simply and secundum quid. Simply is not referred to another. Therefore enjoyment (fructus) is the last simply, in which something is delighted, just as in the last end.

4) Whether enjoyment is only the end of habit? Yes, but by perfect enjoyment.
	To enjoy brings a certain comparison of the will to the last end, according to which the will has something for the last end. The end is held in two ways: perfectly and imperfectly. Perfectly is held not only in intention, but also in reality (res). Imperfectly is held only in intention. Therefore perfect enjoyment is possessed in reality (realiter). 

Question 12 is about intention. This is divided into 5 articles.

1) Whether intentions are the act of the intellect or the will? The will.
	The intention is the act of the will. Intention is to tend into something. This is not only the action of the mover tending into something, but also the mobile having been moved (motus mobilis). Mobile movement (motus mobilis) tends into something, which proceeds from the action of the mover. From this, the intention first and principally pertains to that which moves to the end, from which we say build and every precept or rule moves others by command (imperium) to what one intends. The will moves all other faculties (vis) of the soul to the end. From this, intention is properly the act of the will.  

2) Whether intention is only of the last end? Yes and No.
	Intention respects the end according to which it is the term of the movement of the will. But in movement, the term can be accepted in two ways: one, the last term, in which the whole movement is rested; another, some means which is the principle of one part of movement, and the end or term of another. For example, when movement has gone from a to c through b, c is the last term, but not the last end.

3) Whether someone can intend twofold? Yes. 
	Aquinas uses many explanations for this. In his sed contra, he says that art imitates nature. But nature intends two uses from one instrument, just as the tongue is ordered to taste and speech. Therefore with both, art and reason can at the same time order one to two ends. Thus someone can intend many things at the same time.
	Also, in his response, he says that someone can accept in two ways, either ordered to one another, or not ordered to one another. If they would be ordered to one another, it is evident that man can intend many things at the same time, since the intention is not of the last end, but also the means. But someone can intend both the proximate as well as the last end; just as producing health from medicine.
	If they are being accepted in two ways not ordered to one another, man can also intend in many ways at the same time. Man chooses one rather than another, because one is better than another; but concerning other conditions or circumstances something else can be better than another. Thus man intends many at the same time. 

4) Whether intention of the end is the same act with one’s will which is to the end? Yes.
		In his sed contra, Aquinas says that it is the same movement which transits to the end and the means to the term. Therefore in voluntary things, the same movement is the intention of the end and its will which is to the end.
	The movement of the will into the end and into what is to the end can be considered in two ways: in one mode, according to which the will is carried absolutely and according to itself; in another mode, because of the end, the will is carried into what is to the end. And thus, one and the same in subject, the movement of the will is tending into the end and into what is the end. For instance, I want medicine because of health, and I do not draw unless one movement of the will. Because the reason of the end, one desires those things which are to the end. For example, in the intellect, one should consider the principle and conclusion, which is different in each; but in what assents the conclusion because of principles, is only of one act of the intellect.

5) Whether intention belongs to brute animals? No.
	Since brute animals do not have reason, it seems that they do not intend the end. To intend is to tend into another, which is both of the mover and moved. According to this, to intend is called the end which is moved to the end from another. Thus nature is called to intend the end as movements to its end by God, just as an arrow from the one shooting the arrow. In this mode, brute animals intend the end, inasmuch as they are moved by natural instinct into something. 

Question 13— Prologue. It needs to be considered about the acts of the will which are in comparison to whose which are to the end. There are three: choice, consent, and use. But consul (consilium) proceeds choice. Therefore choice needs to be considered first; second, consul; third, consent; then fourth, use. About choice, there are 6 articles.

1) Is the act of choice the potency of the will or reason? The will.
	The name of choice is brought to something pertaining to reason or the intellect and the will. Aristotle in book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics says: “choice is the intellective appetite”. Aquinas says whenever the intellect and the appetite concur to some one thing needing to be constituted, one of these is formal with respect to the other. He confirms this statement with Gregory of Nyssa who says, “choice is neither the appetite according to itself, nor deliberation only, but something composed of these. Just as animals are composed of body and soul, it is neither body according to itself, nor only the soul, but both; and thus choice”. It needs to be considered in acts of the soul, that the act which is essentially one potency or habit (habitus) receives the form and species from the superior potency, or habit, according to which it is ordered inferiorly from the superior, because if someone exercises the act of fortitude for the love of God, the act is materially fortitude and formally charity.  In order to understand this, we should keep in mind that an obiectum is an act which specifies a certain potency.
	For Aquinas, according to the order of the faculty of reason, reason proceeds the will, which tends into its obiectum. In this mode, the obiectum is the act of the apprehensive faculty of the appetitive (part of the soul). Therefore, that act by which the will tends into something that is proposed as good, is ordered through reason to the end, that is materially of the will and formally of reason. The act orders itself materially which is imposed from the superior potency. For this reason, choice is not substantially the act of reason, but of the will, since choice is perfected in a certain movement of the soul to the good having been chosen. From this, the act is evidently of the appetitive potency.

2) Whether choice belongs to brute animals? No.
	According to Aquinas, since choice is the pre-acceptance (praeacceptio— to accept before) of one thing with respect to another, it is necessary that choice is with respect to many things which can be chosen. In what is internally determined to one thing, choice does not have a place, since choice can be determined by many things. The difference is between the sensitive appetite and the will, since the sensitive appetite is determined to one particular thing according to the order of nature; and the will is determined to one common (or universal) thing, which is the good, and is presented indeterminately with respect to particular goods. For this reason, to choose is properly of the will, but not of the sensitive appetite, which is only in brute animals. Because of this, choice does not belong to brute animals.

3) Whether choice is only of these (acts) which are to the end or also whenever of the end? Choice is only to the end. 
	Aristotle says in Book III of the Ethics that the will is the end, but its choice is to the end. 
According to Aquinas, choice follows judgement (sententia vel iudicium), which is like the conclusion of the operative syllogism, or the conclusion of operable things. But the end in operable things as principle does not fall under choice. For example, in the operation of the doctor, health is possessed as the end, by which this does not fall under the choice of the doctor, but health is supposed as the principle. But health of the body is ordered to the good of the soul, which can fall under the choice of being healthy or sick. From this, the cure of the soul’s health depends. Also Saint Paul says in II Corinthians: “since I am weakened, then I am strong”. However in no way does the last end fall under choice. Our choice is not the end of beatitude itself, but takes us towards the final end.

