
Fray Luis de Leön, O.s
OTteDOoOo - the Promises of the Old Law

The fırst PUTrpOSe of thıs modest presentatıon 1s LO make avaılable
ımportant yet hıtherto obscure work of most admırable Augusti-

nlan, Fray IR de Leön 1527 6-1591). More desırable would be
edıtıon of hıs entire cCommentary St; Thomas’ artıcles CONCeErNING
the Old and New Laws LO complement the edıtıon of ST Lucı1ano
Perena. 'Thıs worthwhiıle contrıbution deals ıth the quaestions
law excludıng those of revelatıon, 1.e Summa T’heolograe, 1-LL,
0-88 3 St; Thomas’ cCommentary the Old Law beg1ins ıth Question
99, an Part of thıs and part of the ext question form the subject
matter of Fray ul1ls Commentary 1ın the Notebook. The present and
long overdue publıcation 1S of sıgnıfıcant work of thıs famous Sala-

doetor.
FKour hundred aO, DA March, 1972 FHFray Uu1s de e0on

Was consıgned tO Inquisitorial prıson charges of Judaizing
He Was ONe of three alamanca Hebraıists arrested 21 that tıme. The
others wWeIe Gaspar de Gr1al and Martin Martinez de Cantalpıedra. In
1577 alone of the three, he Was still alıyve to be restored to the Unıiver-
sıty, acquıtted DYy the Suprema Madrıd.

The records of that trıal tell somethıng of the present I1an-

uscr1ipt whıich 18 part of ecture gıven from the Durandus chaır of
theology 1ın 1571 In the opınıon of the earned edıtor of Hray u1s
latın manuscr1pts, Father Marcelino Gutierrez, 0.5 thıs manuscr1pt,
eal Academıa de la Hıstoria 9/2081, fols 176v-187v, represents

1) Fray LvıS LEÖN, De legibus trWo de leyes, 1571 Madrid Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas ), uclano Perena, ed ‚1963

£) A BELL, Inmnis de Leon. Barcelona Aruluce, 1927
MIGUEL ALV. an PEDRO SAINZ BARANDA, eds., Documentos ınedıtos

DAra historia de EsDana, Madrid : Calero, 1847 ols. anı! XI (abbr. Doc. ıned.)
Salvador MuNoz IGLESIAS, Fray Iurs de Leon, teölogo. Madrid CSIC, 1950, 23 56-59
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selection which Fray Luns hımself prepared an submitted LO the
Inquisıtors 4)

Fray Luns’ OW. wrıtten references LO thıs materı1al, Father
Gutiörrez an others ave noted, cCorrespond exactly LO hat 18 COI-

taıned ın thıs fragment. LIt Was (035881 DPaDers he declared to be
hıs OW.: and whıch he had submıiıtted for hıs defense. Though the CODY
18 not 1ın hıs hand, there 18 OnNne ote clarıfyıng pPassage. Thıs, FYFather
Gutiäörrez suggested, 1s iın hıs OW: hand 5) However, hıs scholarly
remarTtTks he makes ote of certaın underscorings and brackets
nes In the Margıns of 102001 of the fohlos whıch indıcate certaın
ATl for specıal attention 6) These H12y well ave een made DYy Inquist-
torj1al authorıties, A thıink most hıkely, though they ma y be Fray
Luns’ even later defacement. The indıcated refer to Fray
u1s dıfferences ıth the Suspect VIeEWS of Gr1Jal whiıch, he stated
Was motiıve for whıich he had submıtte: Tecord of hıs OW. ecture

the disputed pomt.
The orı1ginal lecture, Hray Luis testifıed. W as g1ven before I1NOTITe

than LWO hundred audıtors 8) Yet, only ONne integraJl CODY of the whole
ecture SULV1VeS, and of thıs Father (+utiärrez had, unfortunately,
knowledge. Strangely, he dıd not edıt the fragment which
callıng the Notebook the Promises of the Law ıth the rest of
the maßterıja|] for the publıcatıon of whiıich he Was responsıble. Only
the proposıtions wWerTIe reproduced by 1mMm an they ave appeared
twıce SINCE, 1ın work DY Salvador Mu  NOZ Iglesıas, an ST Perena’s
De leqgrbus ?) 'Thıs Knglısh translatıon 18 the first editiıon of whole
fragment.

I1

The second PUTDOSE 18 IM0 ave 0Ccasıon to make clear Hray Iuns’
OW: ınterpretation of St Thomas the question of the Indıspens-

4) Marcelino (GUTIERREZ, 0.5 « Ksecer1itos atınos de Fr Luis de Leon », La
(Viudad de I)r08, X XC 96- Father Gutigrrez did not identify ıt; by this
number.

MS, eal Academıia de Ia Hiıstoria, 9/2081, fol 178v. his 18 clariıfication of
the ıimportant first, proposıtion wherein Fray Luis agrececs ith Grijal.

1 bıd., fols. 181, 181v., 182
Doc. ıned., v @

GUTIERREZ, loc. v
9) MuNoOZz, loc. C4L. Fray Lmis, De leqgibus, XXX-XXX].
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abılıty of the Decalog and, 31 the Same tıme, the hasıs of the moral
oblıgatıon naturaJl law 1MpOSes. These central questions ATe not easıly
answered by readıng of the part of De leqgrbus edıted by St Perena.

No ONEe, to knowledge, has questioned the authenticıty of
thıs fragment. Yet, the ON1y scholarly attention it has attracted 1n
1a Yy 18 ıts value confirmatıon of the rellabılıty of the
Coımbra manuscr1pt of hıs De leqrbus 10) Its doetrinal ontent has

receıved comment for ıts OW sake beyond hat Fray Lu1s
hımself offered LO the Inquisıtion bDy WaYy of dissoclatıng hımself
from Gryal’s 1e W that the Old Law makes explicıt an hıteral
reference I8 eternal lıfe Sınce thıs fragment 18 no0t random selection,
but Was edıted In thıs form by ıts author, ıts themes deserve specıal
attention. Hor thıs 1TEAaSON also, ave gıven ıt, specıal tıtle

As ST Perena has brought LO lıght, Fray Luns’ MOSsStT orıginal ıdeas
in the treatıse De leqtbus Aare, iın part, 0ccasıoned Dy hıs explıcıt refusal
LO accept the 1e W of Domingo Soto, that JUS gentrum oblıges
sımply because ıt 1s based the natural law of 1645077 11) The objection
1S that ıf it WeTe S the definıtion of natural law and JUS gentvum would
be the and that. result, the Decalog would be dıspensable
by an V sıngle natıon. Thıs, KrTay U1s Sa YS, 18 ımpossıble.

The ındıspensabılıty of the Decalog, the moral Law of Moses, IS
upheld by Fray Luns aN! IS the problem rTeated ın the Notebook Thıs
thesıs W as pomt of agreement Thomists anı Fray u1s argu-
ments favorıng it AIe n0t much dıfferent than those found 1ın Soto
In St T'homas hımself. Hıs Largets ATe the usual ONeS, Scotus an

10) 1 bıd. Another MS, De leqrOus, attrıbuted by Perena LO Hray Luis 1S Vatican
Library, Ottob 1.004 hıs IS partiy illegible.

11) GT Fray Lvıs, De leqgrbus, xlix-Ixvil, SA VE Fray Luis Sa  : « 'To
explain this matter Soto 1n the book De J ustıitia de Jure, SeecıInS tOo distinguish natural
la w TOomM the la w ofnatıons ın thiıs INanNnner the first principles which have een impressed
upoNn human beings by nature itself an which 10DeN know wıithout reasonıing, pertaın
only tLO the natura|l law. The conclusions the other hand which Al thence deduced
pertain to the la w of nations. his opınıon 18 by NO able LO be maıntained : First,
because ıt would result thereifrom that the precepts of the Decalog Iso would be of the
law of nations, because a ]] of them 2A16 coneclusions deduced Dy NECESSAaL Y CONSCHUECNCE
TOM the principles of the natural law by of reasoning. And thıs IS evidently
false anı Al iıt Any polıtical community alone Ca}  S take aWay anı hat
18 of the law of natıons: community the other hand 18 able tO do aWaYy ıth the
precepts of the Decalog an Y of the precepts öf the natural law . My translation. It IS
interesting LO Sec.e Suarez make the SaImne objection (De lege Deo Legıslatore, I 9 1 E
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Ocham The question ın ıtself, however, though celebrated an
debated, 18 not especlally difficult useful », accordıng LO the
author 12)

All Thomists regard the Decalog obligatory and indıspensable
natural law. Soto argued that the Decalog oblıges purely

deduct.on {rom the first moral princıples of 1eAaSON 13) Fray Lu1ns’
objection thıs pomnt indıcates that hıs ınterpretation of St Thomas
o the oblıgatıon imposed 1ın the Decalog dıffers. If the Command-
ments AT dıspensable JUS gentrum, then they ATe dıspensable
natural law for according tOo Soto, both laws AI defined In the Sanmnıe

WaY, eVeEeN ıf 9uS gentvum 18 a ISO posıtıve law Such f1gures A Francısco
Vıtorıia an Melchor an had prevıously reagarded JUS gentvum
obligımg because of posıtıve command, no0t deduced irom moral
1Te4asSson And iın thıs they ATEe SsSecem to dıffer from St; Thomas oes
Hray uls who Seces ıt natural law on1y condıtionally.

An ımportant pomt clarıfıed both bDYy the matter reated in the
iragment an the form ıt receıved by the use to whiıich the author put
it 15 how he Sa the Decalog oblıgatory. Unquetionably the Decalog
1S demand of 164501 for hım But thıs 1s not adequate hasıs ın
V1IECW of hıs erıtic1sm of Soto The key LO hıs 1eW COA  - be found In
the objections Hray Lus levels, n0t 1 Soto, but at Calvın.

