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THE DIGEST OR PANDECTS. BOOK II
TITLE IV. CONCERNING CITATIONS BEFORE A COURT OF JUSTICE
5. Paulus, On the Edict, Book IV.

Pater is est quem nuptiae demonstrant (1)
Wedding substantiates the putative father.
This is for the reason that the mother is always certain, although
she may have been given to promiscuous intercourse; but the father
is he whom the marriage indicates as such.

(1) DIGEST. Saw from PAUL (Julius PAULUS). Age of Severus dynasty (193235 A.D.). Compiler: many excerpts in the Digest = 533 A.D.
Priests used rather to say: Pater is est quem JUSTAE nuptiae demonstrat.
• Digestum, 2, 4, 5: « Et si vulgo quaesitus sit filius, matrem in ius non
vocabit. quia semper certa est, etiam si vulgo conceperit: pater vero is est
quem nuptiae demonstrat. »
• « New Digest ». « The paternity proof, shrouded in mystery by Nature,
appeared almost impossible to an author. As a rule, it results owing to
marriage... »
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Mandat
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B
Mandate
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Mandat
C’est un grand exemple de ce qu’il y a d’“impérissable” dans
la Préhistoire (ici, dans la Civilisation précisément). C’est-àdire ce qu’on a à emprunter “presque” tel quel pour la Société
Convenable.
Û Ça montre, dans notre cas, que, sous une forme ou une autre,
on n’est rien si on est seul !
Le Maître avait besoin de collègues. Et d’adjoints, de “salariés
de luxe” (cf. Commandite), de “cadres supérieurs”, d’alter-égos.
Û Ce fait du Mandat n’est pas une “curiosité”, un “détail”.
Le Mandat est essentiel, inhérent au premier plan, dans la
Civilisation. Le droit romain en est bien la preuve. Et on devine
que, comme le reste, il va “du simple au pur”.
Û En passant chez nous, chez les Convenables, 2 nouveautés
apparaissent :
- Mandants et Mandataires sont “collectifs” : les Associés (d’un
territoire ou d’une tâche) et les Collèges de Gérants Syndicaux
(des deux chambres).
- Le caractère des Mandants et Mandataires : ils sont FrèresAmis ou Amis-Frères. C’est-à-dire : Égalité non Bourgeoise
incorporée.

– 23.02. 2012
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Mandate
It is a great example of the “imperishable” element of Prehistory
(precisely here in Civilization). In other words, all we have to do
is borrow it “almost” just as it is for the Suitable Community’s
sake.
Û This shows, in our case, that, one way or another, we are
nothing if we are all on our own!
The Master needed mates. And also needed assistants, “fine wage
earners” (cf. Partnership Limited), “top executives”, alter-egos.
Û The fact of a Mandate isn’t a “curiosity”, nor a “detail”. The
Mandate is essential, inherent in the foreground, in Civilization.
The Roman law is a compelling proof of it. And it can be guessed
that, as for the rest, it goes “from simple to pure”.
Û When crossing into our people, the Suitable ones, 2 novelties
appear:
- Principals and Proxies are “collective”: the Partners (of a
given territory or task) and Colleges of Union Managers (of both
houses).
- The character of the Principals and Proxies is as follows: they
are Brothers-Friends or Friends-Brothers. That is to say: nonBourgeois Equality incorporated.

– Feb. 23rd 2012
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CODE NAPOLÉON
(DÉCRÉTÉ LE 5 MARS 1803.
PROMULGUÉ LE 15 DU MÊME MOIS.)

(Décrété le 10 mars 1804. Promulgué le 20 du même mois.)

TITRE XIII
DU MANDAT
CHAPITRE PREMIER.
DE LA NATURE ET DE LA FORME DU MANDAT.
1984. Le mandat ou procuration est un acte par lequel une personne donne à une
autre le pouvoir de faire quelque chose pour le mandant et en son nom. – Voy. Code de
Commerce, art. 92.
Le contrat ne se forme que par l’acceptation du mandataire.
1985. Le mandat peut être donné ou par acte public, ou par écrit sous seing privé,
même par lettre. Il peut aussi être donné verbalement ; mais la preuve testimoniale n’en
est reçue que conformément au titre des Contrats ou des Obligations conventionnelles
en général.
L’acceptation du mandat peut n’être que tacite, et résulter de l’exécution qui lui a été
donnée par le mandataire.
1986. Le mandat est gratuit, s’il n’y a convention contraire1.
1987. Il est ou spécial et pour une affaire ou certaines affaires seulement, ou général
et pour toutes les affaires du mandant.
1988. Le mandat conçu en termes généraux n’embrasse que les actes
d’administration.
S’il s’agit d’aliéner ou hypothéquer, ou de quelque autre acte de propriété, le mandat
doit être exprès.
1989. Le mandataire ne peut rien faire au-delà de ce qui est porté dans son mandat
: le pouvoir de transiger ne renferme pas celui de compromettre.
1990. Les femmes et les mineurs émancipés peuvent être choisis pour mandataires
; mais le mandant n’a d’action contre le mandataire mineur que d’après les règles
générales relatives aux obligations des mineurs, et contre la femme mariée et qui a
accepté le mandat sans autorisation de son mari, que d’après les règles établies au titre
du Contrat de mariage et des Droits respectifs des Époux.

1
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Arrêt de la Cour de Cassation du 16 janvier 1808.

CODE NAPOLEON
(DECREED THE 5th OF MARCH 1803.
PROMULGATED THE 15th OF THE SAME MONTH.)

French Civil Code.
BOOK III. Of The Different Modes Of Acquiring Property.
Decreed the 10th of March, 1804. Promulgated the 20th of the same Month.

