FIRST PART, QUESTION 89

Of the Knowledge of the Separated Soul
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the knowledge of the separated soul. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul separated from the body can understand?

(2) Whether it understands separate substances?

(3) Whether it understands all natural things?

(4) Whether it understands individuals and singulars?

(5) Whether the habits of knowledge acquired in this life remain?

(6) Whether the soul can use the habit of knowledge here acquired?
(7) Whether local distance impedes the separated soul’'s knowledge?
(8) Whether souls separated from the body know what happens here?

Whether the separated soul can understand anything? lag.89a.1

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul separatednce shows. Did this not proceed from the soul's very
from the body can understand nothing at all. For thmature, but accidentally through its being bound up with
Philosopher says (De Anima i, 4) that “the understanditige body, as the Platonists said, the difficulty would van-
is corrupted together with its interior principle.” But byish; for in that case when the body was once removed, the
death all human interior principles are corrupted. Thergsul would at once return to its own nature, and would
fore also the intellect itself is corrupted. understand intelligible things simply, without turning to

Objection 2. Further, the human soul is hindered frorthe phantasms, as is exemplified in the case of other sep-
understanding when the senses are tied, and by a diste substances. In that case, however, the union of soul
tracted imagination, as explained above (q. 84, Aa. 7,8nhd body would not be for the soul’s good, for evidently it
But death destroys the senses and imagination, as we hawald understand worse in the body than out of it; but for
shown above (g. 77, a. 8). Therefore after death the sthe good of the body, which would be unreasonable, since
understands nothing. matter exists on account of the form, and not the form for

Objection 3. Further, if the separated soul can undethe sake of matter. But if we admit that the nature of the
stand, this must be by means of some species. But it deeal requires it to understand by turning to the phantasms,
not understand by means of innate species, because itihadll seem, since death does not change its nature, that it
none such; being at first “like a tablet on which nothingan then naturally understand nothing; as the phantasms
is written™: nor does it understand by species abstract@e wanting to which it may turn.
from things, for it does not then possess organs of senseTo solve this difficulty we must consider that as noth-
and imagination which are necessary for the abstractiorimg acts except so far as it is actual, the mode of action in
species: nor does it understand by means of species, émery agent follows from its mode of existence. Now the
merly abstracted and retained in the soul; for if that weseul has one mode of being when in the body, and another
so, a child’s soul would have no means of understanghen apart from it, its nature remaining always the same;
ing at all: nor does it understand by means of intelligibleut this does not mean that its union with the body is an
species divinely infused, for such knowledge would naccidental thing, for, on the contrary, such union belongs
be natural, such as we treat of now, but the effect of grateits very nature, just as the nature of a light object is not
Therefore the soul apart from the body understands nothanged, when itis in its proper place, which is natural to
ing. it, and outside its proper place, which is beside its nature.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (De Anima i;The soul, therefore, when united to the body, consistently
1), “If the soul had no proper operation, it could not beith that mode of existence, has a mode of understanding,
separated from the body.” But the soul is separated frdiy turning to corporeal phantasms, which are in corporeal
the body; therefore it has a proper operation and above afans; but when it is separated from the body, it has a
that which consists in intelligence. Therefore the soul camde of understanding, by turning to simply intelligible
understand when it is apart from the body. objects, as is proper to other separate substances. Hence