4) Whether choice is only of these (acts) which are acted through us? Yes.
	Aristotle says in III Ethics that no one chooses unless estimating those things to become through oneself. 
	Aquinas begins his explanation saying that intention is the end, but choice is of those (acts) which are to the end. The end can be either action or some matter (res). Since some reality (res) will have been the end, it is necessary that some human action should intervene, or inasmuch as man becomes that reality (res) which is the end, just as a doctor makes health which is the end. Another example Aquinas uses is the avarice man. In some mode, the avarice man uses or enjoys the possession of money in reality, which is the end. Through this mode, choice is of human actions.
	
5) Whether choice is only of possibilities? Yes.
	Those choices which are acted through us are possible for us. From this, it is necessary to say that choice does not exist unless of what is possible. Similarly, the reason of choosing something is that it leads to the end. But through which something is impossible, they separate, as not worthy to proceed from something else. This is evident in the process of reason. For example, the impossible conclusion does not follow out of the possible principle. For this reason, what is impossible does not fall under choice. 

6) Whether man chooses out of necessity or freely? One chooses freely.
	For Aquinas, man does not choose out of necessity. Since ‘that’ non-being is possible, then ‘this’ being is not necessary. It is possible to choose or not to choose out of man’s power in two ways: first, desire or not desire, act or not act, and second, one can desire or act to this or that. This is accepted by virtue of reason. Whenver reason can apprehend the good, the will can tend. But reason can apprehend as good not only what it desires or acts; but also what it does not desire nor act. Contrarily, in all particular goods, one can consider the reason of some good as well as the defect of some good that has the reason of some evil. According to this, one can apprehend goods as able to be chosen, or able to flee from them. 
	The only perfect good is beatitude, which reason cannot apprehend under the reason of evil, or the defect of something. For this reason, man desires beatitude, out of necessity, he cannot desire not being blessed, or else he is a miser. But since choice is not from the end, it is not the perfect good, but of some particular good. Because of this, man chooses not out of necessity, but freely.

Prima Secundae I-II questions 18-19— After what we have studied in questions 8-17 about the will, we will now study about the goodness and malice of human acts. In questions 18-21 of the Prima Secundae (I-II), we will discuss how human action is either good or evil and how human action consequences to the goodness or malice, merit, demerit, sin, and blame. Concerning question 18, we are going to discuss about the goodness and malice of human acts in general and question 19 covers the goodness and malice of interior acts.
	
Key terms
1) The faculty of the will is of the end. 
2) Intention is the act of the will. Intention can be of the end and to the end. 
- In I-II q. 19 a. 8, Aquinas shows that there can be a discordance between the will and intention. For example, one might want to purchase someone worth 100 pounds, but tries to purchase it for 10. Another example is that one might want to go to Rome, but because of impediments around the trip, one might not be able to make it.
3) Intensio can be translated as ‘intensity’. This is important to distinguish from intention in I-II q. 19 articles 7 and 8.
4)Obiectum is an act that specifies a certain potency. 
-  Obiectum has in a certain mode the reason or nature (ratio) of form, which gives species. It is      not matter out of which (ex qua), but is matter about which (circa quam) [I-II a. 2 ad secundum].
Obiectum of human action is not always the obiectum of the active potency. For example, the appetitive potency is in a certain way also passive, insofar as it is moved by the desirable thing (appetibile), yet it is the principle of human acts (I-II a. 2 ad tertium).
Thus the obiectum of active potencies do not always have reason from the effect, but are changed, like food is digested by our digestive system. Aquinas considers this ‘matter about which it operates’ (materia circa quam operatur). From this, obiectum is in some way the effect of its action, and consequently it gives its form and species, since movement has species from terms. It is therefore the nature of goodness itself, that is said the good action to the effect, just as the goodness of action is not being caused from the effect (I-II a. 2 ad tertium).
5) Action is doing something. It has species from its obiectum.
6) Operation is work or labor, similar to ‘action’.
7) Circumstances are considered ‘accidents’ of an action.
8 Ratio is often translated as ‘reason’, but also has a vast range of meaning like logos in Ancient Greek. It can also be translated as ‘nature’ or even ‘definition’, etc.
9) Per accidens is according to ‘accident’.
10) Per se means literally ‘through itself’, but in the context of this question, per se refers to good or evil action in itself.
11) Genus in the context of the moral act is that ‘one’ principle, not per accidens, but per se, because what is per accidens is reduced to what is per se, as the principle. 
12) Species or obiectum is the goodness or malice of the will depending only out of of that ‘one’ thing, which per se becomes that goodness or malice in act, and not out of circumstances.
13) Conscience is knowledge (scientia) or consciousness of right and wrong.
14) Ignorance causes the involuntary, which cuts reason of the moral good and evil (I-II q. 19 art. 6).

Question 18 is on the goodness and malice of human acts in general. This is covered in 11 articles.

1) Whether each action is good or evil? Yes. 
	An action has something from being (esse) and goodness. But action is called evil inasmuch as it is deficient to the fullness of being and goodness which is due to human action: for instance, deficient to the determined quantity, the place owed, etc.

2) Whether human action possesses what is either good or evil out of obiectum? Yes. 
	In his sed contra, Aquinas says that man becomes abominable to God because of malice of his operation. Therefore malice of operation is according to evil objects (obiecta) which man loves. The same reason is for goodness of action. 
	Good and evil action is attended by the plenitude of being and its defect. What first pertains to the plenitude of being that gives species: just as the natural thing has species from its form; thus action has species from its obiectum, like movement from the term. 
	For this reason, just as the first goodness of natural things is derived from its form, which gives its species, thus the first goodness of the moral act is derived by the proper (convenientia) obiectum. From this, certain things are called good out of the genus, for instance, the use in its matter or reality (res). In evil things, it is evil first if the thing generated does not follow the specific form; just as, if man would not be generated, but something in place of man, for example, evil is first in natural things which is out of the obiectum, just as to accept something foreign (aliena). And it is called evil out of genus through the species accepted, for instance, we say ‘human genus’ to the whole human species.
 
3) Whether human action possesses what is good or evil out of circumstance? Yes. 
	Circumstances are like accidents for action. According to Aristotle, the virtuous and vicious act is according to what is necessary, when it is necessary and other circumstances. Human actions therefore are good or evil according to circumstances.
	Aquinas explains that, in natural things, the whole fullness of perfection is not found from the substantial form, which gives species; but a lot is added from supervening accidents just as there is figure, color, and others like this in a human being. If one of these is absent from the proper habitude, then evil follows. This also applies in action. Now the fullness of the whole goodness of action does not consist in its species, but there are proper additions, just as accidents. These are the due circumstances.