TITRE XIII
OF PROCURATION
CHAPTER I.
Of the Nature and Form of Procuration.
1984. Procuration or commission is an act by which one person gives to another the
power to do something for the constituent party, and in his name.
The contract is not binding without acceptance on the part of the agent.
1985. The procuration may be given either by a public act, or by writing under private
signature, even by letter. It may also be given verbally; but testimonial proof is only
received thereon conformably to the title « Of Contracts or Conventional Obligations
in General ».
The acceptance of procuration may be merely tacit, and result from the performance
which has been given to it by the agent.
1986. Procuration is gratuitous, if there be no contrary agreement.
1987. It is either special and for one affair, or certain affairs only, or general and for
all the affairs of the party giving it.
1988. Procuration conceived in general terms embraces only acts of
administration.
If the question be of alienating or mortgaging, or of some other act of ownership, the
procuration must be express.
1989. The agent can do nothing beyond what is contained in his commission: the
power of transacting does not include that of compromising claims.
1990. Women and minors emancipated may be chosen as agents; but the principal
has no action against his agent, a minor, except in conformity to the general rules
relative to the obligations of minors, and against a married woman Who has accepted
a corn-mission without the authority of her husband, only in conformity to the rules
established under the title « Of the Contract of Marriage, and of the respecting Rights
of Married Persons ».
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CHAPITRE II.
DES OBLIGATIONS DU MANDATAIRE.
1991. Le mandataire est tenu d’accomplir le mandat tant qu’il en demeure chargé, et
répond des dommages-intérêts qui pourraient résulter de son inexécution.
Il est tenu de même d’achever la chose commencée au décès du mandant, s’il y a
péril en la demeure.
1992. Le mandataire répond non-seulement du dol, mais encore des fautes qu’il
commet dans sa gestion.
Néanmoins, la responsabilité relative aux fautes est appliquée moins rigoureusement
à celui dont le mandat est gratuit qu’à celui qui reçoit un salaire.
1993. Tout mandataire est tenu de rendre compte de sa gestion, et de faire raison au
mandant de tout ce qu’il a reçu en vertu de sa procuration, quand même ce qu’il aurait
reçu n’eût point été dû au mandant.
1994. Le mandataire répond de celui qui s’est substitué dans la gestion, I° quand il
n’a pas reçu le pouvoir de se substituer quelqu’un ; 2° quand ce pouvoir lui a été conféré
sans désignation d’une personne, et que celle dont il a fait choix était notoirement
incapable ou insolvable.
Dans tous les cas, le mandant peut agir directement contre la personne que le
mandataire s’est substituée.
1995. Quand il y a plusieurs fondés de pouvoir ou mandataires établis par le même
acte, il n’y a de solidarité entre eux qu’autant qu’elle est exprimée.
1996. Le mandataire doit l’intérêt des sommes qu’il a employées à son usage, à dater
de cet emploi ; et de celles dont il est reliquataire, à compter du jour qu’il est mis en
demeure2.
1997. Le mandataire qui a donné à la partie avec laquelle il contracte en cette qualité,
une suffisante connaissance de ses pouvoirs, n’est tenu d’aucune garantie pour ce qui a
été fait au-delà, s’il ne s’y est personnellement soumis.
CHAPITRE III.
DES OBLIGATIONS DU MANDANT.
1998. Le mandant est tenu d’exécuter les engagements contractés par le mandataire,
conformément au pouvoir qui lui a été donné.
Il n’est tenu de ce qui a pu être fait au-delà, qu’autant qu’il l’a ratifié expressément
ou tacitement.
1999. Le mandant doit rembourser au mandataire les avances et frais que celui-ci a
faits pour l’exécution du mandat, et lui payer ses salaires lorsqu’il en a été promis.
S’il n’y a aucune faute imputable au mandataire, le mandant ne peut se dispenser
de faire ces remboursement et paiement, lors même que l’affaire n’aurait pas réussi,
ni faire réduire le montant des frais et avances sous le prétexte qu’ils pouvaient être
moindres.
2000. Le mandant doit aussi indemniser le mandataire des pertes que celui-ci a
essuyées à l’occasion de sa gestion, sans imprudence qui lui soit imputable.

2
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Avis du Conseil d’État du 20 juillet 1808.

CHAPTER II.
Of the Obligations of the Agent.
1991. The agent is bound to accomplish the commission as far as he is charged
therewith, and is answerable for the damages which may result from his nonperformance.
He is in like manner bound to finish the thing begun, at the death of the principal, if
there be hazard in the delay.
1992. The agent is answerable not only for fraud, but also for mistakes which he
commits in his management.
Nevertheless, the responsibility relative to mistakes is applied less rigorously to him
whose commission is gratuitous than to him who receives a salary.
1993. Every agent is bound to render an account of his conduct, and to make
statement to his principal of all which he has received by virtue of his procuration, even
though what he shall have received were Dot due to the principal.
1994. The agent is answerable for the deputy employed by him in his management,
1st, when he has not received power to substitute any one for himself; 2d, when such
power was conferred upon him without designation of a person, and when such person
of whom he has made selection was notoriously incompetent or insolvent.
In all these cases, the principal may act directly against the person whom the agent
has deputed.
1995. When there are several attorneys or agents established by the same act, the
obligation of each is only joint and several so far as it is expressed.
1996. The agent is indebted in interest on sums which he has employed for his own
use, dating from such employment; and on such in which he is debtor on the balance,
computing from the day on which the balance became against him.
1997. The agent who has given to the party with whom he contracts in this character,
a sufficient knowledge of his powers, he is not bound by any warranty, for what has
been done beyond them; unless he has personally subjected himself thereto.
CHAPTER III.
Of the Obligations of the Principal.
1998. The principal is bound to execute engagements contracted by the agent,
conformably to the power which has been given him.
He is not bound for what may have been done beyond them, except so far as he has
expressly or tacitly ratified it.
1999. The principal must reimburse to the agent advances and expenses which the
latter has made in execution of the commission, and pay him his salary wherever a
promise thereof has been made him.
If there be no fault imputable to the agent, the principal cannot relieve himself
from making such reimbursement and payment, even though the affair shall not have
succeeded, nor make reduction of such charges and advances under pretext that they
might have been less.
2000. The principal must also indemnify the agent against losses which the latter
has sustained by reason of his management, where no imprudence is imputable to
him.
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2001. L’intérêt des avances faites par le mandataire lui est dû par le mandant, à
dater du jour des avances constatées.
2002. Lorsque le mandataire a été constitué par plusieurs personnes pour une
affaire commune, chacune d’elles est tenue solidairement envers lui de tous les effets
du mandat.
CHAPITRE IV.
DES DIFFÉRENTES MANIÈRES DONT LE MANDAT FINIT.
2003. Le mandat finit,
Par la révocation du mandataire,
Par la renonciation de celui-ci au mandat,
Par la mort naturelle ou civile, l’interdiction ou la déconfiture, soit du mandant, soit
du mandataire.
2004. Le mandant peut révoquer sa procuration quand bon lui semble, et contraindre,
s’il y a lieu, le mandataire à lui remettre, soit l’écrit sous seing-privé qui la contient, soit
l’original de la procuration, si elle a été délivrée en brevet, soit l’expédition, s’il en a été
gardé minute.
2005. La révocation notifiée au seul mandataire ne peut être opposée aux tiers qui
ont traité dans l’ignorance de cette révocation, sauf au mandant son recours contre le
mandataire3.
2006. La constitution d’un nouveau mandataire pour la même affaire, vaut révocation
du premier, à compter du jour où elle a été notifiée à celui-ci.
2007. Le mandataire peut renoncer au mandat, en notifiant au mandant sa
renonciation.
Néanmoins, si cette renonciation préjudicie au mandant, il devra en être indemnisé
par le mandataire, à moins que celui-ci ne se trouve dans l’impossibilité de continuer
le mandat sans en éprouver lui-même un préjudice considérable.
2008. Si le mandataire ignore la mort du mandant, ou l’une des autres causes qui
font cesser le mandat, ce qu’il a fait dans cette ignorance est valide4.
2009. Dans les cas ci-dessus, les engagements du mandataire sont exécutés à l’égard
des tiers qui sont de bonne foi5.
2010. En cas de mort du mandataire, ses héritiers doivent en donner avis au mandant,
et pourvoir, en attendant, à ce que les circonstances exigent pour l’intérêt de celui-ci.