| answer that, The difficulty in solving this question it is as natural for the soul to understand by turning to the
arises from the fact that the soul united to the body cphantasms as it is for it to be joined to the body; but to
understand only by turning to the phantasms, as expdx separated from the body is not in accordance with its
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nature, and likewise to understand without turning to tileose who have a better understanding, unless things are
phantasms is not natural to it; and hence it is united éaplained to them singly and in detail. Now it is clear that
the body in order that it may have an existence and an ap-the natural order human souls hold the lowest place
eration suitable to its nature. But here again a difficulgmong intellectual substances. But the perfection of the
arises. For since nature is always ordered to what is bestiverse required various grades of being. If, therefore,
and since it is better to understand by turning to simpyod had willed souls to understand in the same way as
intelligible objects than by turning to the phantasms; Gagparate substances, it would follow that human knowl-
should have ordered the soul's nature so that the noldeige, so far from being perfect, would be confused and
way of understanding would have been natural to it, ageneral. Therefore to make it possible for human souls to
it would not have needed the body for that purpose.  possess perfect and proper knowledge, they were so made
In order to resolve this difficulty we must consider thahat their nature required them to be joined to bodies, and
while it is true that it is nobler in itself to understand byhus to receive the proper and adequate knowledge of sen-
turning to something higher than to understand by turnisgle things from the sensible things themselves; thus we
to phantasms, nevertheless such a mode of understa®e in the case of uneducated men that they have to be
ing was not so perfect as regards what was possibletaaght by sensible examples.
the soul. This will appear if we consider that every in- lItis clear then that it was for the soul’s good that it was
tellectual substance possesses intellective power by timited to a body, and that it understands by turning to the
influence of the Divine light, which is one and simplphantasms. Nevertheless it is possible for it to exist apart
in its first principle, and the farther off intellectual creafrom the body, and also to understand in another way.
tures are from the first principle so much the more is the Reply to Objection 1. The Philosopher’s words care-
light divided and diversified, as is the case with lines r&illy examined will show that he said this on the previous
diating from the centre of a circle. Hence it is that Gosupposition that understanding is a movement of body and
by His one Essence understands all things; while the seul as united, just as sensation is, for he had not as yet
perior intellectual substances understand by means afxplained the difference between intellect and sense. We
number of species, which nevertheless are fewer and maray also say that he is referring to the way of understand-
universal and bestow a deeper comprehension of thinigg, by turning to phantasms. This is also the meaning of
because of the efficaciousness of the intellectual povilee second objection.
of such natures: whereas the inferior intellectual natures Reply to Objection 3. The separated soul does not
possess a greater number of species, which are less understand by way of innate species, nor by species ab-
versal, and bestow a lower degree of comprehensionstracted then, nor only by species retained, and this the
proportion as they recede from the intellectual power objection proves; but the soul in that state understands by
the higher natures. If, therefore, the inferior substanaegans of participated species arising from the influence
received species in the same degree of universality dishe Divine light, shared by the soul as by other separate
the superior substances, since they are not so strongubstances; though in a lesser degree. Hence as soon as
understanding, the knowledge which they would derivieceases to act by turning to corporeal (phantasms), the
through them would be imperfect, and of a general asdul turns at once to the superior things; nor is this way of
confused nature. We can see this to a certain extenkirowledge unnatural, for God is the author of the influx
man, for those who are of weaker intellect fail to acquiia both of the light of grace and of the light of nature.
perfect knowledge through the universal conceptions of

Whether the separated soul understands separate substances? lag.89a.2

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated so@od alone can enter into the soul; nor by means of species
does not understand separate substances. For the scalbssracted by the soul from an angel, for an angel is more
more perfect when joined to the body than when existisgmple than a soul. Therefore the separated soul cannot at
apart from it, being an essential part of human nature; astiunderstand separate substances.
every part of a whole is more perfect when it exists in that Objection 3. Further, some philosophers said that the
whole. But the soul in the body does not understand seyftimate happiness of man consists in the knowledge of
arate substances as shown above (g. 88, a. 1). There$eqgarate substances. If, therefore, the separated soul can
much less is it able to do so when apart from the body. understand separate substances, its happiness would be