4) Whether it possesses this out of the end? Yes.
	Boethius says that that out of which the end is good, is also good; and that out of which the end is evil, is also evil.
	Aquinas explicates that the being (esse) of certain things depends on another, just as the being (esse) of something (res) depends on the agent and form, for instance, the goodness of the thing depends on the end. Human actions and others of which goodness depends on another, have the reason or nature (ratio) of the good out of the end by which they depend, which is beyond absolute goodness that exists in them.
	The goodness of human action can be considered in 4 ways. First, human action is according to genus because so much as it possesses being (entitas), it also possesses goodness. Secondly, it is according to species accepted according to the proper obiectum. Thirdly, it is according to circumstances, as accidents. And fourthly, it is according to the end, as it is the cause of goodness according to habitude/condition. 

5) Whether some human action is good or evil in its species? Yes.
	According to Aristotle good and evil habits differ, like freedom and prodigality. For Aquinas, each act has species out of its obiectum. From this, some difference of the obiectum is made by the diversity of species in acts. According to the definition of obiectum, it needs to be considered that ‘some' difference of obiectum creates the difference of species in acts, according to ‘one’ active principle, which is to a faculty of the soul. For this reason, nothing per accidens constitutes species, but that which is per se does. Per se can be some difference of the obiectum being (esse) per se in comparison to another; just as to know color and sound, they differ per se through comparison to the faculty of sense, and not in comparison to the faculty of intellect. 
	But in human acts it is called good and evil through comparison to reason, because as Dionysius says in chapter IV on the Divine Names, the good of man is being according to reason (secundum rationem esse), but evil is outside of reason. Aquinas says that the good is to something which belongs according to its form; and evil is outside the order of its form. Therefore the difference considered of good and evil around the obiectum (circa obiectum) is compared per se to reason. Therefore, some acts are called human, or moral, according to which they are by reasons. 

6) Whether act (actus) possesses the species of good or evil out of the end? Yes.
	Good and evil accepted according to the end diversifies the species of acts. Some acts are called human, inasmuch as they are voluntary. But in the voluntary act, the act can be found in two ways, namely the interior act of the will and the exterior act. Each of these acts has its obiectum.
	The end is properly the obiectum of the interior act of the voluntary, but obiectum of the exterior act is around which (circa quod). Therefore the the exterior act accepts the species from the obiectum around which it is (circa quod est) and the interior act accepts the species from the end as the proper obiectum (a proprio obiecto). 
	That human action is part of the will, possesses itself as formal to that which is from part of the exterior act, because the will uses its members in acting, just as instruments; exterior acts do not have reason of morality unless they are voluntary. For this reason, the species of the human act is considered formally according to the end, however materially according to the obiectum of the exterior act. For example, Aristotle in Book V of the Ethics uses the example of one who is angered who commits adultery, is more per se an adulterer than angry.

7) Whether species which is out of the end, is being contained under species which is out of its obiectum, just as under genus or conversely? No. 
	In the sed contra, Aquinas says that there are determined difference of whichever genus. But the act of the same species from part of the obiectum can be ordered to infinite ends; for instance, theft is to infinite goods or evils. Therefore species which is out of the end, is not contained under species which is out of the obiectum, just as under genus.
	The obiectum of the exterior act possesses itself in two ways: in one mode, to the end of the will, just as per se to order that thing itself (ipsum), just as to fight well is per se ordered to victory. In another mode, per accidens, like giving alms to a foreigner.
	If per accidens, division does not proceed rightly. It can of animals, one rational and another irrational; and of the irrational animals, there are winged and not-winged. But winged and not-winged are not per se its determinative. This is irrational. However it is necessary to divide some animals having feet: one has 2 feet, another 4 feet, and another many, because these per se determine the prior difference. Therefore when obiectum is not per se ordered to the end, then the specific difference which is out of the obiectum, which is out of the end, is neither per se its determinative, nor conversely. 
	According to Aquinas, the moral act under two species is disparate. There are many reasons for this. First, it needs to be considered that so much as some difference is taken up from the more particular form, is more specific. From this we say that he who pillages or rages commits adultery, commits two malices in one act. But if obiectum per se is being ordered to the end, one of the said differences is per se determinative of the other. If one of these species will be contained under another, it needs to be considered ‘under what’ (quae sub qua). Second, it is according to the agent as more universal, like the more universal form. Third, insofar as some end is posterior, it responds to the more universal agent. For instance, victory is the ultimate end of the military and is the intended end of the highest leader. However, in between, the ordination (ordinatio) of this or that army is the intended end of some of the more particular leaders to the general leader. From this, it follows that the specific difference which is out of the end, is more general; and with respect to this, the difference which is from the obiectum per se ordered to such an end, is specific. For the will, of which the proper obiectum is the end, is the universal motive with respect of all potencies of the soul, of which the proper obiecta are obiecta of particular acts.

8) Whether it is some indifferent act according to its species? Yes.
	It is possible that the obiectum of the act does not include something pertaining to the order of reason, just as to pick weeds from the ground, to go to the field, and others of this mode. Such acts are indifferent according to its species.

9) Whether some act is indifferent according to the individual? No. 
	We already said, on the one hand, that picking weeds from the ground would be indifferent. Aquinas adds that if an act does not proceed from deliberative reason, but from a certain imagination, just as someone shaving or trimming their beard, or simply moving their hand or foot; then it is not a moral or human act. 
	However, on the the other hand, Aquinas citing Gregory the Great says, “the idle word is that which is void in right or pious use of what is justly necessary by reason”. But according to Matthew Chapter 12, idle word is evil, because from this men return to reason in judgement day.

10) Whether some circumstance constitutes the moral act in the species of good or evil? No.
	Species of natural things are constituted from natural forms. The species of moral acts are constituted out of forms once they are conceived by reason. 
	But because the nature determined is to ‘one’, the proceeded nature cannot be into the infinite, it is necessary to arrive at some ultimate form, out of which the specific difference is assumed and out of which cannot be another specific difference. Therefore, the accident of a natural thing cannot be accepted as constituting the difference to the species.
	
