
Suppl. q. 84 a. 3Whether the movement of the saints will be instantaneous?

Objection 1. It would seem that movement of the
saints will be instantaneous. For Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei xxii, 30) that “wherever the spirit listeth there
will the body be.” Now the movement of the will,
whereby the spirit wishes to be anywhere, is instanta-
neous. Therefore the body’s movement will be instan-
taneous.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Phys. iv,
8) proves that there is no movement through a vacuum,
because it would follow that something moves instanta-
neously, since a vacuum offers no resistance whatever
to a thing that is in motion, whereas the plenum offers
resistance; and so there would be no proportion between
the velocity of movement in a vacuum and that of move-
ment in a plenum, since the ratio of movements in point
of velocity is as the ratio of the resistance offered by
the medium. Now the velocities of any two movements
that take place in time must needs be proportional, since
any one space of time is proportional to any other. But
in like manner no full place can resist a glorified body
since this can be in the same place with another body,
no matter how this may occur; even as neither can a vac-
uum resist a body. Therefore if it moves at all, it moves
instantaneously.

Objection 3. Further, the power of a glorified soul
surpasses the power of a non-glorified soul, out of all
proportion so to speak. Now the non-glorified soul
moves the body in time. Therefore the glorified soul
moves the body instantaneously.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is moved equally
soon to what is near and what is distant, is moved in-
stantaneously. Now such is the movement of a glorified
body, for however distant the space to which it is moved,
the time it takes to be moved is imperceptible: where-
fore Augustine says (QQ. De Resurrectione, Ep. cii,
qu. 1) that “the glorified body reaches equally soon to
any distance, like the sun’s ray.” Therefore the glorified
body is moved instantaneously.

Objection 5. Further, whatever is in motion is
moved either in time or in an instant. Now after the res-
urrection the glorified body will not be moved in time,
since time will not be then according to Apoc. 10:6.
Therefore this movement will be instantaneous.

On the contrary, In local movement space. move-
ment and time are equally divisible, as is demonstrated
in Phys. vi, 4. Now the space traversed by a glorified
body in motion is divisible. Therefore both the move-
ment and the time are divisible. But an instant is indi-
visible. Therefore this movement will not be instanta-
neous.

Further, a thing cannot be at the same time wholly
in one place and partly in another place, since it would
follow that the remaining part is in two places at the
same time, which is impossible. But whatever is in mo-
tion is partly in a term “wherefrom” and partly in a term

“whereto,” as is proved in Phys. vi, 6: while whatever
has been in motion is wholly in the term whereto the
movement is directed; and it is impossible at the same
time for it to be moved and to have been moved. Now
that which is moved instantaneously is being moved and
has been moved at the same time. Therefore the local
movement of a glorified body cannot be instantaneous.

I answer that, Opinion is much divided on this
point. For some say that a glorified body passes from
one place to another without passing through the inter-
val, just as the will passes from one place to another
without passing through the interval, and that conse-
quently it is possible for the movement of a glorified
body like that of the will to be instantaneous. But this
will not hold: because the glorified body will never at-
tain to the dignity of the spiritual nature, just as it will
never cease to be a body. Moreover, when the will is
said to move from one place to another, it is not essen-
tially transferred from place to place, because in neither
place is it contained essentially, but it is directed to one
place after being directed by the intention to another:
and in this sense it is said to move from one place to
another.

Hence others∗ say that it is a property of the nature
of a glorified body, since it is a body, to pass through
the interval and consequently to be moved in time, but
that by the power of glory, which raises it to a certain
infinitude above the power of nature, it is possible for
it not to pass through the interval, and consequently to
be moved instantaneously. But this is impossible since
it implies a contradiction: which is proved as follows.
Suppose a body which we will call Z to be in motion
from A to B. It is clear that Z, as long as it is wholly in
A is not in motion; and in like manner when it is wholly
in B, because then the movement is past. Therefore if it
is at any time in motion it must needs be neither wholly
in A nor wholly in B. Therefore while it is in motion,
it is either nowhere, or partly in A, and partly in B, or
wholly in some other intervening place, say C, or partly
in A and C and partly in C and B. But it is impossible
for it to be nowhere, for then there would be a dimen-
sive quantity without a place, which is impossible. Nor
again is it possible for it to be partly in A and partly in
B without being in some way in the intervening space.
for since B is a place distant from A, it would follow
that in the intervening space the part of Z which is in B
is not continuous with the part which is in A. Therefore
it follows that it is either wholly in C, or partly in C,
and partly in some other place that intervenes between
C and A, say D, and so forth. Therefore it follows that
Z does not pass form A to B unless first of all it be in all
the intervening places: unless we suppose that it passes
from A to B without ever being moved, which implies a
contradiction, because the very succession of places is
local movement. The same applies to any change what-
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ever having two opposite terms, each of which is a posi-
tive entity, but not to those changes which have only one
positive term, the other being a pure privation, since be-
tween affirmation and negation or privation there is no
fixed distance: wherefore that which is in the negation
may be nearer to or more remote from affirmation, and
conversely, by reason of something that causes either
of them or disposes thereto: so that while that which
is moved is wholly under a negation it is changed into
affirmation, and “vice versa”; wherefore in such things
“to be changing precedes to be changed,” as is proved
in Phys. vi, 5. Nor is there any comparison with the
movement of an angel, because being in a place is pred-
icated equivocally of a body and an angel. Hence it is
clear that it is altogether impossible for a body to pass
from one place to another, unless it pass through every
interval.