Objection 2. Further, whatever is known is knownsecured by its separation alone; which cannot be reason-
either by its presence or by its species. But separate sably be said.
stances cannot be known to the soul by their presence, forOn the contrary, Souls apart from the body know



other separated souls; as we see in the case of the ashhat of other separated souls. Therefore the soul apart
man in hell, who saw Lazarus and Abraham (Lk. 16:23om the body has perfect knowledge of other separated
Therefore separated souls see the devils and the angebsouls, but it has an imperfect and defective knowledge of

| answer that, Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 3), “ourthe angels so far as its natural knowledge is concerned.
mind acquires the knowledge of incorporeal things But the knowledge of glory is otherwise.
itself"—i.e. by knowing itself (g. 88, a. 1, ad 1). There- Reply to Objection 1. The separated soul is, indeed,
fore from the knowledge which the separated soul hasle$s perfect considering its nature in which it communi-
itself, we can judge how it knows other separate thingsates with the nature of the body: but it has a greater
Now it was said above (a. 1), that as long as it is unitéicbedom of intelligence, since the weight and care of the
to the body the soul understands by turning to phantastgdy is a clog upon the clearness of its intelligence in the
and therefore it does not understand itself save through peesent life.
coming actually intelligent by means of ideas abstracted Reply to Objection 2. The separated soul understands
from phantasms; for thus it understands itself through ttee angels by means of divinely impressed ideas; which,
own act, as shown above (g. 87, a. 1). When, howevieowever, fail to give perfect knowledge of them, foras-
it is separated from the body, it understands no longer tmyich as the nature of the soul is inferior to that of an
turning to phantasms, but by turning to simply intelligiblangel.
objects; hence in that state it understands itself through Reply to Objection 3. Man’s ultimate happiness con-
itself. Now, every separate substance “understands wsiats not in the knowledge of any separate substances; but
is above itself and what is below itself, according to thia the knowledge of God, Who is seen only by grace. The
mode of its substance” (De Causis viii): for a thing is urknowledge of other separate substances if perfectly under-
derstood according as it is in the one who understand®od gives great happiness—not final and ultimate hap-
while one thing is in another according to the nature pfness. But the separated soul does not understand them
that in which it is. And the mode of existence of a seperfectly, as was shown above in this article.
arated soul is inferior to that of an angel, but is the same

Whether the separated soul knows all natural things? lag.89a.3

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated sothereof. Now angels through such species know all nat-
knows all natural things. For the types of all naturairal things perfectly; because all that God has produced
things exist in separate substances. Therefore, as sépdhe respective natures of natural things has been pro-
rated souls know separate substances, they also knowdatted by Him in the angelic intelligence, as Augustine
natural things. says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8). Hence it follows that separated

Objection 2. Further, whoever understands theouls know all natural things not with a certain and proper
greater intelligible, will be able much more to understarichowledge, but in a general and confused manner.
the lesser intelligible. But the separated soul understandsReply to Objection 1. Even an angel does not under-
immaterial substances, which are in the highest degreestz#nd all natural things through his substance, but through
intelligibility. Therefore much more can it understand atiertain species, as stated above (g. 87, a. 1). So it does
natural things which are in a lower degree of intelligibilnot follow that the soul knows all natural things because
ity. it knows separate substances after a fashion.

On the contrary, The devils have greater natural Reply to Objection 2. As the soul separated from the
knowledge than the separated soul; yet they do not knbady does not perfectly understand separate substances,
all natural things, but have to learn many things by lorgp neither does it know all natural things perfectly; but it
experience, as Isidore says (De Summo Bono i). Thekaows them confusedly, as above explained in this article.
fore neither can the separated soul know all natural things. Reply to Objection 3. Isidore speaks of the knowl-

| answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the separatestige of the future which neither angels, nor demons,
soul, like the angels, understands by means of species, separated souls, know except so far as future things
received from the influence of the Divine light. Neverthegsre-exist in their causes or are known by Divine revela-
less, as the soul by nature is inferior to an angel, to whdion. But we are here treating of the knowledge of natural
this kind of knowledge is natural, the soul apart from thttings.
body through such species does not receive perfect knowl-Reply to Objection 4. Knowledge acquired here by
edge, but only a general and confused kind of knowledgtudy is proper and perfect; the knowledge of which we
Separated souls, therefore, have the same relation throsigdak is confused. Hence it does not follow that to study
such species to imperfect and confused knowledge of naterder to learn is useless.
ural things as the angels have to the perfect knowledge
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Whether the separated soul knows singulars? lag.89a. 4