11) Whether every growing circumstance to goodness or malice; constitutes the moral act in the species of good or evil? No. Not adding every circumstance in goodness or malice varies the species of the moral act.
	In his sed contra, Aquinas says that not adding every circumstance in goodness or malice, constitutes the moral in the species of good or evil.
	The circumstance gives the species of good or evil of the moral act insofar as it respects the special order of reason. However it is possible that circumstance does not respect the order of reason in good or evil. For instance, to cut something in great or small quantity does not respect the order of reason in good or evil, unless presupposed to some other condition by which the act has malice or goodness, e.g., something foreign which rejects reason. To cut what is foreign into great or small quantity does not diversify the species of sin, but it can aggravate or diminish sin. And similarly it is in other goods or evils, that not adding every circumstance in goodness or malice, varies the species of the moral act.

Question 19 is on the goodness or malice of interior acts. This is covered in 10 articles. 

1) Whether goodness of the will depends on the object (obiectum)? Yes.
	Aquinas already has said that good and evil are per se different acts of the will. Good and evil per se pertain to the will, like true and false to reason from which the act per se is distinguished in the difference of true or false, and thus we say opinion to be true or false. From this, the will in good and evil are different acts according to species. But the difference of species in acts is according to their obiecta. For this reason, good and evil in acts of the will is properly attended according to obiecta.

2) Whether it depends only out of the object (obiectum)? Yes.
	In his sed contra, Aquinas clearly says that goodness and malice of the will does not depend out of circumstances, but only out of the obiectum. 
	The principles of goodness and malice of human acts is out of the act of the will. For this reason, goodness and malice of the will is derived according to ‘one’ thing. But that ‘one’ thing which is the principle of a genus, is not per accidens, but per se, because each which is per accidens is reduced to per se, as the principle. For this reason, the goodness of the will depends only out of of that ‘one’ thing, which per se becomes the goodness in act, namely out of obiectum, and not out of circumstances, which are certain accidents of an act.

3) Whether it depends on reason? Yes.
	The goodness of the will is subjected by reason. The goodness of the will depends properly out of the obiectum. But the obiectum of the will is proposed through reason. The good intellect is the obiectum proportioned from the will to reason; but the sensible good, or imaginary, is not proportioned to the will, but to the sensitive appetite, because the will can tend into the universal good, which reason apprehends; but the sensitive appetite does not tend unless into the particular good, which the sensitive force/faculty apprehends. For this reason, the goodness of the will depends on reason by which it depends on the obiectum.
	
4) Whether it depends on eternal law? Yes. 
	According to Augustine, “sin has been made, said, or desired (concupitum) against the eternal law”. But malice of the will is the root of sin. Therefore, since malice is being opposed to goodness, goodness of the will depends on the eternal law.
	According to Aquinas, in all ordered causes, the effect depends more on the first cause than the second cause, because the second cause does not act unless in virtue of the first cause. But human reason is the rule of the human will, out of which the good is being measured out of eternal law, which is divine reason. 
	From this, in Psalms IV, “many say, who shows the good to us? The light of your desire is signed on us, O Lord,” as we would say, the light of reason which is in us, inasmuch as it can show the good in us, and to our will in rule, inasmuch as it is the light of your will, that is derived from your will/desire. Therefore, it is manifest that the goodness of human will depends much more on human reason, and where human reason is deficient, it needs to return to eternal reason.

5) Whether errant reason would oblige? Yes. The discordant will from erring reason is evil. 
	In the sed contra, Aquinas says that conscience is nothing other than the application of science (scientia) to some act. But science is in reason. Therefore the discordant will from erring reason is against conscience. In Romans Chapter 14, Saint Paul says, “everything which is not out of faith, is sin”, that is, everything which is against conscience. Therefore the discordant will from erring reason is evil.
	For indifferent things, the discordant will by reason of erring conscience, is evil in some mode because of the obiectum, by which goodness or evil of the will depends, not because of the obiectum according to its nature; but according to which it is apprehended per accidens by reason as evil needing be done or avoided. Because the obiectum of the will is proposed by reason; it has been said, out of which something is proposed by reason as evil, the will accepts the reason of evil while it is carried into that. This is possible not only in indifferent things, but also in goods or evils per se. 
	The will can also accept the reason of good or evil per accidens, not only for what is indifferent, because of the apprehension of reason. For example, to abstain from fornication is a certain good, but the will is not carried to this good unless it is proposed by reason. Therefore if something is being proposed as evil by erring reason, then the will could be carried to this under reason of evil. From this example, the will will be evil because one wants evil, not that which is evil per se, but what is evil per accidens because of the apprehension of reason. 
	Similarly to believe in Christ is good per se and necessary for salvation, but the will is not carried to this unless to what is proposed by reason. From which if something is being proposed as evil by reason, the will is carried into this as evil per se, not because evil per accidens by the apprehension of reason. From this, it needs to be said simply that each discordant will, either right or error, is always evil by reason.  

6) Whether the will against divine law (God’s law) following errant reason is evil? Yes.
	According to Aquinas, the will of the Westerners was evil to the apostles. But this was also because of erring reason according to John Chapter 16: “The hour came, as anyone who has killed you, (will think)  he/she is being helped to lend a service of funeral rites to God.” Therefore the concordant will can be evil by erring reason. In the beginning of his respondeo, Aquinas clearly states that the moral good and evil consists in act inasmuch as it is voluntary.	
 
7) Whether goodness of the will in those which are to the end, depends on the intention of the end? Yes.
	Augustine says in Chapter 9 of the Confessions that the intention is recompensed by God. But something is recompensed by God because it is good. Therefore goodness of will depends on the intention of the end.
	Aquinas says that the intention proceeds causally to the will when we desire something because of the intention of some end. Then the order to the end is considered as a certain reason of that goodness willed. For example, since someone wants to abstain because of God, one has abstinence to reason of the good out of that which becomes because of God. From this, since intention depends on goodness of the will, it is necessary that the will depends on intention of the end. The intention follows the will when it approaches the pre-existing will. For instance, if someone wants to make something, and afterwards it is referred to God. Then goodness of the first will does not depend out of the following intention, unless as much as the act of the will is reiterated with the following intention. 