It has LO be saıd that Fray U1Ss challenged the theologıcal
doectrine of Soto, hıs OW. teacher. There 1s evidence they WETe on
intımate terms, but Soto Was the Augustinian’s SDONSOT ar hıs academıc
promotion In 1560 ater that Yyearl the NEW doector preached latın
eulogy OVeTr the dead Thomuiust master. So ast Was Soto’s prestige A

theolog1an that ON could challenge ıt an sSee 1n the ote-
book itself examples of the IDan y 0CCasıons when hıs authorıty
invoked 1n defense of FKray Lus’ O W. VIeWS.

Soto 1Ss the INOTe fırmly grounded In St Thomas JUS gentvum.
But, Hray Luns claımed LO be closer LO Aqumas the matter of the
Decalog’s obligatory character. 'Thıs 1s n0% the 0Cccasıon LO diseuss
St, Thomas’ doetrine. 'T'hıs 1s an ATeCa whereın the Augustinlan mMa y

12) ( ınfra.
13) (: Domingo SOTO, De Justıtza Jure Lıbrı Antwerp Nutium, 1567

IJ 5‚ 4, III, l’ In IL, P 3, he Sa ys Nam ılla generalıa praecepta continentur 1n Deca:-
logo, sunt princıpla ın pProx1m18 conclusionibus... Lex Moysi pPer legem Christiı CESSATE

debuit, atque deo OmMNınNO cessavıt.
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well be the INOTe faıthful interpreter of the Common Doctor, ıf the
suggestion wıiıll be permiıtted ere

Hray Lu1s tated that hıs OW: proposıtions conform IM0 the mınd
of St Paul an the saınts an the CONLrarYy ONeS Calvın the heretic
holds 15) Thıs Ha Yy well ave een However, In 1e W of hıs ımportant
dıfferences ıth Soto, the character of hıs Notebook 1s A clear ın the
proposıtions whereby he ıth Gr1jal A ın the one’s that dıffer.
Thus, hıs select]iOons from the ecture De leqrbus Can ave much broader
sıgn1f1cance basıs for hıs defense whiıich 1S Wwhy, thınk, much
addıtional maßterıjaJl Was ineluded Dy hım

The fırst part of the Notebook 18 expheitly attack the VIeWS
of John Calvın regardıng the prom1ses of the Old Law. Calvın s ame

18 iın the Lext. ell In Fray Lu1s’ test1mon y 14) There ATe fıyve
proposıtions of hıs OW. thıs In the thırd, fourth an Hith 1S devel-
oped evıdence of hıs dıfferences ıth Gryal. The fiırst states hıs
agreement ıth hım and the hasıs of hıs OW reply tO Calvın, and LO
Soto’s interpretation of St Thomas. obj]ections ralsed, fıye
of hıch SeceIll be from Calvyın’s Instiututes, AIe met ın large part
by the fırst LWO proposıtıons.

'T’he first States the erucı]1al distinetion whıich Fray ILuns Sa yS Calvın
overlooks. Calvın had asserted that the Mosaıc Law Was the type of
the New Law, In that Law 1NenNn WeTITe promised eternal rewards.
Hray Ius holds that whıle thıs 1s LrUuE, it; o0es not follow that the
Old Law, consıdered apar from faıth ın Christ, dıd not prom1se tem-

poral rTewarTds. He ZOES far Sa y that ıt 18 de fıde that ın the
Law iInNnen WeTe promısed temporal rewards for ıts observance. He notes,
of COUTSEe, that observance of the Law Was possıble only because of
STACE through Ohrıist. But, the account of the observance of the
Law ıtself, such an apar irom DTAaCE, promıse of eternal rewards
Was eVelLr made, but only of temporal OLeS T’hıs W as a ISO GriJal’s V1eCW

OCalvın denies that temporal rewards follow upOoN observance of the
Mosaıc ILaw (Or the Gospel’s for that matter). He sStates thıs ın OoNne

of the sections of the Institutes LO which Fray Lus a lso alludes. How-
eVerlX much the prophets speak of temporal rewards, they dıd It}

14) UNOZ, Fray Imur8,
15) Tbıd. ; Doc ıned., X, 491 -2
16) Infra. John MONEILL, ed. COalvıin : Institutes of the OChrıistian elhqr0N,

Philadelphia : The Westminster Press, 1960 Library of Christian Classıcs,
434-449; I $ 1 9 7E  ©
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Calvın Sa yS, LO hıft the mınds of the people, above the elements of
thıs world » 17) Hray Luns finds objectionable the 1e W that Christian
faıth ınvolves the denı1al of temporal rewarTds.

Fray Lus 18 not interested ın Calvyın only. If temporal rewarTds
WeTe to follow uUuDON observance of the Mosaıc Law, Ar the Cathohecs
held, the question arıses whether the oblıgatıon of the LawI be-

of the consent otf the Hebrews LO the ordınances of God.
sımply because the Commandments WeTe 1n substantıal agreement ıth
those discovered by natural TeAaSOMN needful for temporal well-being ®
In neıther Case would obedience be possıble wıthout T’he pomt
raısed 1s not dırectly concerned wıth thıs theologıcal I1ISssue. KHather
ıt; the moral basıs uPOoN whıch the natural law 1s saıd LO
oblıge Thıs Was also f Issue In the diseussion about JUS gentvum
where Hray Lus rejected the second alternatıve, Soto’s, S ınadequate.

What results {from hıs attack Calvın 18 Hray ILus’ moral GCeN-

SUuTe of ıimplıcatıons both of Calvın s theology an Soto’s natural law
doectrine. Ags We Can SCe, Soto’s arguments about temporal rewards
for the ewWws AL a lso the CONTtrarYy of Fray Lmiıs: proposıtion de fıde
Thıs 18 not because Soto’s 16 W 1s false Rather it; 1S stated A TU
not 3.CCOUNT, of the faıth of the Hebrews, but theır conformıty ı63

la w of naturaJl TeaS0O0N Thus, Soto O€eSs n0T dıffer from Calvın the
ımpossıbılıty of distinet morTa|l claım upon temporal rewards by
Hebrews who fulfıill the Law In Ohrıst. He pomnted 0Out LO the Inquiası-
tıon that LO hold eıiıther CONtLAaTrYy of hıs 1e W 1s to hold that the Gospel
1sS morally tantamount LO Calvanısm. Thus; the Notebook proposed
moral dılemma wherein the only Was to gran the W' of
hıs

Hray ILus pınned hıs lıfe the belhef that the judges ould See

that hıs VIEeWS dıffered from Gr1jal’s essentıal points, and that they
would N0 object LO the key proposıtion whereby he agreed ıth hıs
fellow Hebraıst. If the Inquisıtion approved of hıs doctrine, ıt ould
91 the Samne tıme forever call ınto question the adequacy of Soto’s
version of the moral basıs of the natural law Acquıttal 1MEeans TeCcOMNI-
tıon that the moral basıs of the natural law 1a y indeed ave een
expressed 1ın the consent of the Hebrews LO the Law of God, an not
Just 1ts derıyatıon from LEeASOIL

17) 1 bıd., 447 ; EB 10,
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In the end, Kray Lu1ns’ defense Was hıs moral INNOCENCE, not Just
hıs theologıcal COrTectness He argued for a ]] those who observe the
Mosaic Law In ıts moral precepts. 'Thıs would not be because of hat
STACE adds to theır natures, but because they ave recogn1ized 1n
theır cConvenant the natural lımıtatıons of man’s TeCAason 1n matters of
Justice. T’he sıgnıf1cance of the Notebook 1s that ıt pomts out that
the Inquisition would GITL, morally, ıf n0% theologically, In not recORNI-
ZINg that Christ 1s dıyıne to natura|l desıre of the human
heart.

Later, from the Chair of Bıble, Hray u1ls pıctured God, not INan,
A the aAVENSEI of those who transgTESS hıs Law 18) But, he recogn1ızed
thıs already Iın hıs Notebook, an rested hıs fate uDon 10 Fray Luns’
Was ONe of the few trjals where gTeat morTal 1SSUeSs decıded. Hewer
still Were those after whıch the defendant emerged eTO alıve, hlıke
ÖOrestes Jesus, 1n testı1monYy of od’s blessing. When he publıshed
hıs gTEAT WOrk, De l0s nombres de Urasto, Fray Lus had hımself depieted

Lree spared from the a 19) 'T’hıs devıce also represents hıs 1e W
thaft the demand of the Hebrews for moral equalıity 1n thıs lıfe 1s no0t
dıfferent from that of a ]] Just Men, and that the vVErY survıyval of thıs
iıdeal even the gentiles 1S vindıcatıon both of 1ts truth and that
OChriıst has and rules Inen spirıtually.

411

The thırd PUTDOSE of thıs translatıon IS LO urther document the
fact that ONe of the prımary OUTCEeS of Fray u1ls theology 1S Pıetro
Galatino, O.F.M/’s De Arcanıs Vatholicae Veritatis 20) ave argued

18) Eg eut. Mag Luysur Leqvonensı8 Augustinianz Daivanorum,.
1brorum Prım anpud Salmanticenses Interpretis Onpera VWWÜUTLO Mes. eyusdem omnNıbus

Augustinensium stud2ıo edita. Salamanca Episcopali Calatravae Collegio, 1891-95
Seven ols. L, 60-86 'hıs 1S the Marcelino Gutiegrrez edition.