Arrêt de la Cour de Cassation du 15 février 1808.
Arrêt de la Cour de Cassation du 15 février 1808.
5
Arrêt de la Cour de Cassation du 15 février 1808.
3

4
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2001. Interest is claimable from the principal on advances made by the agent,
computing from the day of verifying such advances.
2002. Where an agent has been appointed by several persons for a joint business, each
of them is hound jointly and severally towards him as to all effects of the commission.
CHAPTER IV.
Of the different Manners in which Commission is terminated.
2003. Commission is put an end to, By the revocation of the agent;
By the renunciation of the commission by the latter;
By the natural or civil death, the interdiction or embarrassment, either of the
principal or of the agent.
2004. The principal may recall his procuration whenever he thinks proper, and
compel, if there be ground, the agent to remit to him, either the writing under private
signature which contains it, or the original of the procuration, if it were delivered by
public act, or a copy if he have kept a minute thereof.
2005. Revocation notified to the agent alone, cannot be opposed to third persons,
who have treated in ignorance of such revocation, saving to the principal his remedy
against the agent.
2006. The appointment of a new agent for the same business, is equivalent to a
revocation of the first, computing from the day on which it has been notified to the
latter.
2007. The agent may renounce the commission, by notifying his renunciation to the
principal.
Nevertheless, if such renunciation prejudice the principal, he must be indemnified
therefor by the agent, unless the latter can prove himself under an utter incapacity
of continuing the commission without thereby encountering considerable prejudice
himself.
2008. If the agent be ignorant of the death of his principal, or of any of the causes
which put an end to the commission, what he has done in such ignorance is valid.
2009. In the cases above, the bona fide engagements of the agent with third persons
are to be executed.
2010. In case of the death of the agent, his heirs must give advice thereof to his
principal, and provide in the mean time according to circumstances for the interest of
the latter.
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THE ENACTMENTS OF JUSTINIAN.
THE INSTITUTES
CONCERNING MANDATE.     TIT. 26

A mandate is contracted in five ways, namely: where anyone gives it to you only for
his own benefit; or for his and yours; or solely for that of someone else, or for his and
that of another; or for yours and that of another; but if the mandate is given you for
your benefit alone it is worthless, and from it no obligation or action arises between
you.
________

1. A mandate arises for the benefit of the mandator alone, for instance, where anyone
commissions you to transact his affairs, or purchase land for him, or become security
for him.
________
2. It is for your benefit and that of the mandator, where, for example, he commissions
you to lend money at interest to someone who borrows it for his own business; or
when, while you are about to bring an action arising from suretyship against him he
engages you to proceed against the principal at his own risk; or appoint you to stipulate
at his risk that what he owes you shall be paid by a party whom he designates for that
purpose.
________

3. A mandate is created for the benefit of someone else, for instance, when he engages
you to attend to the business of Titius, or to purchase a tract of land for Titius, or to
become his surety.
________
4. It is for his advantage and that of another, where, for instance, a person engages
you to transact business common to himself and Titius, or to purchase land for him
and Titius, or to become surety for him and Titius.
________
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5. It is for your benefit and that of another where, for example, he employs you to
lend money at interest to Titius; but if you are to lend money without interest, the
mandate is for the advantage of the other party alone.
________
6. A mandate is solely for your own advantage where he engages you to invest your
money in the purchase of land rather than to loan it at interest; or, on the other hand,
to loan it at interest, rather than to invest it in the purchase of land. A mandate of this
kind is rather advice than a commission, and, for this reason, is not obligatory; because
no one is bound by a mandate on account of advice, although it may not be for the
benefit of the party to whom it is given, since every one is free to decide whether or not
the advice is advantageous. Therefore, if you have money idle at home and someone
advises you either to purchase certain property or to loan the money, he is, nevertheless,
not liable to you for mandate; although it may not be for your benefit to have purchased
the property, or to have made the loan. These principles are so well established that the
question has arisen whether a party is liable for mandate who has employed you to lend
money at interest to Titius; but the opinion of Sabinus was adopted, that the mandate
in this instance is binding, because you would not have lent the money to Titius unless
you had been commissioned to do so.
________

7. A mandate also is not obligatory which is contrary to good morals, as where Titius
employs you to commit a theft, or do some damage or injury; for although you may be
liable to punishment on account of an act of this kind, you still have no cause of action
against Titius.
________

8. He who executes a mandate ought not to exceed its terms; as, for example, where
anyone commissions you to purchase land, or to become surety for Titius for a hundred
aurei, you should neither purchase for a larger sum, nor become security for a greater
amount; otherwise, you will not be entitled to an action of mandate against him; so that,
as held by Sabinus and Cassius, you would bring suit to no purpose, even if you wished
to do so for only a hundred aurei. Authors of the other school hold that you have a right
to bring suit up to a hundred aurei; and this opinion is certainly the more liberal one.
When, however, you purchase for a smaller sum you will undoubtedly have a cause of
action against him, since he who directs land to be bought for himself at a hundred
aurei, it is evident, directs that it shall be purchased at less, if this can be done.
________
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9. Moreover, where a mandate, properly contracted, is revoked before the business
has been transacted, it is of no effect.
________
10. Also where the death of either party takes place before the execution of the
mandate has been begun, that is, either of him who gave it, or of him who undertook it,
the mandate becomes void. But for the sake of convenience, it has been established that
if the party who gave the mandate dies, and you, being ignorant of the fact, proceed to
execute it, you can bring an action of mandate; otherwise, a just and excusable ignorance
would be a source of injury to you. In like manner, it has been decided that if debtors,
after the steward of Titius has been manumitted, pay him through ignorance, when
he is a freedman, they are released; while, on the other hand, by a strict construction
of the law they could not be released, because they have paid another than the one to
whom they should have discharged the debt.
________