8) Whether quantity of goodness or malice in the will would follow the quantity of good or evil in intention? Yes and No.
	Aquinas says that the intention can be good, and the will evil. Therefore for both reasons, intention can be more good, and the will less good.
	About the act and intention of the end, the quantity can be considered in two ways: one, from part of the obiectum because one wants to act the good more, another, out of intensity (intensio) of act because the agent wants or acts more intensely. Therefore if we speak about the quantity of each as much as to the obiectum, it is evident that quantity of act does not follow the quantity of intention (intentio). 
	Aquinas explains and gives examples on how our intention and will can be mistaken or even disproportionate. This is possible from part of the exterior act in two ways. In one mode, when the obiectum ordered to the intended end is not proportioned to that end. For example, if someone gives 10 pounds to purchase something that values 100 pounds, one could not consequence the intention. Another mode, because of impediments not in our power, which can supervene around the exterior act. For example, someone intends to go to Rome, but impediments occur on the trip, so one cannot complete the trip. 
	If the quantity of intention and act would be considered according to the intensity (intensio) of the intention, it refers back to the interior and exterior act of the will because that intention (intentio) in a certain mode is possessed formally to each. It is licet materially, by the intensified existing intention. But it needs to be considered that the intensity of the interior or exterior act can be referred to the intention as obiectum. For instance, when someone intends intensely to desire, or to operate something intensely. It is there as much as someone intends to merit, that it is merited, because quantity of merit consists in the intention of act.
		
9) Whether goodness of the will depends out of conformity to divine will? Yes.
	Matthew Chapter 26 says, “not just as I want, but as you see”, since one wants man to be right and to be directed to God as Augustine says. But the rightness of the will is its goodness according to Thomas Aquinas. Therefore the goodness of the will depends out of the conformity to the divine will.
	The goodness of the will depends out of the intention of the end. But the ultimate end of the human will is the highest good, which is God. Therefore it is required to the goodness of human will that the highest good is God. This good is compared first and per se to the divine will as its proper obiectum. 
	Furthermore, what is first in whatever genus is the measure and reason of all in that genus, which is right and good. Therefore, it is required that which is man’s good will is being conformed to the divine will.
	
10) Whether it is necessary that the human will is conformed to the divine will in (having been) willed/desired? Yes.
	According to Psalm 23, “warm praise seems right”, and the Gloss says, “the heart has right what one wants, what God wants”. Whoever holds oneself to have the right heart. Therefore, whoever holds oneself to desire what God wants.
	For Aquinas, the form of the will is out of the obiectum just as whatever act. Therefore if man is held to conform his will to the divine will, then it is being held to conform to the thing willed. Also, whoever has a repugnant will to the divine will, has the will evil.	
	In the respondeo, Aquinas explicates that the will is carried into its obiectum according to what is proposed by reason. But this depends on reason in different ways: that the good is under one reason and not good under another reason. 
	In some way, the human will is conformed to the divine will because the human will is conformed to the divine will as the thing willed (volita) and ultimate end. But according to what is not conformed to the divine will in the thing willed materially, is conformed to this according to the reason of the efficient cause; since the proper inclination of the will following the nature, or the particular apprehension of this thing (res), has the thing (res) by God as the effective cause.

Prima Secundae I-II q. 21 — On the consequences of human acts by reason of good or evil in four articles.

Key terms
1) The faculty of the will is of the end. 
2) Intention is the act of the will. Intention can be of the end and to the end. 
- In I-II q. 19 a. 8, Aquinas shows that there can be a discordance between the will and intention. For example, one might want to purchase someone worth 100 pounds, but tries to purchase it for 10. Another example is that one might want to go to Rome, but because of impediments around the trip, one might not be able to make it.
3) Ratio is often translated as ‘reason’, but also has a vast range of meaning like logos in Ancient Greek. It can also be translated as ‘nature’ or even ‘definition’, etc.

1) Whether human acts inasmuch as good or evil, are rightful or sinful? Yes.
	In the sed contra, the goodness of the human act depends on eternal law and evil discards eternal law. This is the reason for sin. Augustine says that sin is what is said, done, or desired against eternal law. From this, the human act is evil, which is sinful.
	In his respondeo, Thomas Aquinas says that evil is more than sin, just as the good is more than what is rightful. The privation of the good in something constitutes the reason of evil, but sin is an act of some end when it is not to the due order of that end. 
	The due order is measured to the end according to some rule. Those who act according to nature as is inclined to such an end, is virtuous. 			
	Therefore, when the act proceeds from natural virtue to the end according to their natural inclination, then right act is being preserved because the means does not go out from the extremes. But when someone recedes from the rightness of such an act, then the reason of sin occurs. 
	In those acts which are acted by the will, the nearest rule is human reason; but the supreme rule is eternal law. Therefore, when the human act follows the end according to the order of reason and of eternal law, then the act is right. But when the act is being turned away, then it is called sin. 
	Therefore, on the one hand, each act is voluntarily evil from that which recedes from the order of reason and eternal law. On the other hand, every good act concords to reason and the eternal law. Because of this, human act, either good or evil, is rightful or sinful.	  

2) Whether one has reason of being praiseworthy or culpable? Yes.
	In the sed contra, Aristotle says that what is praiseworthy are works of virtue, and what is blameworthy, or being culpable, are contrary works. Good acts are virtuous acts because virtue is the possession and the return of the good from the one who acts, and evil acts are opposite acts. Therefore, human acts that are either good or evil are either praiseworthy or blameworthy.
	In Aquinas’s respondeo, he says that just as evil is more than sin, then sin is more than blame. From this, an act is called blameworthy or praiseworthy, which is charged or rendered by the agent, because nothing is other than to praise or to blame, which is to charge or render some malice or goodness to one’s act. But the act is charged to the agent, when someone is in power of having dominion (or control) of one’s act. This is in all voluntary acts, because humans have dominion (or control) over one’s act through the will. From this, good or evil constitutes the reason of praise or blame only in voluntary acts; in which the same is evil, sin, and blame.

3) Whether one has reason of merit or demerit? Yes.
	Aquinas responds that merit and demerit are said in the order towards retribution which is according to piety. But retribution becomes something according to justice from what are acts in progress/growth or hurtful to one another. 
	 It needs to be considered that a person living in society, is in some way part and member of society. Whoever acts in some good or evil as someone existing in society, pours over into the whole society just as one wounds their hand. Therefore since someone acts in good or evil of another person, the reason of merit or demerit falls here in two ways: 1) according to the due retribution by the person who helps or offends, and 2) according to the due retribution by the whole society (collegium). That is, when someone orders his act directly into good or evil of the whole society, the retribution of this is owed principally to the whole society, but secondly, from all parts of the society. 
	Therefore, it is evident that the good or evil act has reason of being praiseworthy or culpable, according to the power of the will; but reason of rightness and sin, according to the order of the end; but reason of merit and demerit, according to the retribution of justice to another.