19) the facsımıile TOM the first; edition (1583) reproduced 1ın Fray Imis LEON,
bras completas castellanas. Felix Garecla, 0.5 ed. Madriıd Biblioteca. de Autores de
Cristianos, 1957 4th edition. LT wo Vols., I! 397

20) 'T’he full tıtle 18 Petri Galatini, OmpDus totus chrıistianae Rerpublicae MAXLME
ulıle, de Arcanıs catholıcae verılatıs, Contra obstınentiam Judeorum nOostrae tempestatıs
yerfidiam T’almud, alıısque hebraicis8s Lıbrıs UD excerpium el %  rıpbcr
hınguarum geENETE eleganter CONgeSsTUM. Ortona Maris : Soncino, 1518 There Are6 Iso edi-
t10Ns8 of 1550 (Basel), 1603 an 1612 (Frankfurt). It 18 referred LO by Suäarez. GEORGE
FoorT MOORE, Notes the Name IHVH 7, ÄAÄmerıcan Journal of T’heology, XII (1908),

34-52 ; Arduinus KLEINHANS, De ıta et Operibus Petri Galatini, O.E. » nto-
Nanum, 1926), 145-197, 327-.356
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ın another place for thıs, but the inc1ıdence of hıs rellance uPpOoN ıt, 18
replete that the documentatıion cannot be called complete 21) Basıc
Part of Hray Luns’ theory of ın the De los nombres de (Urısto
Are found ın thıs book wıll indıcate at, later tıme In connection
wıth hıs possıble influence upOoN Francısco Duarez, Also, the Nom-
bre Pımmpollo LO take example, 1s based the doectrine of ala-
tıno 1s evıdenced by parallel readıng of their Scriptural references
an ComMMentary. Galatıno Was not obsecure wrıter. Thıs book Was

composed LO defend Reuchlın al the request of the KEmperor, Maxı-
mılıam 1 and ıt apparently had the blessıng of the Florentine Pope,
Leo {t Wäas standard SOUTCeEe of Jewiısh lore 6eVEeENl early
174 Century Chrıstian theologJans.

Fray Lu1s’ use of the De Arcanıs 18 attempt tO substantıiate
Cathohe dogma the basıs of the interpretation of Hebraıec relig10u8
materı1al, Bıblıcal, rabbıinıcal an cabalıstie. Some of thıs Tawn
from the Pugro Fıder by the 13th Century Domminican Ramön Martin.
Some 15 other authentiec post-Bıblical Hebraıc materıa|l an SOINe 18
SPUrTIOUS. When read ıth the De Arcanıs 1n the background, Fray
Lus’ theologıcal work takes NeW dımensı1ion. ome of hıs central]
theses, C the Incarnatıon, Are based the theory that the Hebrew
Scrıpture, 1n ıts ıteral S  9 explhıicıtly Ses allegorıes whıch reveal
Chrıistian m ysterles. T’hus the coıncıdence of hıs theory of the Incarna-
tıon an the Scotistie ONne IS eXaCct, but incıdental. In Fray Luıis, the
Hebraıc metaphors the Francıscan VIeW, no% the LTeEeEverse 23) As
he argued ın hıs ecture De Fıde, the Hebrew text sometimes 1s
equ1ıvocal an when the Vulgate takes OlNe meanıng, ıt 1S not dogmatı-
cally certaın and somet.mes the alternatıve meanıng SUppOorts dogmas
of faıth better 24) The Ccase Just deseribed 18 example. And, it IS ONe

21) CG£. Lauw and Apocalypse T’he Moral T’hought of TInur8 de Leon ?-1591).
The Hague : Martinus Nıjho({f, 19792

22) O BERTHIER, Un Maitre Orientaliste du Siecle Raymond Martin,
Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum, VI 1936), 267-311

23) hıs represents conceptua. break between Joachism an Hebraism for Fray
Luis. On (Aalatino’s Joachite VIEWS Sece Marjorie KReeves, T’he Influence of Prophecy Nn
the ater M ıddle Ages Study of Joachism. Oxford : Clarendon, 1969 She SURZESTS,

270.1 an that the Spanish Augustinilans of Fray Luis time WeTrTeC perhaps
Joachites. 'his V1IeEW has to be severely qualified In the ‚Aase of Fray Luis, at least. On
Fray Lmis Christian cabalist, SCE Francois SECRET, Les Kabbalistes OÜhretiens de
Renat8ssance. Parıs : Dunod, 1964, 2924

24) Truysnr Leqgronenst8
also complaint at his trial

Opera, V, 306-315 "I‘his 9xegetica.l VIEW of his Wäas
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that; dates {rom before hıs iImprısonment, when he began to COM DOSC
the De los nombres de Ohrısto. ( In thıs question, he dıffers agaln both
wıth Calvın and the Thomıist, Soto 25) Agaın, hıs LEAa CONCEeEeTN the
moral value of the temporal an hteral meanıng of the Mosac Law.

The Notebook refers LO Galatıno iın SUupport of the T'hırd Propo-
sıt10N. T'hıs 1s the vVeCLY thesıs by which he celaımed dıffer from Gr1jal.
Thus, far from being repudıatıon of Hebraıc viewpomnt, Inquisı-
torjal approval of Hray Lu1s’ thesıs would constitute confırmatıion. of
ıb The fourth Proposition Arg UES that 111el under the Old Law NeW
of eternal rewards for ıts observance PrOveEnN by the hteral
T'he Fıfth and Last, ShOWS that the nature of thıs reward Was not
vealed 1ın the lıteral9 but that ıt; Was known DYy of the athers
of the Old Law LO be the visıon of (A0d 'T’hıs Was no0t because of the
ıteral whıich S5AGes thıs only confusedly aN not by determınıng
thıs precısely ». SInce, the specıfic nature of the reward, accordıng tOo

Hray Luis, 1S found clearly revealed only 1n the New Law 1n the ıteral
how dıd of the athers of the Old LO know it; ® The

aANnSWeTr 1S nO0T detailed ın the N otebook.
Yet, the AaANS WEr 1S suggested by hım ın the reference LO Galatıno

made 1ın another context where Hray Lus Sa yS that the 1EAaSONS for
the Fıfth Proposıtion AT partly the Samne A those of the Thırd, 1.e€
they ATe found 1n (+alatıno 26)

As the famous Augustinıan notes, nothıng 18 openly clearly
sa1ld ın the Old Testament he quoted about the precıse nature
of eternal lıfe But, thıs 1S expressed iın them nonetheless confusedly».
ook 12: chapter O, of De Arcanıs 1S entitled Concerning the Kternal
Reward Which the Just Will Have After the Unıiversal Judgement ».
In the De Arcanıs the famous Swabıan Hebraıist, Johannes Reuchliın
(Capnıon) an Galatıno, the papal chaplaın, ENDATEC 1ın mock discus-
S10 of the VarTIlIOuUsS Hebrew SOUTCES, whıch ıf read by the discerning CYVE,
and In the hıght of ITACE, <hOWw clearly that SOI1E of those who knew the
SECTETtS of the Hehrew Torah of old, knew the truths of the Gospel
INESSasEC by the sSamnmıe hıght Thıs Was before they WerTe externally promul-
gated an preached by Chirst.

The connectı.on between the reference LO Galatıno, the attack
Calvın an by implicatıon uponh Soto’s version of Thomistie natural

25) Oalvin : Instıitutes, 467; I 9 l E}
26) De Arcanıs, XL,
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la w theory, ave theır basıs 1ın the Saine moral princıple hıch 1S a hb-
solutely fundamental ın Hray Luns’ thought. Thıs IS that natural law
cannot be other the hıstorical confırmatıon of faıth In the temporal
pProm1ses and hıteral sSeNnse of the Old Law By hıs reference tOo ala-
tıno, he surely hoped hıs acquıittal WOU. by ımplicatıion, confırm
hıs VIeW before those of hıs natıon 27) The De I08 nombres de Uristo
Was conceived before hıs vindıcatıon, hut, ıt Was only afterwards that
he could, perhaps, publısh ıt 1ın full confıdence.

To conclude. it; has LO be noted that Fray u1ls moral doctrine
the hıstorijcal character of dıvıne revelatıon through Moses.

Thıs 18. however, question about h1ıstory and theology, not about:
morals. Ag have sSecen he dıffers hıstorically ıth Soto who dıd not
accept the Mosaıc Law theophany. And, he dıffers theologically
ıth Calvın who denıed the hıstorical sıgnıfi1cance of the Mosaıc TeEVeEe-
latıon 1ın favor of ıts spritual ON  D

Ir Kray Luns’ belhlıef demonstrated hıstorically hıs mora|l pOosı-
tıon would be, OT COUTSe, confirmed. But, eVeN ıf it; 1s not hıstorically
true, orthodox, long it TeMAINSs logıcal possıbılıty, the
moral princıple 18 less acceptable 1ın that ıt; mMa y be Jegıtimately
hoped for Kecognizing the faıth of the Hebrews, he deeclared hımself
innocent of al possıble erıme agaınst human nature itself. Thıs 1s
what he teaches uSs 1n the Notebook of the Promises of the Old Law

27) It W as because of the fact that he Was of Jewish descent that Fray Luis, though
he denied this, Was liable LO prosecution. Ar Miguel PınTA LLORENTE, 0.5
Fr Lmis de Leoön los hebraistas de Salamanca », Archivo A gustiniano @AA 1952),

548 Fray r  18 farsıghted VIeCEW DO confirmed 1ın definıtive Church actıon.
the deeree Nostra Aetate of the IL Vatican Council, Oetober 2 9 1965, section 'hıs

deeree tOo amount tO repudiation of Soto’s moral theory SINCE the Church depolres
antı-Semitism grounds other than political Nes 0O8Se arısıng solely TOM princıples
of reason, and matter hat i1ts SUOUTrCEe, presumably ‚VE ıts OW)] teachings notwith-
standıng. f thıs WEEI'C merely theological stand ıts position WOou. be meaningless, ıt
not ridieulous.

It should not be forgotten that the theoretical reconciliation of Judaism an
Catholicism WwWas the mMa)]or mora|l problem for large an ımportant part of the Spanish
population ın FTray Luis day an into the 17th Century. Y osef HAYımM Y ERUSHALMI,
From Spnpanısh (ourt L0 Italıan G’hetto, T 8saac (/ardoso Study vn 7En Century Marrıaniısm
and Jewish Amologetics. New orknd London Columbia. Unviersity Press, 1971 The S1m1-
larıties of Fray Luis’ V1ICW ith Sabbatianism, Sebastianism an later Jewish mystical
heresy Are to0O interesting LO be overlooked. Gershom SCHOLEM, Magor T’rends un
J ewıish M ystıcısm, New ork Schocken Books, 1961, 39() he possibility of
historical connection, tOo knowledge, has 1i6Ver been explored.
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[fol 176] THIS ARE TREATED
THE REWARDS TH  e OLD LA  =

By experıenNce they WeIe taught that (+0d W as faıthful ın keeping
promises. Hor they Sa and experienced for themselves a 11 the eMPpPO-
rahlıtıes that happıly Cahnle about often A they kept the law of (+0d
inviıolate. YHKrom thıs Was strengthened both elr and OUTL faıth ın hopıng
wıthout hesıtatıon for the spiırıtual goods promiısed by (10d LO those who
would lıve rightly.