11. Every one is at liberty not to accept a mandate; but when it is accepted it should be
executed, or renounced as soon as possible, so that the mandator may either dispatch
the business himself or do so by someone else; for if it is not renounced so as to leave
him every facility for accomplishing it, an action of mandate will still lie, unless some
just cause arose either for not renouncing it, or for renouncing it inopportunely.
________

12. The execution of a mandate may be deferred to a certain time or be made under
some condition.
________
13. In conclusion, it must be noted that a mandate, unless it is gratuitous, is included
in some other class of bailments; for where a compensation is mentioned, it at once
commences to be a leasing and hiring. And, generally speaking, in whatever instances
the transaction relates to a mandate or deposit where the execution of it is without
compensation, it is then understood to be a leasing and hiring, if a remuneration is
stated; and therefore if you take clothing to a fuller to be pressed or cleaned, or to a
tailor to be mended, no compensation being agreed upon or promised, an action of
mandate can be brought.
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“Nous, Magistrats…”
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C
“We, the Bench…”
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“Nous, les Magistrats…”
…, magistrats païens s’entend, nous sommes plus pour le pays que pour un parti !”
Traduisons : Peu nous chaut (chaloir !) la sauce barbare du moment, pourvu que la
Caste nous offre un bel emploi anti-peuple…

DUPIN Aîné (1783-1865)
C’est la vedette de la Chicane, de la Basoche et toute l’engeance des Perrin Dandin
du régime de “Juillet” (1830-1848).
Fils de Girondin, il chasse Napoléon en 1814. Son métier lui permet de se tailler sans
risque une réputation dans l’opposition de “gauche” sous la Restauration. Il est de la
magouille de l’Adresse des “221” de la Chambre des députés à Charles X le 16 mars
1830. Il roule pour la clique Orléaniste et la Hte Banque (Casimir Perier) qui rapte le
pouvoir aux Trois Glorieuses (!) : 27-29 juil. 1830.
C’est l’éminence grise de l’Orléans, pour qui il pond la Charte. Dès février 1831, les
gens du peuple assiègent sa maison ; il n’est sauvé que par la Garde Nationale du régime
(“bonnets à poil”). 1832 : le voilà Pt “inamovible” de la Chambre des députés.
L’Orléans en a fait son exécuteur testamentaire ; peu lui chaut : il va comploter le 2
Décembre (1851), et sera sénateur de Napoléon III.
En 1830, il “juge” les Saint-Simoniens en tant que Procureur Général près la
cour de Cassation. Ce poste est récupéré en 1857 ! On l’appela “CAMÉLÉON”… ou bien
le Grand Dupin !!

MAUGUIN (1785-1854)
C’est de la même génération et même graine que Caméléon.
Fils de Procureur du Parlement de Louis XVI. “Extrême-gauche” sous la Restauration.
Parle même d’“exporter la révolution” comme un Léon Bronstein de l’époque.
Il est au Gouvernement Provisoire de 1830. Pilier de l’Orléans, il se vendra aussi au
Prince-Président… et plaidera pour les esclavagistes des USA !
Nous savons qui diabolisa le Père Enfantin…
– 5.03.2012
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“We, the Bench…”
… pagan magistrates, at this juncture, we support more the country than a faction!”
Once translated: the purpose of the moment matters little to us, as long as the Caste
offers us an handsome anti-people job…

DUPIN Aîné (1783-1865)
He features the Chicanery1, the Lawyers2, and the whole breed of the ludicrous and
rapacious justices3 of the “July Regime”4 (1830-1848).
Son of a Girondist (federalist party of 1792), he throws out Napoleon in 1814. His
business allows him safely to make a repute for himself in the “left” opposition during
the Restoration (1815-1830). He joins the dirty trick called the “221’s” deputies Address
to King Charles X on 16th of March 1830. He supports the Orléanist band and the Big
Bank (Casimir Perier), who captures the power at the time of the “Three Glorious Days”
(!): 27-29 July 1830.
As the grey eminence of the Orléanist, he churns out for him the Charter of the
Kingdom. As soon as February 1831, the popular masses besiege his house; he is only
rescued by the National Guard of the system (“Bearskins”). 1832: there he is irremovable
President of the Chamber of Deputies.
Orléans made him his executor; it matters little to him: he is going to plot “December
nd
2 ” (1851), and became senator under Napoleon III.
In 1830, he “tries” Saint-Simonianists, as Public Prosecutor before the Court of
Cassation. This station is recovered in 1857! He was called “CHAMELEON”… or else
the Great Dupin!!

MAUGUIN (1785-1854)
From the same generation and the same lot as Chameleon.
Son of a prosecutor of the “Parliament” (Law Court of the Ancient Regime) of Louis
XVI. “Far leftist” under the Restoration. Even talking about the “export of revolution”,
as a Leon Bronstein of the times.
He belongs to the Provisional Government in 1830. Pillar of the Orléanism, he too
will sell himself to the Prince-President… and will plead for the American enslavers!
We now know who is going to demonize Father Enfantin…
– March 5th 2012
La Chicane : deceitful proceedings.
La Basoche.
3
Les Dandin (Perrin). Cf. Rabelais, Racine, Lafontaine.
4
France : the “Burgher King” cheatingly enthroned in 1830.
1

2
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PROCÈS ENFANTIN : 1er oct. 1830
MM. Dupin et Mauguin signalèrent, du haut de la tribune de la Chambre des Députés,
une secte qui prêchait la communauté des biens et la communauté des femmes ; imputations
auxquelles MM. Bazard et Enfantin crurent devoir répondre le 1er octobre 1830. Voici
comment ils le faisaient dans une brochure adressée à la Chambre des députés.

“Oui, sans doute, les saints-simoniens professent, sur l’avenir de la propriété et sur
l’avenir des femmes, des idées qui leur sont particulières et qui se rattachent à des vues
toutes particulières aussi et toutes nouvelles, sur la religion, sur le pouvoir, sur la liberté,
et enfin sur tous les grands problèmes qui s’agitent aujourd’hui dans toute l’Europe d’une
manière si désordonnée et si violente ; mais il s’en faut de beaucoup que ces idées soient
celles qu’on leur attribue.