4) Whether one has reason of merit or demerit with God? Yes.
	In the sed contra, Aquinas states that God leads either good or evil into judgment. But judgment brings retribution with respect to what is called merit and demerit. Therefore each good or evil act of a human has reason of merit or demerit before God.
	In the respondeo, he says the act of a person has reason of merit or demerit, according to what is ordered to another, either by another person or by the community. But by both, the acts of our good or evil have reason of merit or demerit before God. By reason of this, God is the last end of man. God is owed every act to the last end. From this, who makes the evil act not referable to God, does not serve the honor of God. For instance, since in whatever community, one who rules the community has the presence of the common good from which something becomes good or evil in the community. But God is governor and rector of the whole universe, especially of rational creatures. From this, it is manifest that human acts have reason of merit or demerit through comparison to God. 

	In conclusion, the good is the end. God is the last end. Aquinas describes three degrees of action: on the one hand, the good, right action, and praise; and on the other hand, evil, sin, and blame. All acts are executed by an individual’s faculty of the will. The goodness or malice (sin) of these acts are done by the will voluntarily (voluntary acts). Therefore, merit and demerit are in the order of retribution according to another individual or to society. The final judgment is ultimately led by God according to the retribution of the good or evil of one’s actions.

Prima Secundae I-II question 68 on the Gifts of the Holy Spirit is divided into 8 articles.

Here is a summary of some basic terms to better understand question 68 of the prima secundae: 
-Virtue is man’s natural perfection according to the natural light of reason. These are summed up by the intellectual and moral virtues.
-Theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity are man’s supernatural perfection. The theological virtues are greater than man’s natural virtue because they work interiorly in us by God’s action. These theological virtues presuppose the gifts, as roots of the gifts. All the gifts derive from the theological virtues (article 4 ad tertium).

 1) Whether the gifts differ from the virtues? Yes, the gifts differ from virtues.
	Although they differ, there is no opposition between the nature of virtue and gift. Aquinas says, “the nature of virtue is according to which it perfects man to acting well, but the nature of a gift is taken according to the comparison of its cause” (I-II q. 68 art. 1 respondeo). He best distinguishes the gifts from the virtues in his response to objection 1. In using Aristotle, Aquinas says, “above common virtue” such as the moral virtues, “(there is)… some heroic or divine virtue” according to which they are called divine faculties. According to Aquinas, gifts are at times named virtues according to the definition or nature of virtue. But the gifts have something supereminent above the common understanding of virtue, insofar as they are divine virtues which perfect us because we are being moved by God (ad primum).

2) Concerning the necessity of the gifts, according to Aquinas, human reason is not sufficient (to acquire salvation), but the Holy Spirit is necessary, and consequently the necessary gift. The gifts are perfections to which the person is disposed to follow divine instinct well.

3) Whether the gifts are habits? Yes. 
	The gifts of the Holy Spirit are habits by which the human person is perfected promptly to obey the Holy Spirit, just as moral virtues are habits by which the appetitive faculties are disposed to promptly obey reason.

4) What and how many gifts are there?  There are seven.
	The 7 gifts of the Holy Spirit are wisdom, understanding, science, consul, piety, fortitude, and fear of the Lord. These are taken from the Book of Isaiah verses 2-3. Aquinas in his response says that the gifts extend themselves to the virtues, namely the intellectual and the moral. For instance, in the apprehension of truth, speculative reason is perfected by understanding and practical reason by consul. In judging rightly, speculative reason is perfected by wisdom and practical reason by science. The appetitive part of virtue is perfected by piety. That part which regards terror is perfected by fortitude, and that which is against the disordered concupiscence of pleasurable things is perfected by fear.

5) Whether the gifts are connected? Yes. 
	The gifts are connected by which they renew themselves to one another. As the appetitive faculties are disposed to moral virtues in comparison to the governance of reason, thus all of the soul’s faculties are disposed to the gifts in comparison to the moving Holy Spirit. In his response, Aquinas emphasizes this saying, “…as our reason is perfected by prudence by which moral virtues are connected to one another, thus the gifts of the Holy Spirit are connected to one another in charity. Therefore, he or she who has charity has all the gifts of the Holy Spirit, since none can be possessed without charity.” 

6) Whether the gifts remain in heaven? Ultimately no. 
	Aquinas arrives at this conclusion speaking of the gifts in two ways. First, the nature of the gifts were the most perfect in heaven. The gifts of the Holy Spirit are meant to perfect the human mind following the movement of the Holy Spirit, which especially was perfect in heaven (before the fall to original sin) as God was all in all things. Secondly, for this reason, in our present state (after the fall), the gifts have an operation in which they will not be the same in the state of glory. For this reason, the gifts will not remain in heaven, just as how the cardinal virtues will not remain.    

 7) How do the gifts compare to one another? 
	The dignity or the value of the gifts are compared twofold. First, simply, by comparison to their acts as they follow their principles, and second,  according to comparison to their matter (or what they treat). The comparison of the gifts are for the same reason as the virtues. First, the gifts of wisdom and understanding, science and consul, are preferred to piety, fortitude and fear. Piety is preferred to fortitude and fortitude is preferred to fear, just as justice is preferred to fortitude and fortitude to temperance of the moral virtues. But according to the matter, fortitude and consul concern arduous affairs, but piety and science can concern ordinary affairs. Therefore the dignity of the gifts respond to the order of the enumeration, in part simply, according to which wisdom and understanding are preferred to all things, and partly according to the order of the matter, to which consul and fortitude are preferred to science.

 8) How do the gifts compare to the virtues? 
	The gifts are compared to the theological virtues through which man is united to the moving Holy Spirit. The theological virtues are however preferred to the gifts of the Holy Spirit and govern them. These gifts are not perfected unless each person acts in faith, hope, and charity. But if we compare the gifts to the intellectual or moral virtues, then the gifts are preferred to the virtues. The gifts perfect the faculties of the soul in comparison to the moving Holy Spirit as the virtues perfect reason itself or other faculties according to reason. However it is necessary for one to be disposed to a higher mover. For this reason, the gifts are more perfect than virtues.

	In conclusion, I believe that what Aquinas says in his response to the second objection sums up question 68 on the gifts of the Holy Spirit. Aquinas says that “something” has priority to another in two ways. First, by the order of perfection or dignity, just as the love of God is prior to the love of neighbor. In this sense, the gifts are prior to the intellectual and moral virtues, but the gifts are after the theological virtues. Second, by the order of disposition or generation, as the love of neighbor proceeds the love of God, thus the moral and the intellectual virtues proceed the gifts, because if man possesses proper reason, then he is disposed well in the order towards God.