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated sowkersal and individual principles (g. 14, a. 2), so likewise
does not know singulars. For no cognitive power besidesparate substances can know singulars by species which
the intellect remains in the separated soul, as is clear frane a kind of participated similitude of the Divine Essence.
what has been said above (q. 77, a. 8). But the intell@dtere is a difference, however, between angels and sepa-
cannot know singulars, as we have shown (g. 86, a. djted souls in the fact that through these species the angels
Therefore the separated soul cannot know singulars. have a perfect and proper knowledge of things; whereas

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of the singulaseparated have only a confused knowledge. Hence the
is more determinate than knowledge of the universal. Barigels, by reason of their perfect intellect, through these
the separated soul has no determinate knowledge of $pecies, know not only the specific natures of things, but
species of natural things, therefore much less can it knailgo the singulars contained in those species; whereas sep-
singulars. arated souls by these species know only those singulars to

Objection 3. Further, if it knew the singulars, yet notwhich they are determined by former knowledge in this
by sense, for the same reason it would know all singulalie, or by some affection, or by natural aptitude, or by the
But it does not know all singulars. Therefore it knowdisposition of the Divine order; because whatever is re-

none. ceived into anything is conditioned according to the mode
On the contrary, The rich man in hell said: “I have of the recipient.
five brethren” (Lk. 16:28). Reply to Objection 1. The intellect does not know the

| answer that, Separated souls know some singularsingular by way of abstraction; neither does the separated
but not all, not even all present singulars. To understasalul know it thus; but as explained above.
this, we must consider that there is a twofold way of Reply to Objection 2 The knowledge of the sepa-
knowing things, one by means of abstraction from pharated soul is confined to those species or individuals to
tasms, and in this way singulars cannot be directly knowrhich the soul has some kind of determinate relation, as
by the intellect, but only indirectly, as stated above (q. 8&¢ have said.
a. 1). The other way of understanding is by the infusion of Reply to Objection 3. The separated soul has not the
species by God, and in that way it is possible for the intedlame relation to all singulars, but one relation to some,
lect to know singulars. For as God knows all things, uré&nd another to others. Therefore there is not the same rea-
versal and singular, by His Essence, as the cause of woin why it should know all singulars.

Whether the habit of knowledge here acquired remains in the separated soul? lag.89a.5

Objection 1. It would seem that the habit of knowl-destroyed by death.
edge acquired in this life does not remain in the soul sep- On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. liii, ad Paulinum),
arated from the body: for the Apostle says: “Knowledd&et us learn on earth that kind of knowledge which will
shall be destroyed” (1 Cor. 13:8). remain with us in heaven.”

Objection 2. Further, some in this world who are less | answer that, Some say that the habit of knowledge
good enjoy knowledge denied to others who are bettesides not in the intellect itself, but in the sensitive pow-
If, therefore, the habit of knowledge remained in the soeis, namely, the imaginative, cogitative, and memorative,
after death, it would follow that some who are less go@hd that the intelligible species are not kept in the pas-
would, even in the future life, excel some who are bettesive intellect. If this were true, it would follow that when
which seems unreasonable. the body is destroyed by death, knowledge here acquired

Objection 3. Further, separated souls will possessould also be entirely destroyed.
knowledge by influence of the Divine light. Supposing, But, since knowledge resides in the intellect, which is
therefore, that knowledge here acquired remained in tilee abode of species,” as the Philosopher says (De An-
separated soul, it would follow that two forms of the samma iii, 4), the habit of knowledge here acquired must be
species would co-exist in the same subject which canmpatrtly in the aforesaid sensitive powers and partly in the
be. intellect. This can be seen by considering the very ac-