Ag LO the thırd {It 1s asked whether the Old Law imposed only
punıshments and rewarTds of temporal kınd In thıs matter there 18

much orTeater dıfficulty. It 18 LO be noted that the heretic Calvın has
asserted that ın the Old Law there WeTe promised the SAa 111e spiırıtual
an! eternal g0o0dSs whıch WEeIe promısed 1ın the Gospel ; N! that, A

such, thıs Was the SAa111e pact and testament whıch (+0d made ıth
the ews 1ın the Old Law an ıth ın the gospel; and that the
former looked for the Same eternal go0ods from the keeping of the 08SalC
Law whıch hope for from the observance of the gospel ; an that the

only dıfference W as 1n thıs, that the Old Law promised those spirıtual
g0o0dS bYy metaphor, whıiıle the gospel promised the Samıe y00dS iın opeNh
worTds.

1T 18 PIOVEN ferst because of Levıtıcus, and 29 1n the formula
ıtself of the Pact and testament which (}+0d made wıth hıs people. I
they <hould observe the la w imposed DYy hım, he SayS wıll be to

you God, and you wiıll be to people » 1) where ASs ıt Say®S he

promised hımself A reward of the observance of the law And
hıttle below he SayS 31l be (+0d LO YOUL seed after you N wıll
not desert Vou 9 where he pProm1ses that he 1l benefit them and not
fOor an Yy finıte tıme 2) Nor oes he send In8 them happıness that falls
aWaY [fol 2,N' temporal 02015 but perpetual N eternal ONe

which 1s spirıtual hbecause he Says ll not desert, etc
The SaIlle 1S agarın argued 'T’he patrıarchs and the holy 111e who

lıved 1n that law hoped that they would galn spirıtual an eternal
rewards. Therefore the Old 1Law promised them And the foregomg

Levıtiıcus .9 Oalvın Institutes (CJ), In 10,
2) enes1ıs 7! CL, I ‚9 1 E} The words « ll not desert VyOoUuU » do not appPCar

1ın Scripture 1n Calvın. 'The passage598  Fray Luis de Leön, 0.S.A.  [fol. 176] IN THIS NOTEBOOK ARE TREATED  THE REWARDS OF THE OLD LAW  By experience they were taught that God was faithful in keeping  promises. For they saw and experienced for themselves all the tempo-  ralities that happily came about as often as they kept the law of God  inviolate. From this was strengthened both their and our faith in hoping  without hesitation for the spiritual goods promised by God to those who  would live rightly.  As to the third : It is asked whether the Old Law imposed only  punishments and rewards of a temporal kind. In this matter there is  a much greater difficulty. It is to be noted that the heretic Calvin has  asserted : that in the Old Law there were promised the same spiritual  and eternal goods which were promised in the Gospel; and that, as  such, this was the same pact and testament which God made with  the Jews in the Old Law and with us in the gospel; and that the  former looked for the same eternal goods from the keeping of the Mosaic  Law which we hope for from the observance of the gospel; and that the  only difference was in this, that the Old Law promised those spiritual  goods by metaphor, while the gospel promised the same goods in open  words.  It is proven first because of Leviticus, 15 and 25, in the formula  itself of the pact and testament which God made with his people. If  they should observe the law imposed by him, he says: «I will be to  you a God, and you will be to me a people»?), where as it says he  promised himself as a reward of the observance of the law. And a  little below he says : « I will be a God to your seed after you and I will  not desert you», where he promises that he will benefit them and not  for any finite time ?). Nor does he send to them a happiness that falls  away [fol. 176v.] and a temporal one but a perpetual and eternal one  which is spiritual because he says « I will not desert, etc».  The same is again argued : The patriarchs and the holy men who  lived in that law hoped that they would gain spiritual and eternal  rewards. Therefore the Old Law promised them. And the foregoing  1) Leviticus 26 : 12 ?, Calvin : Institutes (CI), II, 10, 8.  2) Genesis 17 : 7; CI, II, 10, 9. The words «I will not desert you» do not appear  in Seripture or in Calvin. The passage « ... below he says » refers to Calvin.el10wWw he Sa ys refers LO Calvın.
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18 proved from Paul Hebrews IL, Says that they hoped for cıtyhavıng foundations of which cıty the archıteet and buıilder 1Ss (G(0d »,an httle below, they who Sa y these thıngs show that they seek
COUNtrYy of theır OW. And indeed had they een mıindful of that 0OUt of
which they Came, they would ave had opportunıty tO return, 10
however they seek better, that 18 heavenly COUNTLY

So thurdly The earned doectors of the ews understood the Law
ıtself an taught others that transgTeEsSSION of the Law incurred
the guilt of double death, namely corporeal and spirıtual. And
they proved 1t; from (+enesis «ın whatever OUT you eat yOou llcdıe the death » 4) ın hıch testımon y there 1s twıce mentıion of
death So ıt 18 sıgnıfıcant that LrTaNSgTESSOTS of the Law Incur
double death, then lıkewise they understood that for the observance
of the Law not only temporal happıness, but the ternal also WasSs LO
be acquıred. And ir Was promiısed to them account of the Law.

HKourth : A€ 18 also argued that 1n the Old Testament, Chrıst 18
promiısed an that iın 1m a ]] natıons ould be blessed, Paul teaches,Galatians D: an that from Christ not only WerTe temporal g00ds to be
hoped IOT, but also, much INOTeEe S spirıtual ONnes 5)

Fafth It 18 also argued that ın the Old Law the iımmortality of
souls Was eXpressed, therefore they NeWw ıth regard LO it g00ds WON1.
be gaıned |fol 177] 1n eternal happıness an evıls ın perpetual M1IserySıixth According tOo Matthew 1 the Jew asked OChrist;
(he sa1ld) by domg hat ll gaın ternal lıfe? » 'To whom Christ
responded, « ıf yOou wısh IN0} galn hıfe keep the commandments »
From thıs question an AaANSWerTr ıt manıfestly remaıns that the ewWws
had knowledge of eternıty and that thıs lıfe Was promiısed LO them bythe observance of the Law

Lastly : It 1Ss argued ın Levıticus 18 It 18 sald, « keep M Y laws
and Judgements, which INnan domg wıll lıve 1ın them 8) 1n which placethe Chaldaiec Paraphrastes adds 1ın eternıty Therefore from the Law
an ın the Mosaıc Law there WeIe promısed eternal g00ds

Hebrews 11 1 » 14-16; OCI, IL, l >
enesi8 } CL, I 9 1 5 14? 'his text 18 not used by Calvin.
Galatians 23-29; CL, IL, 1 E}
CI, I 9 10,4
Matthew 16-17.
Leviticus “& © These LWO objections (6 do not aPPECAaT ın Calvin an AaTe

TOomM SsSome other
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Wıth regard to the explicatıon of thıs matter 1% to be noted
forst that 14 OoONne thıng whether the Old Law there ATe promiısed
eternal go0ods and spirıtual ONes reward for the observance of the
08Sa1C Law But 1 another ask whether the Old Law there
an Y entlıon of these spirıtual an eternal gıfts being sought through
the observance of the Mosaıc Law nother 1Te€4asON

Also, 16 ONe thıng LO ask whether eternal g0o0ds of thıs kınd
WeIe promi1sed the Old Law another however whether the fathers
of the Old Testament had knowledge of OSse g0o0ds And
when 1% to be asked whether spirıtual g0o0ds WeTe promısed the
Old Law 'Thıs Ca  - be understood LWO W namely, whether they
WeTIie promised the ıteral ODEN an plaın words whether
they WerTe promısed the spirıtual through the {1gures an
shadows of corporeal thıngs.

Second, ıt IK LO be noted that the Mosaıc Law. properly speakıng,
dıstinguıished from faıth I Ohrıst. oug the Mosaıc Law PT6E-

fıgured [fol Arıs an prepared 1Nenl for TEGCELVINS the faıth
of OChrıist hıs L1ıme and although the tıme of the Mosaıc Law
there Was command of belıeving and hopıng Ohrıst nevertheless
that precept and that vırtue of faıth dıd not pertaın tO the Mosaıc
Law but the gospel

T’hıs LO be pTOVEN 1ITS because before the Mosaıc ILaw there
Was command of placıng faıth and hope Chrıst because St Paul
openly declares Hebrews 13 that Jesus OChrıist yesterday an today
an he forever » because past present and future imes faıth of
hıs salvatıon Was NECESSALY Thıs proved because St; Paul openly
distinguishes faıth from the Mosaıc Law A 15 PIOVEN Romans
10 however independently of the Law ]ustice has een manıfested

attested LO by the Law and by the Prophets, the ]Justice of (30d through
faıth Jesus Christ » 10) And urther (he says), excluded ı hıs
glory, through hat Law ® Of works ® No, but through the law of
aılth » 11) Here openLy he calls the Mosaıe Law law of wOorks, and
distinguıshes 160 from the la w of faıth And chapter of the SAame

epıstle he o0es the Samle, an a lsOo (1alatıans where he Sa yYS

Hebrews
10) Romans 1 2
11) Romans ”7
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because the Law Justifies ONne before God, ıt 18 manıfest because
the Just INnan ves by faıth 12)