Tertia Pars III-III question 2— On the mode of the incarnate word and its union— This question is divided into 12 articles. We will be covering some important philosophical and theological concepts, such as nature, individual, person, assumption, and grace, in order to more deeply understand Christ’s human and divine natures. Let’s look into the following 12 articles.

1) Whether the union of the incarnate word is made/created? Yes and no. 
	On the one hand, the incarnate word is not made by nature like other natural things.  Since Christ is of divine and human nature, he is not substantial like that nature of matter and form. This question leads to Aquinas’s discussion on Christ’s person or personhood.

2) Whether the union of the incarnate word is made a person? 
	Aquinas then makes the distinction between nature and person. Christ is not an abstract concept like ‘nature’, but a concrete individual.

3) Whether it is made in a supposite (suppositum) or hypostasis (ὒποστασις)? 
	We can then understand Christ in his human nature because of his individuality or person.
	
4) Whether the person or hypostasis of Christ is composite after incarnation? 
	After the incarnation, Christ as a person is a composite of divine and human natures. 

5) Whether some union of body and soul is made in Christ? 
	Because of Christ’s personhood, he is made and united to a body and soul. This can be better understood according to Boethius’s definition of person: “an individual substance of rational nature.”

6) Whether human nature was united to the word accidentally? 
	Christ’s human nature was not united to the word by accident. The word is neither united by nature, nor by accident, but by Christ’s personhood or hypostasis.

7) Whether this union is something created? 
	The union of Christ’s humanity and the word is created.

8) Whether the union is the same as assumption? 
	The union is not the same as assumption. Christ’s nature is divine and human. Divine nature is not taken up or assumed by human nature, but the converse, that is, human nature is assumed by divine nature.

9) Whether the incarnation is the highest of the unions? 
	The union of divine and human natures is the highest form of unions. Although they are of two natures, each nature in Christ does not have pre-eminence, or more value, over the other.

10) Whether the union of the two natures in Christ was made by grace? 
	The union of human and divine natures is made by grace, that is, human nature is assumed by the divine person. This is done by a ‘certain’ grace according to Aquinas.

11) Whether some merits preceded this? 
	No merits proceeded this union. This is a grace or a giving of the Lord.

12) Whether some grace was natural to Christ the man? 
	Grace was natural to Christ the man since he is God and man composed of both divine and human natures.

In sum, Christ is a person. His nature is both human and divine.

III-III Question 5: On the assumption of the parts of human nature.

Concepts and Definitions: Person is an individual substance in a rational nature. Human nature is the essence of the rational animal. The human soul is the form that actuates the body, which is composed of flesh and bones.

1) Whether the Son of God should have assumed a true body? Yes.
	The Son of God should have assumed a true body because if Christ was just a hallucination, then he would not have lived out a true death nor have resurrected. Aquinas ends his response with Saint Luke saying, “Be flattered and see, because a spirit does not have bones and flesh, just as you all (the disciples) see me to have”.

2) Whether Christ should have assumed an earthly body? Yes.
	Christ should have assumed an earthly body because his earthly body needed to be real for human nature to be saved. As a human body, Christ also possessed flesh and bones. In response to Christ being a celestial body, he says that if he was a celestial body, then he would not be divine truth as God. Aquinas ends his response with the book of Ecclesiastes saying, “the son of God is born carrying flesh from the body of a virgin, and not bringing himself (down) from heaven”.

3) Whether He should have assumed a soul? Yes.
	Christ should have assumed a soul because the soul is the principle of life, or the form, of the body. The form is effect of the agent. In this case, God, or Christ, is the effect of himself as person. From this, it can be concluded that the body is animated by the presence of the word.	
	
4) Whether he should have assumed an intellect? Yes.
	Christ should have assumed an intellect for three reasons, but I will show two. First, because Christ showed marvel or admiration (admiratio). Admiration, for Aquinas, is a rational judgment considering the effect to the cause. In Christ’s case, he is the first cause. Secondly, according to Damascene, “the word of God assumed the body, the intellectual and rational soul… the whole has been united to the whole”, as Christ fulfills the health of one’s wholeness, that is, that Christ makes grace, because unlike man he is perfect. The human soul, on the other hand, is capable of sin, but also of grace by means of the mind or intellect.

In conclusion, by Christ’s death and resurrection, we are able to choose a life of sin or of grace…

Reflection question: Where would a life of grace lead us? What is the resurrection to us?

Tertia Pars III-III Questions 11-12 — On Christ’s Infused and Acquired Knowledge

Summary of Key Terms and Concepts

	In order to understand Thomas Aquinas’s explanation of Christ’s knowledge, we must first understand how human knowledge is acquired. Aquinas and other ancient philosophers believe that knowledge first begins with the senses and is ultimately understood by the human intellect. However, there are some steps in understanding this process. I will briefly present Aquinas’s theory of acquiring knowledge in four steps. 
	
1) The human soul can sense or perceive natural things, like plants and animals, through our five senses of hearing, touching, seeing, smelling, and tasting. For example, we can touch, see, or smell the different qualities of a tree. We can perceive a tree's greenness, shape, and smell. A tree can have green leaves with a brown trunk, etc.

2) In experiencing a physical object, the human faculty of the imagination can form images of what is being experienced. These images are called phantasms. (These phantasms are then stored in our memory, which allows us to refer to our past experiences.) 

3) According to Aquinas’s theory, these phantasms can be placed in the intellect. Aquinas calls this step of understanding, the possible intellect, in which the intellect prepares itself to understand what is being experienced. 

4) Aquinas calls the ultimate act of understanding, the agent intellect, in which the intellect uses its natural light to illumine the image of the phantasm. In this act, the intellect is able to understand a thing’s essence or nature. For instance, we can understand what a ‘tree’ is when we see, perceive, or even imagine it. When we understand the essence of a thing, Aquinas also calls this the intelligible species.

In sum:
senses- perceive and experience physical reality.
imagination- collects sensible data and forms images of natural things in physical reality.
phantasm- an image which contains sensible data.
possible intellect- the part of the intellect which receives phantasms from the imagination and or memory.
agent intellect- abstracts and converts the phantasms in the possible intellect to become the intelligible species.
intelligible species- that which is understood by the intellect. We can therefore name and say what something is, for example, ‘tree’.

Let us now see how Aquinas applies this theory of knowledge in Christ.

Question 11 of the third part concerns the infused or endowed knowledge (indita vel infusa scientia) in Christ’s soul. This is divided into 6 articles.