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Praeditions from which knowledge arises. For “habits are like
vi, 4,5), that “a habit is a quality hard to remove: yehe actions whereby they are acquired” (Ethic. ii, 1). Now
sometimes knowledge is destroyed by sickness or the actions of the intellect, by which knowledge is here
like.” But in this life there is no change so thorough aacquired, are performed by the mind turning to the phan-
death. Therefore it seems that the habit of knowledgetésms in the aforesaid sensitive powers. Hence through
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such acts the passive intellect acquires a certain facilitytrary to truth. And thus knowledge may be corrupted by
considering the species received: and the aforesaid seneontrary when a false argument seduces anyone from
sitive powers acquire a certain aptitude in seconding ttie knowledge of truth. For this reason the Philosopher in
action of the intellect when it turns to them to consideéhe above work mentions two ways in which knowledge
the intelligible object. But as the intellectual act resides corrupted directly: namely, “forgetfulness” on the part
chiefly and formally in the intellect itself, whilst it re-of the memorative power, and “deception” on the part of
sides materially and dispositively in the inferior powers, false argument. But these have no place in the sepa-
the same distinction is to be applied to habit. rated soul. Therefore we must conclude that the habit of
Knowledge, therefore, acquired in the present lilmowledge, so far as it is in the intellect, remains in the
does not remain in the separated soul, as regards wdegiarated soul.
belongs to the sensitive powers; but as regards what be-Reply to Objection 1. The Apostle is not speaking of
longs to the intellect itself, it must remain; because, &aowledge as a habit, but as to the act of knowing; and
the Philosopher says (De Long. et Brev. Vitae ii), a fortmence he says, in proof of the assertion quoted, “Now, |
may be corrupted in two ways; first, directly, when coknow in part.”
rupted by its contrary, as heat, by cold; and secondly, indi- Reply to Objection 2. As a less good man may ex-
rectly, when its subject is corrupted. Now it is evident thaked a better man in bodily stature, so the same kind of
human knowledge is not corrupted through corruption ofan may have a habit of knowledge in the future life
the subject, for the intellect is an incorruptible faculty, aghich a better man may not have. Such knowledge, how-
above stated (g. 79, a. 2, ad 2). Neither can the intelligiver, cannot be compared with the other prerogatives en-
ble species in the passive intellect be corrupted by thgiyed by the better man.
contrary; for there is no contrary to intelligible “inten- Reply to Objection 3. These two kinds of knowledge
tions,” above all as regards simple intelligence of “whatre not of the same species, so there is no impossibility.
athing is.” But contrariety may exist in the intellect as re- Reply to Objection 4. This objection considers the
gards mental composition and division, or also reasonirggrruption of knowledge on the part of the sensitive pow-
so far as what is false in statement or argument is cans.

Whether the act of knowledge acquired here remains in the separated soul? lag.89a.6

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of knowledge | answer that, Action offers two things for our
here acquired does not remain in the separated soul. €amsideration—its species and its mode. Its species comes
the Philosopher says (De Anima i, 4), that when the boftpm the object, whereto the faculty of knowledge is di-
is corrupted, “the soul neither remembers nor loves.” Brdcted by the (intelligible) species, which is the object’s
to consider what is previously known is an act of mensimilitude; whereas the mode is gathered from the power
ory. Therefore the separated soul cannot retain an acbbthe agent. Thus that a person see a stone is due to the
knowledge here acquired. species of the stone in his eye; but that he see it clearly, is

Objection 2. Further, intelligible species cannot haveue to the eye’s visual power. Therefore as the intelligi-
greater power in the separated soul than they have in e species remain in the separated soul, as stated above
soul united to the body. But in this life we cannot undefa. 5), and since the state of the separated soul is not the
stand by intelligible species without turning to phantasmsame as it is in this life, it follows that through the intel-
as shown above (g. 84, a. 7). Therefore the separated $igihle species acquired in this life the soul apart from the
cannot do so, and thus it cannot understand at all by intebdy can understand what it understood formerly, but in a
ligible species acquired in this life. different way; not by turning to phantasms, but by a mode