T’hırd, ıt 18 LO be n0TtTe that read that 1n the Old Testament
(+0d twıce made pact and venan ıth ImMen, first ıth Abraham,second wıth the Jewish people at the tıme the Law Was g1ven. Thıs
St, Paul openly enough shows LO be the Case 1ın G(Galatıans for of
the fırst CONvenan ıth Abraham he Sa YyS, promıses made to
Abraham » 13) of the second Covenan ıth the people, he SayS, the
Law whıich afterwards |fol 178] Was made four hundred an thırtylater, 0€eSs not annul LO make the promıse vold » 14) Of
the fırst clear menti.on 1s Genesis Z he Sa S, a ll natıons wıll be blessed
ın VOUT seed, because you ave obeyed VOlCe » 15) Of the SecCOoNd,there 1S mentıon 1n KExodus 24, where after Moses DSaVE IM0) the ews
the entire dıyıne law, an the people promısed they WO1L obey it,the ovenan Was ratıfıed ıth the kıllıng of the vicetım an the

the Law
spreadıng of hıs blood the altar an the people an! the book of

In the prıor Covenan there WeTIie promised tOo the faıthful Abraham
an IK8) those who would ımıtate hıs faıth salvation, blessing an Justicean then al] those g00ds which, through Chrıst, wWeIre to be conferred
uDon the faıthful So eaches St; Paul, Galatjians sayıng, 'To bra-
ham were gıven the promiıses 9 namely of salvatıon an Justice an he
added, and tO hıs seed. He oes not Sa y LO seeds A LO IMNany, but
of ONe, an VOUTr seed whıich 1S Christ 16) And 1n the second venan
there WeTITe promısed to those who would keep the Mosaijic Law the
peaceful pOossess10nN of the Holy Land, an the affluence of temporalg00ds SO, through EKExodus 28 where after the Law had een TrTead LO
the people (when the Covenan Was ratıfıed) ıt 18 sald, yOou wıll
the LOI‘d God, ll bless yOUTr bread and water an 311
take infırmıty from YVOU, an! 1ın VOUTr land wıll be
unfruntful MISCAITY, and 11 1INcreAse the number of VOUr days 17)These thıngs establıshed, KIRST PROPOSITION In the Mosaıc Law
an In the wrıters of the Old Testament, neıther 1n the

12) Galatians 11
18) Galatians
14) Galatians Kl
15) -enesis
18) Galatians
17) Kxodus 25-.26
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iterai 1LOTL iın the spirıtual WeTe there promiısed ternal [fol
178v.| and spirıtual g00ds reward for the observance of the Mosaıc
Law such, but only temporal g0o0ds 18)

'Thıs proposıtion thınk, ought LO be held de fıde St; Paul states
the Same clearly and confırms ıt Faırst, 1ın Romans 4, he Sa yS, the
promise LO Abraham an hıs seed WaSs not made aCCount of the
Law, that it miıght inherıt the world but through the Justice of
Taıth, for ıf the heirs of the Law AIe the keepers of the Law, ıf they
ALe heırs, faıth 1s 1ın aın an the promise 18 abolhshed. The Law works
wrath 19)

In thıs place, which 18 dıfficult, St; Paul affırms fırst that which
SaYy, namely, that the inherıtance of Justice 1n the present an of

eternal lıfe 1ın the future lıfe 1s no0%t promiısed {rom the observance of
the Law of Moses furthermore ıt 18 PILOVEN in S WaYy, because thıs
promi1se of heredity Was from the observance of the Law of Moses, ıt
would follow that those promises would be PUy an vaın, that 1S,
would be produced ın effect; because the Law of Moses does not
produce helps an DTAaCE for ıts OW. observance.

That law, of ıtself, Was able to ave een observed properly
unless from wıthout. That 18; unless ıt, had help from faıth and from
STACE, ONne would ave een able LO COMMe 78 heredity {rom the obser-

of the Law ıtself. SOo, because the Mosaıc Law neıther sShOWs 191028

1s able LO sShOWwW INa  z ITACE an the NECESSALY ]Justice for ıts observance,
there Was not posıted ıfe eternal. Neıther Was the promise made because
of ıts observance, because ıf ıt WeIe ıt would ave een futile and useless

ıf OINeONe WeIie tO prom1se gTeAt amount of gold tOo hım who could
OUC the Sky wıth hıs finger. And St. Paul adds ımmediıately, [fol
1479] T’herefore {rom faıth, namely, the prom1se 1S made the promıse
of the hıghest Was made ıM0) a 11 the seed » 20) 'T’hat 1S the promıse
of salvatıon an attamıng eternal heredıty 1s no%t made tOo those who
should observe the Mosaıc Law, whıch ONe could observe from the
strengt of the Law ıtself. But the promıise Was made to those who
placed theır faıth, hope an love 1ın Christ the Lord, because hıs
lıving faıth brings DTACE LO the beheving, LO the Sa1Ile oes he CONMN-

18) By such 11621 by not including ın ese observances the faith of Christ,
which faıth sald pertaıns LO the evangelical law. [This note 18 In Kray Luis’ hand.

19) Romans 13-14
20) Romans
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cede the rıght to eternal heredity and especlally the POWEIS LO ulfill
the laws. HFrom the perfect fulfillment of these by faıth an! love they
acqulıre INOTeEe rıght LO heirdom, an the Samlle follows, 1O;; ONe 18 led LO
effect and to SUCGcESsSs

Also, secondly, 1ın Galatıans 3, Paul Sa yS, Now INean thıs
the Law which W as made four hundred an thırty later [915 not
annul the Covenan hıch Was made by God, LO make the promise
o1d Kor ıf the rıght LO inherıt be from the Law, 1t 18 longer from
the promıse 21) In thıs place, St. Paul also argzues that (+0d confırmed
the testament, 1.e he made pact wıth Abraham promisıng LO hım an
to those who would iımıtate hıs faıth that he would g1ve salyatıon an
eternal lıfe ın Christ an through OChrıst. This pact and thıs promise
Was not repealed, 1.e€ changed and made vold, through the Mosaıc
Law which W as poster10r LO thıs promiıse by four hundred an thırty

But, the pr10T promise would ave een volded, 17 from the
observance of the Law of Moses ıtself there would ave een promiısed
heredity of salvatıon and of eternal] lıfe Therefore, ıt Was not promiısed.

Also, thırdly, Paul, Hebrews Y SaYyS, « reprobatıon Was of the
preceding Law because of ıts ınfırmıty an uselessness, for the Law
produced nothing to perfection : the introduection of better hope
however through which approac (+0d 22) Therefore from the obser-

of the Mosaıc Law, properly speakıng, I1NenNn ıd not COTNEe ecloser
LO God, that 1S, LO eternal spirıtual g00ds

So chapter of the Samne epıstle tOo Sa V MmMOost aptly 10

(he says there 18 better lot an minıstry also there 1S medıator
of better Covenan because ıt 18 sanctifiıed ın better promises » 23)
But the New Testament would not truly be sa1d LO be 1n better
prom1ses ıf 1n the Old Testament there Was the promıse of eternal lıfe
{rom the observance of the Mosaıc Law Therefore the SsSamne LEeCaSON-

ably 1S argued, that the Mosaıc Law Was not able LO bring Inan LO
an Justice ıt follows from Paul ın mMan y places. And 1n hıs place
wıll Sa Yy, therefore, 1t W as not able to bring them LO the prıze of eternal
and iımmortal hfe Hence even the Law of Moses, by LEASON of ıts OW.

Observance, W as not able LO bring Inen LO the rewarTds of eternal lıfe
Therefore such reward W as not promised DYy the observance of the
Mosaıc Law because the promise would ave een frustrated an o1ld

21) Galatians 1718
22) Hebrews 18-.19
23) Hebrews
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So, Lastly, ave proved ıt; from the test1mon y of the saınts.
In the fırst place St; Jerome, (zalatas D, Says that carnal blessings
WerTe offered those keeping the Law, namely, because ıf they would
ave kept ıt, they would ave een happy 1n theır cıty an ın theır
fıelds We however wısh LO ave value 1n Chrıst, LO whom no%t Lem-
poral but eternal kıngdom 15 promised. So St; Augustine 1ın the
Questions | fol 180) of the Neuw anıd Old Testament, the Law gıven by
Moses had Justice, but earthly ONEe, the keepers of the Law WeTe

Just In present thıngs. Whence the Apostle Says that the Law 1s not
{from faıth, but whoever keeps it; wıll hlıve ın them, that 1n keeping the
law he 111 not dıe, but lıves ın the present Justice however which 18
from faıth Justifies InNnen ıth God, and they wiıll be rewarded 1n the
future 24) And the Crty of G(God (bk 18, chap. I4) SaysS that it; 18
called Old Testament because 1t, has earthly prom1ses and there Was

the future New Testament through Jesus Chriıst ın whiıich the kıngdom
of heaven Was promısed He teaches the Samne 1ın Agarnst Faustus the
Manaıchee teachıng that the promıi1se and the rewarTds of eter-
nal lıfe pertaın only to the New Testament So teaches St Basıl the
1st. chapter of Isaıah, and St; Thomas chapter of Hebrews, Sa yS,
«that 1ın the words of the New Testament there 1s CX PIESS mentıion
an promıse of the future g0o0ds but not 1n the Old, but clearly only
of the carnal ONes Soto holds thıs cleaTly, In HErrstolam ad ERomanos,
chapter 4, and Justatrıa el Jure, 1E S, nlt art. 25)

But OIleoONe 111 agaınst thıs I5 from the observance of
the Mosaıc Law there WasSs not gıven eternal lıfe, then that Law Was

ımposed wıthout whiıle being oreatly laborious an full of works.
It 1S ferst| argued 1ın denyıng thıs, however, that that Law Was

ımposed St Paul SaySs, (+alatıans 8 « because OT transgrTess10Ns »,
1.e (as hrisostom eaches ın the Samne place) 1t W as 1mposed that
ıt; ould not be allowed for the ews the lıve hatefully and LO fa l iınto
extreme [fol eviıl. But the Law W as gıven LO them LO TInNg
about change, instructing an organızıng them and prohıbıtıng
transgressiOoNs. So ıt; W as imposed A would be teacher instructing
that people whıch Chrıist would COMme And ıt; Was 1imposed, (as