I
“Le système de communauté des biens s’entend universellement du partage égal
entre tous les membres de la société, soit du fonds lui-même de la production, soit
du fruit du travail de tous.
“Les saint-simoniens repoussent ce partage égal de la propriété, qui constituerait
à leurs yeux une violence plus grande, une injustice plus révoltante que le partage
inégal qui s’est effectué primitivement par la force des armes, par la conquête.
“Car ils croient à l’inégalité naturelle des hommes, et regardent cette inégalité
comme la base même de l’association, comme la condition indispensable de l’ordre
social.
“Ils repoussent le système de la communauté des biens, car cette communauté
serait une violation manifeste de la première de toutes les lois morales qu’ils ont
reçu mission d’enseigner, et qui veut qu’à l’avenir chacun soit placé selon sa capacité
et rétribué selon ses œuvres.
“Mais en vertu de cette loi, ils demandent l’abolition de tous les privilèges de
naissance, sans exception, et par conséquent la destruction de l’héritage, le plus
grand de ces privilèges, celui qui les comprend tous aujourd’hui, et dont l’effet est
de laisser au hasard la répartition des privilèges sociaux, parmi le petit nombre de
ceux qui peuvent y prétendre, et de condamner la classe la plus nombreuse à la
dépravation, à l’ignorance, à la misère.
“Ils demandent que tous les instruments de travail, les terres et les capitaux qui
forment aujourd’hui le fonds morcelé des propriétés particulières, soient exploitées
par association et hiérarchiquement de manière à ce que la tâche de chacun soit
l’expression de sa capacité, et sa richesse la mesure de ses œuvres.
“Les saint-simoniens ne viennent porter atteinte à la constitution de la propriété,
qu’en tant qu’elle consacre pour quelques-uns le privilège impie de l’oisiveté, c’està-dire de vivre du travail d’autrui ; qu’en tant qu’elle abandonne au hasard de la
naissance le classement social des individus.
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Enfantin’s Trial: Oct. 1st 1830
MM. Dupin and Mauguin reported, from the top of the rostrum of the Chamber of Deputies,
a sect (spreading) joint ownership and joint wives; imputations to which MM. Bazard and
Enfantin thought they had to rejoin, on oct. 1st 1830. Here is how they did it, in a pamphlet
to the Chamber of Deputies.

“Yes, no doubt, the Saint-Simonianists advocate, about the future of property and women,
thinking proper ideas, which pertain to views as well peculiar and brand new, about religion,
power, liberty, and at last about all the main problems that bustle in our days through out
Europe, in so wild and furious way; but, very far from that these ideas would be those we are
credited for.

I
“The joint ownership system is universally understood as the equal sharing
between all the members of the community, either of the funds themselves, or the
fruit of everybody’s labour.
“Saint-Simonianists reject this equal sharing of possessions, which would
constitute, in their eyes, a greater violence, a wrong more shocking, than the unequal
sharing that was effected originally by force of arms, by the conquest.
“For they believe in the natural inequality of men and consider this inequality as
the very basis of partnership, as the essential condition of the social order.
“They reject the joint ownership system, because the joint ownership would be
a patent breach of the foremost among the moral laws, the mission of teaching it
they were entrusted, and wills that, in the years to come, everyone will be placed
according to his ability, and paid according to his work.
“But, by virtue of this law, they demand the abolition of all birth privileges, barring
none, and consequently the wreck of inheritance, the biggest of the said privileges,
the one that include all of them nowadays, the result of which is to leave to chance
the sharing out of social privileges among the minority which can seek it, and to
doom the most numerous to depravity, ignorance, destitution.
“They demand that all tools, real estate and funds that make up today the broken
up elements of the private ownership, should be managed the partnership way, a
hierarchy being required, so as the task of each one tallies with his ability, and his
wealth gauges his works.
“Saint-Simonianists only come to undermine property so long as it dedicates the
impious privilege of idleness, i.e. live on the work of other people; as long as it leaves
to birth chance the social classification of individuals.
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II
“Le christianisme a tiré les femmes de la servitude ; mais il les a condamnées
pourtant à la subalternité, et partout dans l’Europe chrétienne, nous les voyons
encore frappées d’interdiction religieuse, politique et civile.
“Les saint-simoniens viennent annoncer leur affranchissement définitif, leur
complète émancipation, mais sans prétendre pour cela abolir la sainte loi du mariage,
proclamée par le christianisme ; ils viennent, au contraire, pour accomplir cette loi,
pour lui donner une nouvelle sanction, pour ajouter à la puissance et à l’inviolabilité
de l’union qu’elle consacre.
“Ils demandent, comme les chrétiens, qu’un seul homme soit uni à une seule
femme ; mais ils enseignent que l’épouse doit devenir l’égale de l’époux, et que, selon
la grâce particulière que Dieu a dévolue à son sexe, elle doit lui être associée dans
l’exercice de la triple fonction du temple, de l’État et de la famille ; de manière à ce
que l’individu social, qui, jusqu’à ce jour, a été l’homme seulement, soit désormais
l’homme et la femme.
“La religion de Saint-Simon ne vient que pour mettre fin à ce trafic honteux, à cette
prostitution légale, qui, sous le nom de mariage, consacre fréquemment aujourd’hui
l’union monstrueuse du dévouement et de l’égoïsme, des lumières et de l’ignorance,
de la jeunesse et de la décrépitude.
“Telles sont les idées les plus générales des saint-simoniens sur les changements qu’ils
appellent dans la constitution de la propriété et dans la condition sociale des femmes.”
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II
“Christianity pulled women out of bondage. But it nevertheless condemned them
to subordination, and all over the Christian Europe, we still see them barred from
religious, political and civil rights.
“Saint-Simonianists come to announce their definitive emancipation, their
complete liberation, but without necessarily allege the abolition of the sacred law
of marriage, declared by christianity; on the contrary they come to accomplish this
law, to give to it a second endorsement, to add to the power and to the inviolability
of the union it consecrates.
“They request, as the Christians that a single man is to be married to a single
woman; but they teach that the wife must be on a par with the husband, and that,
according to the grace vested in her sex by God, she has to consort with him in
the treble function of the Temple, of the State and of the Family; so that the social
individual who, until today, was only the man, may become henceforth man and
woman.
“Saint-Simon’s religion comes only to end with this dishonourable traffic, to
this legal prostitution which, under the name of marriage, often consecrates the
monstrous union of devotion and selfishness, of enlightenment and ignorance, of
youth and elderly.
“Such are the more general ideas of the Saint-Simonianists about the changes they wish
in the constitution of property and in the condition of women.”
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Book VI

3
Let us begin, then, from the beginning, and discuss these
states once more. Let it be assumed that the states by virtue of
which the soul possesses truth by way of affirmation or denial
are five in number, i.e. art, scientific knowledge, practical
wisdom, philosophic wisdom, intuitive reason; we do not
include judgement and opinion because in these we may be
mistaken.