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iisuited to a soul existing apart from the body. Thus the act
1), that “habits produce acts similar to those whereby thef/knowledge here acquired remains in the separated soul,
are acquired.” But the habit of knowledge is acquired hdpat in a different way.
by acts of the intellect turning to phantasms: therefore it Reply to Objection 1. The Philosopher speaks of re-
cannot produce any other acts. These acts, however,rasmbrance, according as memory belongs to the sensitive
not adapted to the separated soul. Therefore the soul inlhet, but not as belonging in a way to the intellect, as ex-
state of separation cannot produce any act of knowledgained above (g. 79, a. 6).
acquired in this life. Reply to Objection 2. The different mode of intelli-

On the contrary, It was said to Dives in hell (Lk. gence is produced by the different state of the intelligent
16:25): “Remember thou didst receive good things in tlepul; not by diversity of species.
lifetime.” Reply to Objection 3. The acts which produce a habit



are like the acts caused by that habit, in species, but ndtereby we act pleasurably. (Cf. Aristotle, Ethic. v, 8:
in mode. For example, to do just things, but not justiiagn. Moral. i, 34).
that is, pleasurably, causes the habit of political justice,

Whether local distance impedes the knowledge in the separated soul? lag.89a.7

Objection 1. It would seem that local distance imin either case a determinate distance would be necessary.
pedes the separated soul's knowledge. For Augustine sakiss is, however, impossible because abstraction of the
(De Cura pro Mort. xiii), that “the souls of the dead arspecies from the sensible is done through the senses and
where they cannot know what is done here.” But thether sensible faculties which do not remain actually in
know what is done among themselves. Therefore lothe soul apart from the body. But the soul when separated
distance impedes the knowledge in the separated soulunderstands singulars by species derived from the Divine

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Divin. Daelight, which is indifferent to what is near or distant. Hence
mon. iii), that “the demon’s rapidity of movement enabldenowledge in the separated soul is not hindered by local
them to tell things unknown to us.” But agility of move-distance.
ment would be useless in that respect unless their knowl- Reply to Objection 1. Augustine says that the souls
edge was impeded by local distance; which, therefore, isfahe departed cannot see what is done here, not because
much greater hindrance to the knowledge of the separatieely are ‘there, as if impeded by local distance; but for
soul, whose nature is inferior to the demon'’s. some other cause, as we shall explain (a. 8).

Objection 3. Further, as there is distance of place, so Reply to Objection 2. Augustine speaks there in ac-
is there distance of time. But distance of time impedesrdance with the opinion that demons have bodies natu-
knowledge in the separated soul, for the soul is ignoraatly united to them, and so have sensitive powers, which
of the future. Therefore it seems that distance of plamequire local distance. In the same book he expressly sets
also impedes its knowledge. down this opinion, though apparently rather by way of

On the contrary, Itis written (Lk. 16:23), that Dives, narration than of assertion, as we may gather from De Civ.
“lifting up his eyes when he was in torment, saw Abrdei xxi, 10.
ham afar off.” Therefore local distance does not impede Reply to Objection 3. The future, which is distant in
knowledge in the separated soul. time, does not actually exist, and therefore is not know-

| answer that, Some have held that the separated saalble in itself, because so far as a thing falls short of being,
knows the singular by abstraction from the sensible. 96 far does it fall short of being knowable. But what is
that were so, it might be that local distance would intecally distant exists actually, and is knowable in itself.
pede its knowledge; for either the sensible would nekttnce we cannot argue from distance of time to distance
to act upon the soul, or the soul upon the sensible, awithlace.