24) Augustine, Quaestiones HKxtraque Mixtam, Pars Secunda, UB ( Migne,
Patrologıa Latına, 35,

25) Ominicı de SO  S In Emnrıstolam Daivz Paulı Romanos (Vommentarı:
Antwerp Steelsius,
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Augustine teaches ın 0o0k of the Expnposıtvon of the Emstle LO the
Galatıans, an ook of the New and Old L’estaments, 102, and
LYaCclatus I In Joannıs Evangelvum) that prou people would be
taught, by the experiıence of thıngs ıtself, of theır OW infırmıty
an stupıdıty ın the observance of the Law Thus, ıt would be umı-
hated an would, unrehant ıtself, place ıts hope an faıth 1ın Chrıst
the Lord

Second, ıt; 18 argued that to observe that Mosaıc Law an y
part of ıt; Wäas g00d work because that Law W as dıvınely o1ven.
Therefore SINCE ıt could happen, by havıng and by (}+0d command-
ıng ıt,; that thıs work WasSs mer1ıtor.10us of eternal lıfe an that eternal
lıfe be acquıred an prepared by the observance of the Mosaıc Law
{ thıs argumen should respond that 1t; has be noted that the

observance of the Laws 18 to be consıdered 1ın twofold WaYy In ON‘

WaYy, [there 18] that solıtary an are observance ıtself of the Jawse
whıch properly pertaın LO the Mosaıc Law wıthout al y ad]unet.
In another WaYy the observance of that Law ca  w be consıdered Joıned
ıth the faıth of Chrıst, that the observance of that Law would be
pursued from faıth ın Christ and from DTAaCE an Justice whıch 18 COIN-

pared, through that faıth, ıth the love of Chrıist. Thus, SaYy, that
Dy consıderıng the observance of the Mosaıc Law 1n the fırst WaY, ıts
observers dıd nothıng toward the eternal sald above. But,
nevertheless, [fol 181| they ollowed ıt 1n order not LO fa l into that
condemnatıon of the Law, namely that condemnatıon would remaın
1n .11 that 18 wrıtten ın the book otf that 1.aw And they ollowed hat
18 sald elsewhere, namely, whoever dıd those thıngs would lıve 1n them,
that 18, avold morta|l death ıth whıich the LraNSsgTESSOTS of the Mosaıc
Law WerTe affected wıthout rTemM1SS1ON, St Paul expounds 1ın Romans

N! St; Thomas teaches 1n the cCommentary that place.
But Dy consıderıng the observance of the Mosaıc Law In the second

WaYy, Joıned ıcn faıth of Christ an through Christ assısting, the
Mosaıc Law Can be perfectly fulfilled In thıs WaYy the observance of
that Law Was mer1tor10us both of eater ITACE an greater Justice,
but not much because of the Mosaıc ILaw ıtself A because f the
law of faıth an the gospel latent ın 1t 26) HKrom thıs those works of
the Mosaıec Law took W an value, 1ın which ıt, 18 that St.
Paul SayS 1ın Romans D, that doers of the Law wıll be Justified ıth

26) These key sentences Ar’c underscored.
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(+0d 'fhis he saıd concernıng the perfect observance of the Mosaıc
Law {rom faıth 1n Christ an from STaCE., These thıngs Arl e compared
through that faıth wıthout whıch the Mosaıc Law W 4A5 not able to be
fulfılled, St, Augustine SayS 1n the book, De Spırıtu el Tattera,
chapter And Nicholas of Lyra Says the Samnmne the 18th chapter
of Levıticus, that, the ]Justice of the Law wıthout observance of the PLE-
CEePTtS 18 inefficatıous for galnıng anythıng eternal an spirıtual unless
faıth 1s Joıned. Thiıs, INOTEe clearly, Augustine Sa yS 1n the book De
Spırıtu el Latera, chapter

SECOND PROPOSITION : The Mosaiic Law WasSs the fıgure of the
evangelıcal law an temporal rewards promiısed iın that Law [fol V
WerTe y pes of the eternal rewards whiıich AT e gıven from the evangelıcal
law.

So teaches St, Paul, Hebrews 10, «the law havıng (he Sa ys
shadow of the future thıngs, not theır lıkeness ıtself » 27) So St
Augustine teaches ın the Caty of God pO; chapter I, an he Sa yS ıt
clearly 1n Agavnst FKFaustus the Manaıchee, chapter

But SOINeONEeE 111 Sa y i those earthly rewarTds of the Mosaıc Law
WeIie the ypes of the eternal rewards then ıt ollows that 1ın the Old
Law, especıally 1n the spirıtual 9 the eternal rewards WeTe DTIOoO
ised agamst that whıch Was sald.

Thus, deny that iın the Old Testament that eternal rewards
AIe promiısed ın an Yy whether spirıtual hıteral, from the A
of the Mosaıc Law and from ıts observance such. We do not however
deny that ın ıt there ATe promiısed an prefigured eternal rewards
through Christ an through followıng the law of OChrıst.

THIRD PROPOSITION : The athers of the Old Testament an the
saınts who lıvyed ın that Law had knowledge 3, the faıth of the eternal
rewaTds of the other lıfe

HFaırst| St; Paul PTIOVES thıs CONSCYUENCE (Hebrews 11 ın a 11 that
chapter ıth Man y examples being drawn from ıt; ıtself. Paul Sa ys ın
the SAaAI1e place that faıth of OSe thıngs W as NECESSaLY in those holy
111e  S for Justice and salvatıon. So secondly, Machabees { those Martyrs
the Machabees clearly sought tO hope for eternal lıfe for themselves
an others. See Galatıno, o0k 12, chapter 28)

27) Hebrews 'his Proposıition 18 marked for attention In the margın.
28) Petri Galatinı, De Ärcanıs (Jatholıcae Veritatis, (Ortona; hiıs paragraph

an the previous LWO Are marked for attention.
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But SOIL1eEeONE 111 ask whether those holy Inen had knowledge
of those eternal rewarTds from that hıch 18 1ın the Old Testament 1n
clear words and whether ın the ıteral there Was INOTEe clear
mentıon of them It 15 asked whether 1ın the Old Testament
they werTe indıcated and promised only In the spirıtual [fol 182|]
whıich spirıtual they understood. In thıs perhaps ıt; 18 possıble LO
speak of both wıthout danger. But for there 18 distinetion.

Whence 1s the FOURTH PROPOSITION The faıthful an go0od 1Nnen

followıng SOINe eternal an spirıtual reward but confusedly an
not by determining thıs precısely. That reward IN0 INe expressed
enough ın the hteral of the books of the Old Testament 29)

It 18 proved 1n Isaıah 64, « the CYVE has not S6611 wıthout Vvou
hat you ave prepared for those lovıng 30) So, Isaıah 31)
Israel 1s greeted ın the Lord ıth ternal salvatıon. And (+enesıs 15;

AIı protector and yOUTr rewarTd 1S NOr eat» 32) and Danıel
12, 1S Open test1monYy, an Man y of those who sleep shall awake, SOT1L6
In eternal lıfe, an others in eternal punıshment » 38) And there 1S
Toblas 4, indeed POOTI ıfe undergo but INan y g00d thıngs wıll,
ave ıf fear (+0d 84), and Wısdom 2, the IMp10US sa1ıd these thıngs
an they do not NOW the counsels of (+0d and do not hope for the

of Justice, 161028 do they Judge the honor of the holy sonuls » 3::)
hıch honor he takes noble ın the hıghest degree. In thıs 18 put
openly both the ımmortalıty of souls an that; the holy souls after lea-
ving the body AT LO ave honor reward.

Lhe AST PROPOSITION : 'That the ternal reward of the Just 18
the vısıon of (+0d an hat that 18 Was known to SOINe of the athers
of the Old Testament although where 1n the Old Testament 1s 1t;
expressed 1ın the lıteral S  9 but only ın the New

'Thıs proposıtion 18 PrOven 1n that the places whıch speak openly
of the eternal reward in the Old Testament ATe those which above
Proven by us |fol V In these places nevertheless nothıng 18 openliy

29) 'his Proposition 18 partly underscored.
30) Isajah
31) Isajah
32) enesis
33) Daniel
34) Tobias
35) Wisdom 2
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saıd by which it Oan be known that the reward consısts In the v1sıon
of (+0d hat and how it; mMa y be, therefore [the conclusıon follows].

REPLY TE  ©> ÄRGUMENTS. As tOo the wWSi from those places of
Levıticus the sSa1I1ne 18 nevertheless sıgnıfıed 1n those words and that
form of speakıng, that (+0d 18 the future protector an defender and
provıder of g00d thıngs of that people ıf the people remaıned ıIn hıs
Law.

The secon.d 18 PTrOVEN DYy conceding the antecedent an denyıng
that ıt follows from ıt; that those go0ods whıch they hoped for WeTe

promised to them from the observance of the Mosaıc Law
The thırd 18 PrOVEN first because ıt o0es not profit aln yONE, For

ıt 18 much greater an diffijeult LO deserve than LO be oblıged.
Second, ıt 1S Proven ıf those Mosaıc awWws WeTe consıdered only insofar

they WeTe certaın precepts lıke eıvıl ONes posıted for that people
for protecting the good of the commonwealth, ıf SaYy, they WeTe COIN-

siıdered 1ın thıs WaY, from the transgrTess1on of those precepts the trans-
properly WeIe gıven temporal punıshments for it

Fourth, Ar IS conceded totally that ın the Old Testament OChrist
1s promiısed and that he Was to gıve en salvatıon. It from thıs
not LO follow that there would be promiısed eternal rewarTds {rom the
observance of the Mosaıc Law, and no0t from the observance of that
Law especlally the eESTLAatOT hımself Care properly LO Save SINNeTS
and, Paul teaches, he includes a.1] uıunder the pact he W as mercıful
LO all

Fıfth, ıt 1S completely conceded, but nevertheless it oes not follow
{rom ıt that eternal rewards WeIe promised from the observance of the
Mosaıc Law, but INOTe from the law of faıth

STxth, from Matthew 19; ıt; 1S sa1ld NO that the Mosaıc ILaw
together ıth the faıth of Christ Was ahble tO be [fol 183|] mer1tori0us
of eternal lıfe

Seventh and last, it 1S proven from Levıtıcus that eternal ın
Scrıpture somet.mes 1S taken for long and extended tıme. Secondly,
ıt; 18 PTrOVEN because the interpretation of St Paul of the Chaldaiıe
Paranhrastes 18 be brought out. And wrıtten, it 1s saıld by St Paul
hat 18 sald there, namely «whıch 10a domg these thıngs 11 lıve 1n
them », 1s interpreted of temporal lıfe, and 1f ONe would a Vvo1d death
he would Sa y b
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THE PARTICULAR FOLLOW
CONCERNING /H THOMAS)

ESTION 100

As IM0 those thıngs whıich St. Thomas SayS from the fırst to the
eventh artıcles inclusıve there 1s nothıng LO be Sald, but only SsSee the
bext of St, Thomas.