5
Regarding practical wisdom we shall get at the truth by
considering who are the persons we credit with it. Now it is
thought to be the mark of a man of practical wisdom to be able
to deliberate well about what is good and expedient for himself,
not in some particular respect, e.g. about what sorts of thing
conduce to health or to strength, but about what sorts of thing
conduce to the good life in general. This is shown by the fact
that we credit men with practical wisdom in some particular
respect when they have calculated well with a view to some
good end which is one of those that are not the object of any art.
It follows that in the general sense also the man who is capable
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of deliberating has practical wisdom. Now no one deliberates
about things that are invariable, nor about things that it is
impossible for him to do. Therefore, since scientific knowledge
involves demonstration, but there is no demonstration of
things whose first principles are variable (for all such things
might actually be otherwise), and since it is impossible to
deliberate about things that are of necessity, practical wisdom
cannot be scientific knowledge nor art; not science because
that which can be done is capable of being otherwise, not art
because action and making are different kinds of thing. The
remaining alternative, then, is that it is a true and reasoned
state of capacity to act with regard to the things that are good
or bad for man. For while making has an end other than itself,
action cannot; for good action itself is its end. It is for this
reason that we think Pericles and men like him have practical
wisdom, viz. because they can see what is good for themselves
and what is good for men in general; we consider that those
can do this who are good at managing households or states.
(This is why we call temperance (sophrosune) by this name;
we imply that it preserves one’s practical wisdom (sozousa
tan phronsin). Now what it preserves is a judgement of the
kind we have described. For it is not any and every judgement
that pleasant and painful objects destroy and pervert, e.g.
the judgement that the triangle has or has not its angles
equal to two right angles, but only judgements about what
is to be done. For the originating causes of the things that
are done consist in the end at which they are aimed; but the
man who has been ruined by pleasure or pain forthwith fails
to see any such originating cause-to see that for the sake of
this or because of this he ought to choose and do whatever
he chooses and does; for vice is destructive of the originating
cause of action.) Practical wisdom, then, must be a reasoned
and true state of capacity to act with regard to human goods.
But further, while there is such a thing as excellence in art,
there is no such thing as excellence in practical wisdom; and
in art he who errs willingly is preferable, but in practical
wisdom, as in the virtues, he is the reverse. Plainly, then,
practical wisdom is a virtue and not an art. There being two
parts of the soul that can follow a course of reasoning, it must
be the virtue of one of the two, i.e. of that part which forms
opinions; for opinion is about the variable and so is practical
wisdom. But yet it is not only a reasoned state; this is shown
by the fact that a state of that sort may forgotten but practical
wisdom cannot.
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TREATISE ON THE CARDINAL VIRTUES

Prudence
Question 47
Of Prudence, Considered In Itself.
After treating of the theological virtues, we must in due sequence consider the
cardinal virtues. In the first place we shall consider prudence in itself; secondly,
its parts; thirdly, the corresponding gift; fourthly, the contrary vices; fifthly, the
precepts concerning prudence.
Under the first head there are sixteen points of inquiry:
(1) Whether prudence is in the will or in the reason?
(2) If in the reason, whether it is only in the practical, or also in the speculative
reason?
(3) Whether it takes cognizance of singulars?
(4) Whether it is virtue?
(5) Whether it is a special virtue?
(6) Whether it appoints the end to the moral virtues?
(7) Whether it fixes the mean in the moral virtues?
(8) Whether its proper act is command?
(9) Whether solicitude or watchfulness belongs to prudence?
(10) Whether prudence extends to the governing of many?
(11) Whether the prudence which regards private good is the same in species
as that which regards the common good?
(12) Whether prudence is in subjects, or only in their rulers?
(13) Whether prudence is in the wicked?
(14) Whether prudence is in all good men?
(15) Whether prudence is in us naturally?
(16) Whether prudence is lost by forgetfulness?