Whether separated souls know that takes place on earth? lag.89a.8

Obijection 1. It would seem that separated souls knowot understand whether his children come to honor or dis-
what takes place on earth; for otherwise they would hakenor.”
no care for it, as they have, according to what Dives said | answer that, By natural knowledge, of which we
(Lk. 16:27,28), “I have five brethren...he may testifgre treating now, the souls of the dead do not know what
unto them, lest they also come into the place of tormentpdsses on earth. This follows from what has been laid
Therefore separated souls know what passes on earthdown (a. 4), since the separated soul has knowledge of
Obijection 2. Further, the dead often appear to the liwsingulars, by being in a way determined to them, either
ing, asleep or awake, and tell them of what takes plaeg some vestige of previous knowledge or affection, or by
there; as Samuel appeared to Saul (1 Kings 28:11). Bu¢ Divine order. Now the souls departed are in a state
this could not be unless they knew what takes place hevéseparation from the living, both by Divine order and
Therefore they know what takes place on earth. by their mode of existence, whilst they are joined to the
Obijection 3. Further, separated souls know what hapvorld of incorporeal spiritual substances; and hence they
pens among themselves. If, therefore, they do not knawe ignorant of what goes on among us. Whereof Gregory
what takes place among us, it must be by reason of logales the reason thus: “The dead do not know how the
distance; which has been shown to be false (a. 7). living act, for the life of the spirit is far from the life of
On the contrary, It is written (Job 14:21): “He will the flesh; and so, as corporeal things differ from incorpo-



real in genus, so they are distinct in knowledge” (Morahot suffer from sorrow, nor do they interfere in mundane
xii). Augustine seems to say the same (De Cura pro Maaffairs, except in accordance with Divine justice.
xiii), when he asserts that, “the souls of the dead have no Reply to Objection 1. The souls of the departed may
concern in the affairs of the living.” care for the living, even if ignorant of their state; just as
Gregory and Augustine, however, seem to be divideg care for the dead by pouring forth prayer on their be-
in opinion as regards the souls of the blessed in heavkalf, though we are ignorant of their state. Moreover, the
for Gregory continues the passage above quoted: “Tdféairs of the living can be made known to them not im-
case of the holy souls is different, for since they see threediately, but the souls who pass hence thither, or by an-
light of Almighty God, we cannot believe that externajels and demons, or even by “the revelation of the Holy
things are unknown to them.” But Augustine (De Cur&host,” as Augustine says in the same book.
pro Mort. xiii) expressly says: “The dead, even the saints Reply to Objection 2. That the dead appear to the
do not know what is done by the living or by their owtiving in any way whatever is either by the special dispen-
children,” as a gloss quotes on the text, “Abraham hashtion of God; in order that the souls of the dead may in-
not known us” (Is. 63:16). He confirms this opinion byerfere in affairs of the living—and this is to be accounted
saying that he was not visited, nor consoled in sorrow g miraculous. Or else such apparitions occur through the
his mother, as when she was alive; and he could not thinktrumentality of bad or good angels, without the knowl-
it possible that she was less kind when in a happier statdge of the departed; as may likewise happen when the
and again by the fact that the Lord promised to king Josiasng appear, without their own knowledge, to others liv-
that he should die, lest he should see his people’s afflieg, as Augustine says in the same book. And so it may
tions (4 Kings 22:20). Yet Augustine says this in doublbe said of Samuel that he appeared through Divine reve-
and premises, “Let every one take, as he pleases, whhitibn; according to Ecclus. 46:23, “he slept, and told the
say.” Gregory, on the other hand, is positive, since he saisig the end of his life.” Or, again, this apparition was
“We cannot believe.” His opinion, indeed, seems to be theocured by the demons; unless, indeed, the authority of
more probable one—that the souls of the blessed who &selesiasticus be set aside through not being received by
God do know all that passes here. For they are equal to the Jews as canonical Scripture.
angels, of whom Augustine says that they know what hap- Reply to Objection 3. This kind of ignorance does
pens among those living on earth. But as the souls of that proceed from the obstacle of local distance, but from
blessed are most perfectly united to Divine justice, they tlee cause mentioned above.