It 1s doubted whether those ten TecePtsS ATe dispensable by (+0d
St; Thomas’ Sth artıcle 18 thıs an indeed there AT VarTl0Ous OpIN10NS
about ıt Scotus ın IL: öl questvo UNICA, SaYys that; the LWwWO first precepts
of the fırst table A indıspensable. It 1S N0Te: that the keeping of the
Sabbath an the rest of the second table ATe dıspensable Dy (3+0d Duran-
dus, however, 1ın 1, 47, 4, SayS that a ]] the precepts of the Decalog ATe

indıspensable eXCcePTt the ONe, namely, Do not kıall » an the precept
of honoring parents St Thomas nevertheless Sa yS that a ll those PTE-
CEPTS of the Decalog whether of the fırst second tables AT indıspen-
sable and expecılally because they ıntrinsıcally contaın the VeELY order
and rectıitude of Justice. And, although thıs question 18 celebrated
1n the school and debated enough, nevertheless f ell consıdered nel-
ther 1S ıt; especlally dıfficult 107r useful.

Therefore, thıs forst] it; 185 briefly to be noted that the notıon
of Just an g00d right 1s able LO be consıdered an commanded
under general notıion. namely, let ONne CT un]ustly ». [fol

No OoONne should vıolate another’s rıghts Nevertheless such 1s no0t found
an 0e€es not exıst eXcept in partıcular act]1ons and ın certaın asSpects
of them 1t 1S thus NECESSALCY that the notıon of g0o0od and Just Öa  z by

be separated from these NOT from CONTtIarYy thıngs the notion
of the evıl an un]ust. And therefore, ıt; 1S these actı1ons that ATe for-
bıdden commanded iın partıcular.

For 1n thıs matter Ocham IS not LO be heard who In IL, 19,
sald that nothıng 1s evıl that God, by commandıng and dıspensing,
cannot make g00d, eVvVen the hatred of (+0d ıtself. Thıs SeEEINSs LO us

VeELY absurd that ıt 1S unworthy otf hat mentıon ıt has N hence
how Cal it be understood that Er 1S g00d LO hate the hıghest g00d and
greates rectitude ® And wıthout doubt, whoever Sa yS thıs must CON-
cede that it; Can be the s5a1m1ne LO be both frıend an of (4+0d
T ONCe frıend because hıs 111 18 followed an especlally because
One follows ıt ıth hatred. And surely, ıf (+0d 18 ahle LO command
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Hf for ofhers that they do ıt, a 1s0 it would be possıble that he could do
it; whiıich 18 mMmOost false for (+0d necessarıly loves hımself, and ıt 1s
sald, Timothy Z (+0d 1s faıthful and 18 not able to deny hımself » 36)

Second, ıt 1s LO be noted that tO dıspense ın law S: ıth the notıon
of la w remaınıng 1n varıecd thıngs, to take somethıng In partıcular
from the oblıgatıon of law T'he law CEeAaSES, namely it 18 declared that
there 1s W' ın that partıcular OCase an event because the Samıe

notion of law 0€S not remaın. ın ıt
These thıngs establıshed, the HIRST PROPOSITION 18 T’hat general

precept, namely Do not 2,.C1 un]ustly », LO each 0)8[ ATe hıs rıghts
due, an LO be observed 5 18 not [fol 184| dispensable.

T‘hıs 18 proven manıfestly for ıf 1ın general ıt WeTie heıt LO 2,C1

jJustly already ıt, would follow that un]ustly 1s un]ustly. And ıf ıt;
thus permiıtted ın general tO violate the rıghts of others already
equıty would be un]ust an manıfestly there would follow LWwoO contra.-

dıctory thıngs, namely, that the SaIne thıng would be against FrecasıOnN,
an accordıng to 1EASONN because unequal an un]ust.

SECOND PROPOSITION The not.ıon of the ]Just of the partıcular
actıon 1n which ıt; 1s due and inseparable 1s not dispensable because it;
ıt; manıfestly not the SaMıe thıng LO dıspense both 1n the partıcular of
thıs precept aN to dıspense ın that generalıty, namely, Do not CT

un]ustly
If SOI1lle actıon 1ın partıcular 18 necessarıly un]ust aN! violatıon

of the law an equıty of Chrıst, to dıspense 1ın ıt; would be much
to make ıt un]ust tOo be Just, and al ONCe it; would be agreeing an
disagreeing ıth 16245011

THIRD PROPOSITION All ten precepts of the Decalog AIe Indıspens-
able

Thıs 18 PIrOVEN In that eVEIl sıngle precept of them has inse-
parably econnected aN Jomed the notion of the due an the Just.
Namely, the precepts of the fırst table AT e of that whiıich 1S due IN0} God,
an of the second tahble of that whiıich IS due one’s ne1ghbor.
Therefore, to dıispense iın ese would be LO make ıt; heit LO .61 un]ustly
and heıt LO vıolate obligatıons and the rıghts of others, agalnst that
whıch WasS sa1ld. And the antecedent 1S PrOVenN because the notion of
the ]Just consıdered iın general demands that reasonably there Ö  S be
taken {rom ONe iın ıfe hıs rıght, but that thıs notion 1S present an 1s

36) Timothy
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inseparable 1n it; that OoOnNne 1s not LO steal, not tO commıt adultery,
etc Therefore [fol V ıt cannot be that ıt 1s heıt to aCTt agaınst ıt

That it; 1s NECESSATCY 18 PTOVeEnN because LO steal necessarıly 1s LO
accept another’s g0o0ods Ar actual Reasonably, therefore, the
notion of Just 18 ınseparable iın that which 18 not LO steal The Saminle 18
PIrOVEN 1n general of a ]] the TEeCcEPTS of the Decalog. Thus the affırmatıve
TEeCEPTS of the Decalog do not command that gy1ve hat 18 owed to
(+0d an ne1ghbor 1n an y partıcular WaY, but they command that ı4
be one Iın that tıme and WaYy rıght TEeason demands, that W

gıve (+0d due love SINCE TeEAaSNON demands ıt, ]ust should show due
honor LO parents, where an how Te6ason demands.

Likewıise the negatıve precepts do not sımply prohıbıt lest
take thıngs which aTfTe In the W of another, but prohıbıt lest;
take those thıngs reasonably kept by theır OWNeTS Hor Do not kıll »
has nevertheless thıs effect, namely that do not take aWAaYy the lıfe
of another from hım when reasonably held Do not steal», lıkewise
orbıds that, wW®e take the wealth of others ‚« Do not ear false wıtness E
do not weaken the reputatıon of others, Do not commıt adultery »
thaft do no%t take another’s wıfe But it ımplıes manıfest contra-
dıetion 1F ıt; WeIre heit not LO g1ve (0d ne1ghbor that due to hım 1ın
the tıme and INanner by whıich rıght Te6AaN0N demands that ıt; be
g1ven, an also ıf ıt WerTe heıt to violate 1ıfe other rıghts of one’s
ne1ghbor, lıke reputatıon, wealth wıfe, when reasonably 1ın theır
possessionN when 1eAasSon Sa ys those rights Are not LO be violated.
T’herefore, 1n the precepts of the Decalog, dıspensatıon 18 1n WaYy
allowed. And thıs 18 hat St Thomas sald, those precepts Arle [fol
185] indıspensable because they contaın the vVeLrYy notıon of the Just
an the due

But Scotus argued agaınst thıs (3+0d dıspensed Abraham In the
matter of homicıde when he ordered hım LO kıll hıs SON, an dampson
(as Augustine sSays when he inspıred hım LO kıll hımself T ONCce ıth
the Palestinians, an also he dıspensed the eWs from theft when he
Tdered them LO seek from the Kgyptlans silver and gold an take
them And he dıspensed Osea from fornıcatıon when he ordered hım
LO M1X ıth adulterous Therefore the TeCcePtS of the second
table Are dıspensable.

KRegardıng a ]] these it 18 to be argued forst) that ıt Was not to d1s-
1n law, but to use the POWEI of lordshıp whıch (+0d has ın a ]]

thıngs. So (}+0d dıd ıt; not legıslator, but lord Hor another man ’s
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thıngs remaıined alıen, (+0d would ave conceded LO the ews that they
take it That hich would be LO steal, would hbe heit OT would be LO
dıspense the law 1ın other thıngs. (3+0d dıd not ,.CT thus, but he removed
the thıngs of the Kgyptians of whıich (+0d hımself Was lord, by hıs
OW MOst Just wıll, and took from the Kgyptians and DaVC LO the ewWws.
And the samlııe W! of lordshıp Was sed In the Cases of lıfe an wıfe.