1) Whether Christ knows all things through this knowledge? Yes.
	In his reply to the question, Aquinas says that each potency or faculty of Christ’s soul was reduced divinely into its actuality according to endowed knowledge. First, Christ’s soul knew all things of human knowledge. Human knowledge can be known by virtue of the light of the agent intellect, just as the human intellect comes to understand all of the human sciences. Secondly, Christ knows all things through infused knowledge. He knew all things more perfectly which are known to us by divine revelation and the gifts of the Holy Spirit, such as wisdom and prophecy. Christ’s soul knew all things more abundantly and more fully than other human beings. 
	Christ’s human nature does not know God’s essence by this knowledge because of his human nature; but by His Divine Nature he comprehends God’s essence.

2) Whether this knowledge could have been used without converting itself to phantasms? Yes.
	Christ’s soul can understand without phantasms because he knew certain things, such as separate substances or immaterial things.  
	It is important to keep in mind that Christ like humans possessed a human nature composed of a body and soul. Christ’s condition of  his intellective soul in no way depended on his body, but is totally dominated by his intellect. On the other hand, the human soul converts or abstracts phantasms, which depend on the body and sensible experience. For this reason, the blessed souls, before and after the resurrection, can understand without converting phantasms. This is necessary for Christ’s soul since he had fully and perfectly the faculty of the intellective soul.
 
3)Whether this knowledge was collative or discursive? Yes.
	Christ’s endowed knowledge was discursive. In the sed contra, Aquinas says that Christ had a rational soul. The proper operation of the rational soul is to confer and discourse from one thing to another. For this reason, he had discursive or collative knowledge.
	In the reply, knowledge can be discursive in two ways. First, according to the acquisition of knowledge: we experience our minds to proceed from one thing known to another, just as the effects are known by its causes, and vice versa. However, the knowledge in Christ’s soul was not discursive because this knowledge was divinely infused in him, and not acquired through investigation. Secondly, discursive or collative knowledge can be ‘useful’. For instance, doctors today, knowing the causes and effects of sicknesses, are looking for treatments and a vaccine for the coronavirus.  In this mode, the knowledge of Christ’s soul could also be simply collative or discursive, but in a more perfect manner. For instance, Christ’s capacity to heal or to cure.
	
4)Whether this knowledge can be compared to angelic knowledge? Yes and No.
	Christ’s knowledge can be considered in two ways: first, according to the influencing cause, and second, according to his reception of knowledge. In regards to the first, the infused knowledge in Christ’s soul was more excellent than Angelic knowledge since the spiritual light infused in Christ’s  soul is more perfect than angelic knowledge. In regards to the second, because of Christ’s human nature,  it was necessary for him to also convert phantasms through discursive knowledge.
 
5) Whether this knowledge was habitual knowledge? Yes. 
	Christ’s knowledge is habitual because he is also human. The virtue of knowledge or science is acquired habitually.
	In his reply, Aquinas says that Christ’s endowed knowledge is proper to his reception. This regards the natural intellectual mode of the human soul in which the faculty of the intellect is in potency to act. Therefore, the natural mode of the human soul acquires knowledge. This acquisition of knowledge can become a virtue also known as a habit. For this reason, Christ’s endowed knowledge was habitual, because he was able to use knowledge when he wanted.
	
6) Whether this knowledge was distinct from different habits? Yes. 
	Since knowledge is understood through the senses, then it would seem that there were many habits of knowledge in Christ.
	Aquinas says in his reply that knowledge endowed in Christ’s soul also had the natural mode of the human soul as it receives diverse intelligible species in lesser universality than the Angels. From this, it is possible that there are diverse habits of knowledge because there are diverse kinds of knowable things. For this reason, endowed knowledge of Christ’s soul was distinct according to diverse habits.

Question 12 concerns Christ’s acquired or experimental knowledge. This is divided into 4 articles.

1) Whether Christ knew all things according to acquired or experimental knowledge? Yes.
	Nothing is imperfect in Christ’s soul, yet acquired knowledge can be imperfect. Christ knew everything because of infused knowledge. Infused knowledge was placed in Christ’s soul to the possible intellect in which all things can be understood through the act of the agent intellect. 
		
2) Whether he progressed in this knowledge? Yes.
	In the sed contra, Aquinas says that human wisdom is a human acquisition through the light of the agent intellect. Therefore Christ also advanced in experimental knowledge.
	There are two ways Christ progressed in knowledge according to his human and divine natures. The habit of infused knowledge was more fully in him because divine science cannot grow in the same way as human knowledge. But Christ also grew in his human knowledge by his human experience. Christ would not be absent of any natural intelligible action. Therefore, man’s natural action of the agent intellect would also be possessed by Christ. From this, Christ would grow in human knowledge through the agent intellect’s abstraction of the intelligible species from phantasms. 

3) Whether he learned something from man? No.
	In his sed contra, Aquinas says that Christ is not to be taught by a politician (or lawmaker), but to teach. Therefore, Christ does not accept knowledge through man’s teaching. Furthermore, in Aquinas’s response, he says that Christ is head of the Church because all men receive and accept by grace the doctrine of truth, which is from Christ himself. Being the Second Person of the Trinity he is not to be taught by man. 

4) Whether he accepted or received something from the angels? No.
	In his sed contra,  Aquinas says that Christ does not accept knowledge from Angels, but he teaches them about his divine action..
	In his response, Aquinas states that the human soul exists between the spiritual and corporeal reality. Therefore there are two modes in accepting knowledge: one, accepting knowledge from sensible realities, and another, through infused or impressed knowledge by the illumination of spiritual beings. In each mode, Christ’s soul was not perfect. According to experimental knowledge of sensible things, the light of the agent intellect is enough and the angelic light is not required; but Christ’s soul was perfected from a superior impression of infused knowledge which is attained by God. This is so because Christ’s soul is united by the Word according to Him being the Second Person of the Trinity. Therefore knowledge and grace is replenished immediately from the Word of God Himself, and not by means of Angels who also had accepted knowledge from God’s influence.

	In conclusion, on the questions of Christ’s infused and acquired knowledge, Christ attained perfect knowledge of things because he is the Second Person of the Trinity. However, because Christ is both God and man, he also possessed man’s ability to acquire knowledge, also known as experimental knowledge, which begins with experiencing physical reality, as we do. This then undergoes a process through our five senses, our internal senses, such as our imagination and memory, and is ultimately understood and produced by our intellect.

Questions for Reflexion: Do we come to understand things like Christ, or did Christ understand human reality like us? What is its significance?




	