Art. I. — Whether prudence is in the cognitive
or in the appetitive faculty?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is not in the cognitive but in the
appetitive faculty. For Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. xv): «Prudence is love
choosing wisely between the things that help and those that hinder.» Now love
is not in the cognitive, but in the appetitive faculty. Therefore prudence is in the
appetitive faculty.
Objection 2: Further, as appears from the foregoing definition it belongs to
prudence «to choose wisely.» But choice is an act of the appetitive faculty, as
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stated above (FS, Q[13], A[1]). Therefore prudence is not in the cognitive but in
the appetitive faculty.
Objection 3: Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that «in art it is better
to err voluntarily than involuntarily, whereas in the case of prudence, as of the
virtues, it is worse.» Now the moral virtues, of which he is treating there, are in
the appetitive faculty, whereas art is in the reason. Therefore prudence is in the
appetitive rather than in the rational faculty.
On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 61): «Prudence is the
knowledge of what to seek and what to avoid.»
I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. x): «A prudent man is one who sees as it
were from afar, for his sight is keen, and he foresees the event of uncertainties.»
Now sight belongs not to the appetitive but to the cognitive faculty. Wherefore
it is manifest that prudence belongs directly to the cognitive, and not to the
sensitive faculty, because by the latter we know nothing but what is within reach
and offers itself to the senses: while to obtain knowledge of the future from
knowledge of the present or past, which pertains to prudence, belongs properly
to the reason, because this is done by a process of comparison. It follows therefore
that prudence, properly speaking, is in the reason.
Reply to Objection 1: As stated above (FP, Q[82], A[4]) the will moves all
the faculties to their acts. Now the first act of the appetitive faculty is love, as
stated above (FS, Q[25], AA[1],2). Accordingly prudence is said to be love, not
indeed essentially, but in so far as love moves to the act of prudence. Wherefore
Augustine goes on to say that «prudence is love discerning aright that which
helps from that which hinders us in tending to God.» Now love is said to discern
because it moves the reason to discern.
Reply to Objection 2: The prudent man considers things afar off, in so far
as they tend to be a help or a hindrance to that which has to be done at the
present time. Hence it is clear that those things which prudence considers stand
in relation to this other, as in relation to the end. Now of those things that are
directed to the end there is counsel in the reason, and choice in the appetite, of
which two, counsel belongs more properly to prudence, since the Philosopher
states (Ethic. vi, 5,7,9) that a prudent man «takes good counsel.» But as choice
presupposes counsel, since it is «the desire for what has been already counselled»
(Ethic. iii, 2), it follows that choice can also be ascribed to prudence indirectly, in
so far, to wit, as prudence directs the choice by means of counsel.
Reply to Objection 3: The worth of prudence consists not in thought merely,
but in its application to action, which is the end of the practical reason. Wherefore
if any defect occur in this, it is most contrary to prudence, since, the end being of
most import in everything, it follows that a defect which touches the end is the
worst of all. Hence the Philosopher goes on to say (Ethic. vi, 5) that prudence is
«something more than a merely rational habit,» such as art is, since, as stated
above (FS, Q[57], A[4]) it includes application to action, which application is an
act of the will.
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Art. II. — Whether prudence belongs to the practical reason
alone or also to the speculative reason?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence belongs not only to the practical,
but also to the speculative reason. For it is written (Prov. 10:23): «Wisdom is
prudence to a man.» Now wisdom consists chiefly in contemplation. Therefore
prudence does also.
Objection 2: Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 24): «Prudence is concerned
with the quest of truth, and fills us with the desire of fuller knowledge.» Now
this belongs to the speculative reason. Therefore prudence resides also in the
speculative reason.
Objection 3: Further, the Philosopher assigns art and prudence to the same part
of the soul (Ethic. vi, 1). Now art may be not only practical but also speculative,
as in the case of the liberal arts. Therefore prudence also is both practical and
speculative.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that prudence is right
reason applied to action. Now this belongs to none but the practical reason.
Therefore prudence is in the practical reason only.
I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5) «a prudent man is
one who is capable of taking good counsel.» Now counsel is about things that we
have to do in relation to some end: and the reason that deals with things to be
done for an end is the practical reason. Hence it is evident that prudence resides
only in the practical reason.
Reply to Objection 1: As stated above (Q[45], AA[1],3), wisdom considers the
absolutely highest cause: so that the consideration of the highest cause in any
particular genus belongs to wisdom in that genus. Now in the genus of human
acts the highest cause is the common end of all human life, and it is this end
that prudence intends. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that just as he
who reasons well for the realization of a particular end, such as victory, is said
to be prudent, not absolutely, but in a particular genus, namely warfare, so he
that reasons well with regard to right conduct as a whole, is said to be prudent
absolutely. Wherefore it is clear that prudence is wisdom about human affairs:
but not wisdom absolutely, because it is not about the absolutely highest cause,
for it is about human good, and this is not the best thing of all. And so it is stated
significantly that «prudence is wisdom for man,» but not wisdom absolutely.
Reply to Objection 2: Ambrose, and Tully also (De Invent. ii, 53) take the
word prudence in a broad sense for any human knowledge, whether speculative
or practical. And yet it may also be replied that the act itself of the speculative
reason, in so far as it is voluntary, is a matter of choice and counsel as to its
exercise; and consequently comes under the direction of prudence. On the other
hand, as regards its specification in relation to its object which is the «necessary
true,» it comes under neither counsel nor prudence.
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Reply to Objection 3: Every application of right reason in the work of production
belongs to art: but to prudence belongs only the application of right reason in
matters of counsel, which are those wherein there is no fixed way of obtaining
the end, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3. Since then, the speculative reason makes things
such as syllogisms, propositions and the like, wherein the process follows certain
and fixed rules, consequently in respect of such things it is possible to have the
essentials of art, but not of prudence; and so we find such a thing as a speculative
art, but not a speculative prudence.

Art. III. — Whether prudence takes cognizance of singulars?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence does not take cognizance of singulars.
For prudence is in the reason, as stated above (AA[1],2). But «reason deals with
universals,» according to Phys. i, 5. Therefore prudence does not take cognizance
except of universals.
Objection 2: Further, singulars are infinite in number. But the reason cannot
comprehend an infinite number of things. Therefore prudence which is right
reason, is not about singulars.
Objection 3: Further, particulars are known by the senses. But prudence is
not in a sense, for many persons who have keen outward senses are devoid of
prudence. Therefore prudence does not take cognizance of singulars.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 7) that «prudence does not
deal with universals only, but needs to take cognizance of singulars also.»
I answer that, As stated above (A[1], ad 3), to prudence belongs not only the
consideration of the reason, but also the application to action, which is the end
of the practical reason. But no man can conveniently apply one thing to another,
unless he knows both the thing to be applied, and the thing to which it has to
be applied. Now actions are in singular matters: and so it is necessary for the
prudent man to know both the universal principles of reason, and the singulars
about which actions are concerned.
Reply to Objection 1: Reason first and chiefly is concerned with universals, and
yet it is able to apply universal rules to particular cases: hence the conclusions of
syllogisms are not only universal, but also particular, because the intellect by a
kind of reflection extends to matter, as stated in De Anima iii.
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Reply to Objection 2: It is because the infinite number of singulars cannot
be comprehended by human reason, that «our counsels are uncertain» (Wis.
9:14). Nevertheless experience reduces the infinity of singulars to a certain finite
number which occur as a general rule, and the knowledge of these suffices for
human prudence.
Reply to Objection 3: As the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 8), prudence does
not reside in the external senses whereby we know sensible objects, but in the
interior sense, which is perfected by memory and experience so as to judge
promptly of particular cases. This does not mean however that prudence is in
the interior sense as in its principle subject, for it is chiefly in the reason, yet by
a kind of application it extends to this sense.