Second : If those precepts of the Decalog WeTe indıspensable ıt;
would follow that (+0d would necessarıly wıll somethıng outsıde hımself
and ıt; would follow thaft necessarıly he would wıll that ONe steal

that ONe kl an yOoNE whıch SecEeEIN unfıtting.
The 18 that although (+0d wılls ÖONLe of the thıngs outsıde

hımself necessarıly that they might exıst, but wılls them {reely,
nevertheless necessarıly he wılls that INan, ıf he exısts, should be
ratıonal anımal, 1LE the NECESSAaTCY connection of erms whıch they
ave themselves [fol V intrinsıc econdıtion. And thus
necessarıly he wılls that; to take thıng owned by nother 1s eviıl : LO
kıll 1s evıl, an adultery 18 eviıl. See Soto, De Justitra el Jure, 18: S:

Consequently ıt 18 doubtful whether the INanlner of vırtue falls
under precept % (0358 thıs St, Thomas'’ art D, 1s LO hbe noted because
the mode of virtue 18 twofold One 1n which it 1S effected that SOmMe

.61 be g00C and desiırable ; another 1n hıch it 1s effected no0t only that
ıt, be g00d, but also, ıIn ıts OW. kınd, perfect. T’he fırst consısts
in that whıch the .61 has not only of good objeets, but a180 PTODEr
eiıtreumstances. The second Manner, whıich 18 beyond these, consısts iın
that aCct be rmM,; prompt an CasyYy, 1.e from habıt, for then ıt 18

perfect virtue ın ıts OW kınd
Of the second mode the ecertaın conclusıon 1s that that mode (1

not fall under precept for ıt; IS enough that whatever 18 commanded
be one for ıt 1s human ıf do hat ALre commanded although W e

do not do these thıngs from habıt It would be somethıng else ıf it
WeTe NECESSAaLY LO do from habıt well hat the precepts an laws
lay down, not only from aCcts of virtue, but also from habıts whıch
1s false aN against all1 opını0ns. And thıs conclusıon 1s true and St.
Thomas put ıt thus

But the greater ou 18 of the f üst mode, namely whether such
mode falls under precept ® Thıs 18 ask whether ıt 18 poss1ıble that

ONne satısfy precept through evıl aCct 'Thıs 18 to Sa Yy, lackıng an Yy
fıttıng CIrcumstances, for example, whether SOTNEOTNE could satısf y
the precept of S1IVINg alms DYy 91VINg alms out of aın glory % Or 18 OnNne
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ahle [fol 186|] to satısf y the precept of hearıng Mass, ın order to please
one’s wıfe

On the negatıve sıde there Avre arguments. Fuırst) ıf by that work
ONne fulfills the precept, then such work 1s g00d because precepts
and laws ATEe not ald down eXCcept for g00d actıons.

Secondiy, work by whıch We fulfill the law 18, ın ıtself, 11-
surate IM0 the law but aCct evıl by eırecumstances 1s not able
to be omMMeNnNSuTrTATte LO 1eEAaSoN an the rule, ET QO.

T’hırd, these thıngs which laws command ead 111e LO virtue but
evıl works ArIe not of thıs kınd, ET QO.
FırsT PROPOSITION No ONne 1S able LO satısfy the laws, neıther dıyıne
18(028 human unless by human act

Theologx1ans call human aCct hat 1s one by knowıng, prudent
and wıllıng PEeETrSsSON. The conclusıon 15 DPTrOVEeN, for ıt, IS INOTeEe Cas V to
violate the law than LO ulfıill ıt But OllLE® violates law eXCcepPt by

human aC%, for what COINeEeS ol wıthout delıberatıon an ll 1s
not agamnst the law Therefore Ole fulfills the law unless by human
3,.C1 from whıch it; ollows that SOT1e0ONe recıtıng the canonıcal hours
whıle asleep drunk 0e6S n0t satısf y the law, but awake and sober,
he has LO recıte them later

SECOND PROPOSITION We ATe able LO satısfy the law an precept,
human and dıvıne, by 3C1 evV from SOTMNe eitreumstance whıle the
Dart of the object it IS g00d.

I4 18 NECESSALY that g0o0d be the first object because ıt pertaıns LO
the substance of the .61 commanded. HKor the substance of the COIMNMEan-

ded CT 1s that H; be g00d an ave g00d object, because laws an PI6-
ceptsja.re not ahle LO be gıven eXcept about g0o0d aCcts 1n thıs WaYy T’hat
ıt; IS not NECESSaLY that ıt; be good from all eırecumstances 18 Obv10uUS,
because although the en an iıntent.ıon [fol V of la w IS LO make the
subjects go0od In respect, nevertheless thıs enNn! an intention
o€eSs not {al under the precept And, therefore, although somethıng
1s deficıent In SOMe CIrcumstance, ıf nonetheless that eiıreumstance 1S
not commanded by ame 1ın the law, Oone satısfıes the la w precept

TO a 11 the arguments whıich We make ıt; 1s responded LO a‚ 11 forst] thaft
such g00d 1S from the object, but evıl from ceitreumstance. Namely
alms g1ven because of aın glory 1S COoMMeNnsurAate the la w precept
insofar that whıch 18 commanded by the law 18 concerned. That 1S,
ıt; has that rectıitude whiıich the law of almsgıving does, that hıch ıt
necessarıly demands that ıt; ave It demands nO that ıt be right



Fray Inmıs de Le  ÖN,; 0.S5 609

and göod by TEa of the object insofar Aas the substance 1s concerned.
T'he rest, however, it; intends falsely. It oes not order ıt; LLOL necessarıly
require ıt

Secondly, Sa y that works of thıs kınd, although they Are related
LO PFroperI precepts, and Are ecommMmMensurate LO laws, for example,
almsgıvıng out of aın glory has commensuratıon ıth the precept
of alsmgıvıng, nevertheless, compared to other laws an other precepts,
they Are not commensurated by 1EASON but they do evll, As 1n the
example Just g1ven. Almsgiving for aın glory, although it fulfılis the
precept of almsgıvıng, nevertheless 18 no0%t commensurated LO the law
of modesty an humıilıty, but 1n evıl WaYy lacks them

It; 1s doubtful, consequently, whether the INannNner of charıty
falls under precept cConcern1ıng whıch 18 St Thomas’ TU 10, regardıngz
whıch ıt; 18 LO be noted that 1n the 2,C1 of love by whıich love (4+0d LWO

thıngs AIe LO be consıdered. Omne 1s the love ıtself an the substance of
the aCT, the other 1s LO love 1ın thıs W&AY, namely ıth the whole heart,
an the whole soul, [fol 187] 1.e above al thıngs. thıs 1S called
the mode of charıty. Sınce thereifore, it 18 asked whether the mode of
charıty falls under precept ıt; 18 asked whether when ıt 1s commanded
for LO love (+0d an when thıs oblıgatıon of thıs affırmatıve precept
1s present always ave love iın thıs WaYy, 1.e ahbove al hıngs

Second, ıt 18 LO be noted that charıty, 7 St Paul SaYyS, 18 the en!
of a ll the other precepts fOr a 11 precepts ArTe referred and Are ordered 1ın

charıty. And charıty ıtself 1S peculharly precept, because ONe 1s ESDE-
clally ecommanded about charıty. And thus, a 11 the other precepts
ave end the precept of charıty whence DY comparıng the

precept of charıty LO the remalınıng precepts the precept of charıty has
the notion of form. And charıty, wıth respect LO the other virtues
hıch AT contaıned RF the Samnlle tıme ın other precepts, has the notion
of form.

hence 1f charıty 1Ss the form of the other virtues from thıs another
question 1S certaınly LO arıse whether Avrte ahble fulfill the remaınıng
precepts wıthout the an form of charıty % 'T ’hat 18, QaVve
when there 1s oblıgatıon of SoON16 precept distinet from charıty, to

do what 1S commanded because of od’s being loved 1n mMOSsSt hıgh
manner % Indeed, about each 111 speak briefly.

As LO the tirst, it, 1s LO be noted that 1ın the precept of love of (40d
there Are proposed LO usSs both internal and external QCtsS T'he internal
CT 1S how, when internally commanded for ehlicıted aCT,
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love G(G0d internally above all things. The external 18 when externally
commanded ıt 1s one for hıs honor, namely, when the confession
of faıth 18 one ıth exterl1or deeds, defend the dıyıne honor an

confess the faıth But ‚ıbecause the precept 1s affırmatıve LO both
aCts, namely, both external [fol 187v.] and ınternal, ıt; o0es not oblıge
always but a ıts OW. tıme. These, however, ATe those tımes 1n whıich
thıs precept oblıges ONne LO external aCcts These Are manıfest 1ın the
things themselves. Thence, We do not ave LO defend the diıyıne honor
SINCEe the dıyıne honor 1s exterl0or1y practiced. The rest, A LO interi0r
aCcts, 1s not 1ın the present dısputation but properly pertaıns the
matter of charıty. Thıs however 18 certaın, that ıt oblıges for SOITNeEe
tıme.

FırRsST PROPOSITION : When the precept of charıty oblıges LO
internal aCct, AI not able LO satısfy that precept wıthout the

mode of charıty. Thıs 18 LO Sa y that long A from the W of
the cCommand, ave In9 love (+0d ınterlorly above a ]] thıngs and ıth

whole heart, neıther do satısfy that precept 1f W: love SOINe other
thıng

This 18 through the testimonYy of Christ 1ın Matthew 22,; where not
only the substance of thıs love but also its INanner 18 commanded. It
18 saıd love the Lord ıth the whole heart ETqO T’hat Samne
mode ıtself 1s of the substance of dıvyıne charıty, charıty 18 ı1n lıne
wıth Teason an therefore vırtue. As ATe obliged to love iınterlorly,

ave to love 1n that mode because the AT e gıven of aCts of
virtue.

The foregoing 18 PTOVvVen because that mode 18 of the substance,
and manıfestly because the object of thıs love 1s God who 18 infınıte
good Therefore love ought LO be Commensurate LO such object
that ı$ be g00d an 1n lıne ıth Teason And är WO1. not be COMMENSU-
rate unless ar would be above a ]] thıngs because infinıte go0od
before a 1} the rest. ETQO.,

SECOND PROPOSITION : When the precept of charıty obliges tOo
external aCcts, thence the mode of thıs oes not fall under the precept,
1.e€ ArIe able LO satısfy... [the manuscrıpt ends here]
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