Wherefore others grant this, and yet they maintain
that the glorified body is moved instantaneously. But
it follows from this that a glorified body is at the same
instant in two or more places together, namely in the ul-
timate term, and in all the intervening places, which is
impossible.

To this, however, they reply that, although it is the
same instant really, it is not the same logically, like a
point at which different lines terminate. But this is not
enough, because an instant measures the instantaneous,
according to its reality and not according to our way
of considering it. Wherefore an instant through being
considered in a different way is not rendered capable
of measuring things that are not simultaneous in time,
just as a point through being considered in a different
way does not make it possible for one point of place to
contain things that are locally distant from one another.

Hence others with greater probability hold that a
glorified body moves in time, but that this time is so
short as to be imperceptible; and that nevertheless one
glorified body can pass through the same space in less
time than another, because there is no limit to the di-
visibility of time, no matter how short a space we may
take.

Reply to Objection 1. That which is little lacking is
as it were not lacking at all (Phys. ii, 5); wherefore we
say: “I do so and so at once,” when it is to be done after
a short time. It is in this sense that Augustine speaks
when he says that “wheresoever the will shall be, there
shall the body be forthwith.” Or we may say that in the
blessed there will never be an inordinate will: so that
they never will wish their body to be instantaneously
where it cannot be, and consequently whatever instant
the will shall choose, at that same instant the body will
be in whatever place the will shall determine.

Reply to Objection 2. Some have demurred to this
proposition of the Philosopher’s, as the Commentator
thereon observes. They say that the ratio of one whole
movement to another whole movement is not neces-
sarily as the ratio of one resisting medium to another

resisting medium, but that the ratio of the intervening
mediums gives us the ratio of retardations attending the
movements on account of the resistance of the medium.
For every movement has a certain fixed speed, either
fast or slow, through the mover overcoming the mov-
able, although there be no resistance on the part of the
medium; as evidenced in heavenly bodies, which have
nothing to hinder their movement; and yet they do not
move instantaneously, but in a fixed time proportion-
ate to the power of the mover in comparison with the
movable. Consequently it is clear that even if we sup-
pose something to move in a vacuum, it does not follow
that it moves instantaneously, but that nothing is added
to the time which that movement requires in the afore-
said proportion of the mover to the movable, because
the movement is not retarded.

But this reply, as the Commentator observes, pro-
ceeds from an error in the imagination; for it is imag-
ined that the retardation resulting from the resistance of
the medium is a part of movement added to the natural
movement, the quantity of which is in proportion to the
mover in comparison with the movable, as when one
line is added to another: for the proportion of one to-
tal to the other is not the same as the proportion of the
lines to which an addition has been made.∗ And so there
would not be the same proportion between one whole
sensible movement and another, as between the retarda-
tions resulting from the resistance of the medium. This
is an error of the imagination, because each part of a
movement has as much speed as the whole movement:
whereas not every part of a line has as much of the di-
mensive quantity as the whole line has. Hence any re-
tardation or acceleration affecting the movement affects
each of its parts, which is not the case with lines: and
consequently the retardation that comes to a movement
is not another part of the movement, whereas in the case
of the lines that which is added is a part of the total line.

Consequently, in order to understand the Philoso-
pher’s argument, as the Commentator explains, we must
take the whole as being one, that is we must take not
only the resistance of the movable to the moving power,
but also the resistance of the medium through which the
movement takes place, and again the resistance of any-
thing else, so that we take the amount of retardation in
the whole movement as being proportionate to the mov-
ing power in comparison with the resisting movable, no
matter in what way it resist, whether by itself or by
reason of something extrinsic. For the movable must
needs always resist the mover somewhat, since mover
and moved, agent and patient, as such, are opposed to
one another. Now sometimes it is to be observed that
the moved resists the mover by itself, either because it
has a force inclining it to a contrary movement, as ap-
pears in violent movements, or at least because it has a
place contrary to the place which is in the intention of
the mover; and such like resistance even heavenly bod-
ies offer their movers. Sometimes the movable resists
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2 + 1 to 4 + 1 is not as 2 to 4.

2



the power of the mover, by reason only of something
else and not by itself. This is seen in the natural move-
ment of heavy and light things, because by their very
form they are inclined to such a movement: for the form
is an impression of their generator, which is the mover
as regards heavy and light bodies. On the part of matter
we find no resistance, neither of a force inclining to a
contrary movement nor of a contrary place, since place
is not due to matter except in so far as the latter, being
circumscribed by its dimensions, is perfected by its nat-
ural form. Hence there can be no resistance save on the
part of the medium, and this resistance is connatural to
their movement. Sometimes again the resistance results
from both, as may be seen in the movements of animals.

Accordingly when in a movement there is no resis-
tance save on the part of the movable, as in the heav-
enly bodies, the time of the movement is measured ac-
cording to the proportion of the mover to the movable,
and the Philosopher’s argument does not apply to these,
since if there be no medium at all their movement is
still a movement in time. on the other hand, in those
movements where there is resistance on the part of the
medium only, the measure of time is taken only accord-
ing to the obstacle on the part of the medium, so that
if the medium be removed there will be no longer an
obstacle; and so either it will move instantaneously, or
it will move in an equal time through a vacuum and
through a plenum, because granted that it moves in time
through a vacuum, that time will bear some proportion
to the time in which it moves through a plenum. Now it
is possible to imagine another body more subtle in the
same proportion than the body which filled the space,
and then if this body fill some other equal space it will
move in as little time through that plenum as it did pre-
viously through a vacuum, since by as much as the sub-
tlety of the medium is increased by so much is the length
of time decreased, and the more subtle the medium the
less it resists. But in those other movements where re-
sistance is offered by both the movable and the medium,
the quantity of time must be proportionate to the power
of the mover as compared with the resistance of both
movable and medium together. Hence granted that the
medium be taken away altogether, or that it cease to
hinder, it does not follow that the movement is instan-
taneous, but that the time is measured according only
to the resistance of the movable. Nor will there be any
inconsistency if it move in an equal time through a vac-
uum, and through a space filled with the most subtle
body imaginable, since the greater the subtlety we as-
cribe to the medium the less is it naturally inclined to
retard the movement. Wherefore it is possible to imag-

ine so great a subtlety, as will naturally retard the move-
ment less than does the resistance of the movable, so
that the resistance of the medium will add no retarda-
tion to the movement.

It is therefore evident that although the medium of-
fer no resistance to the glorified bodies, in so far as it is
possible for them to be in the same place with another
body, nevertheless their movement will not be instanta-
neous, because the movable body itself will resist the
motive power from the very fact that it has a determi-
nate place, as we have said in reference to the heavenly
bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the power of a glo-
rified soul surpasses immeasurably the power of a non-
glorified soul, it does not surpass it infinitely, because
both powers are finite: hence it does not follow that it
causes instantaneous movement. And even if its power
were simply infinite, it would not follow that it causes
an instantaneous movement, unless the resistance of the
movable were overcome altogether. Now although the
resistance of the movable to the mover, that results from
opposition to such a movement by reason of its being in-
clined to a contrary movement, can be altogether over-
come by a mover of infinite power, nevertheless the re-
sistance it offers through contrariety towards the place
which the mover intends by the movement cannot be
overcome altogether except by depriving it of its being
in such and such a place or position. For just as white
resists black by reason of whiteness, and all the more
according as whiteness is the more distant from black-
ness, so a body resists a certain place through having an
opposite place and its resistance is all the greater, ac-
cording as the distance is greater. Now it is impossible
to take away from a body its being in some place or po-
sition, except one deprive it of its corporeity, by reason
of which it requires a place or position: wherefore so
long as it retains the nature of a body, it can nowise be
moved instantaneously, however greater be the motive
power. Now the glorified body will never lose its cor-
poreity, and therefore it will never be possible for it to
be moved instantaneously.

Reply to Objection 4. In the words of Augustine,
the speed is said to be equal because the excess of one
over the other is imperceptible, just as the time taken by
the whole movement is imperceptible.

Reply to Objection 5. Although after the resur-
rection the time which is the measure of the heaven’s
movement will be no more, there will nevertheless be
time resulting from the before and after in any kind of
movement.
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