Art. IV. — Whether prudence is a virtue?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is not a virtue. For Augustine says
(De Lib. Arb. i, 13) that «prudence is the science of what to desire and what to
avoid.» Now science is condivided with virtue, as appears in the Predicaments
(vi). Therefore prudence is not a virtue.
Objection 2: Further, there is no virtue of a virtue: but «there is a virtue of
art,» as the Philosopher states (Ethic. vi, 5): wherefore art is not a virtue. Now
there is prudence in art, for it is written (2 Paralip. ii, 14) concerning Hiram, that
he knew «to grave all sort of graving, and to devise ingeniously [prudenter] all
that there may be need of in the work.» Therefore prudence is not a virtue.
Objection 3: Further, no virtue can be immoderate. But prudence is
immoderate, else it would be useless to say (Prov. 23:4): «Set bounds to thy
prudence.» Therefore prudence is not a virtue.
On the contrary, Gregory states (Moral. ii, 49) that prudence, temperance,
fortitude and justice are four virtues.
I answer that, As stated above (FS, Q[55], A[3]; FS, Q[56], A[1]) when we were
treating of virtues in general, «virtue is that which makes its possessor good,
and his work good likewise.» Now good may be understood in a twofold sense:
first, materially, for the thing that is good, secondly, formally, under the aspect
of good. Good, under the aspect of good, is the object of the appetitive power.
Hence if any habits rectify the consideration of reason, without regarding the
rectitude of the appetite, they have less of the nature of a virtue since they direct
man to good materially, that is to say, to the thing which is good, but without
considering it under the aspect of good. On the other hand those virtues which
regard the rectitude of the appetite, have more of the nature of virtue, because
they consider the good not only materially, but also formally, in other words,
they consider that which is good under the aspect of good.
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Now it belongs to prudence, as stated above (A[1], ad 3; A[3]) to apply right
reason to action, and this is not done without a right appetite. Hence prudence
has the nature of virtue not only as the other intellectual virtues have it, but also
as the moral virtues have it, among which virtues it is enumerated.
Reply to Objection 1: Augustine there takes science in the broad sense for any
kind of right reason.
Reply to Objection 2: The Philosopher says that there is a virtue of art, because
art does not require rectitude of the appetite; wherefore in order that a man
may make right use of his art, he needs to have a virtue which will rectify his
appetite. Prudence however has nothing to do with the matter of art, because
art is both directed to a particular end, and has fixed means of obtaining that
end. And yet, by a kind of comparison, a man may be said to act prudently in
matters of art. Moreover in certain arts, on account of the uncertainty of the
means for obtaining the end, there is need for counsel, as for instance in the arts
of medicine and navigation, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3.
Reply to Objection 3: This saying of the wise man does not mean that prudence
itself should be moderate, but that moderation must be imposed on other things
according to prudence.

Art. V. — Whether prudence is a special virtue?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is not a special virtue. For no special
virtue is included in the definition of virtue in general, since virtue is defined
(Ethic. ii, 6) «an elective habit that follows a mean appointed by reason in
relation to ourselves, even as a wise man decides.» Now right reason is reason in
accordance with prudence, as stated in Ethic. vi, 13. Therefore prudence is not a
special virtue.
Objection 2: Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 13) that «the effect of
moral virtue is right action as regards the end, and that of prudence, right action
as regards the means.» Now in every virtue certain things have to be done as
means to the end. Therefore prudence is in every virtue, and consequently is not
a special virtue.
Objection 3: Further, a special virtue has a special object. But prudence has
not a special object, for it is right reason «applied to action» (Ethic. vi, 5); and all
works of virtue are actions. Therefore prudence is not a special virtue.
On the contrary, It is distinct from and numbered among the other virtues,
for it is written (Wis. 8:7): «She teacheth temperance and prudence, justice and
fortitude.»
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I answer that, Since acts and habits take their species from their objects, as
shown above (FS, Q[1], A[3]; FS, Q[18], A[2]; FS, Q[54], A[2] ), any habit that
has a corresponding special object, distinct from other objects, must needs be a
special habit, and if it be a good habit, it must be a special virtue. Now an object
is called special, not merely according to the consideration of its matter, but
rather according to its formal aspect, as explained above (FS, Q[54], A[2], ad
1). Because one and the same thing is the subject matter of the acts of different
habits, and also of different powers, according to its different formal aspects.
Now a yet greater difference of object is requisite for a difference of powers than
for a difference of habits, since several habits are found in the same power, as
stated above (FS, Q[54], A[1]). Consequently any difference in the aspect of an
object, that requires a difference of powers, will «a fortiori» require a difference
of habits.
Accordingly we must say that since prudence is in the reason, as stated above
(A[2]), it is differentiated from the other intellectual virtues by a material
difference of objects. «Wisdom,» «knowledge» and «understanding» are about
necessary things, whereas «art» and «prudence» are about contingent things, art
being concerned with «things made,» that is, with things produced in external
matter, such as a house, a knife and so forth; and prudence, being concerned
with «things done,» that is, with things that have their being in the doer himself,
as stated above (FS, Q[57], A[4]). On the other hand prudence is differentiated
from the moral virtues according to a formal aspect distinctive of powers, i.e.
the intellective power, wherein is prudence, and the appetitive power, wherein is
moral virtue. Hence it is evident that prudence is a special virtue, distinct from
all other virtues.
Reply to Objection 1: This is not a definition of virtue in general, but of moral
virtue, the definition of which fittingly includes an intellectual virtue, viz.,
prudence, which has the same matter in common with moral virtue; because,
just as the subject of moral virtue is something that partakes of reason, so moral
virtue has the aspect of virtue, in so far as it partakes of intellectual virtue.
Reply to Objection 2: This argument proves that prudence helps all the virtues,
and works in all of them; but this does not suffice to prove that it is not a special
virtue; for nothing prevents a certain genus from containing a species which
is operative in every other species of that same genus, even as the sun has an
influence over all bodies.
Reply to Objection 3: Things done are indeed the matter of prudence, in so
far as they are the object of reason, that is, considered as true: but they are the
matter of the moral virtues, in so far as they are the object of the appetitive
power, that is, considered as good.
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Art. VI. — Whether prudence appoints
the end to moral virtues?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence appoints the end to moral virtues.
Since prudence is in the reason, while moral virtue is in the appetite, it seems
that prudence stands in relation to moral virtue, as reason to the appetite. Now
reason appoints the end to the appetitive power. Therefore prudence appoints
the end to the moral virtues.
Objection 2: Further, man surpasses irrational beings by his reason, but he
has other things in common with them. Accordingly the other parts of man are
in relation to his reason, what man is in relation to irrational creatures. Now
man is the end of irrational creatures, according to Polit. i, 3. Therefore all
the other parts of man are directed to reason as to their end. But prudence is
«right reason applied to action,» as stated above (A[2]). Therefore all actions
are directed to prudence as their end. Therefore prudence appoints the end to
all moral virtues.
Objection 3: Further, it belongs to the virtue, art, or power that is concerned
about the end, to command the virtues or arts that are concerned about the
means. Now prudence disposes of the other moral virtues, and commands them.
Therefore it appoints their end to them.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 12) that «moral virtue ensures
the rectitude of the intention of the end, while prudence ensures the rectitude
of the means.» Therefore it does not belong to prudence to appoint the end to
moral virtues, but only to regulate the means.
I answer that, The end of moral virtues is human good. Now the good of the
human soul is to be in accord with reason, as Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. iv).
Wherefore the ends of moral virtue must of necessity pre-exist in the reason.
Now, just as, in the speculative reason, there are certain things naturally
known, about which is «understanding,» and certain things of which we obtain
knowledge through them, viz. conclusions, about which is «science,» so in the
practical reason, certain things pre-exist, as naturally known principles, and
such are the ends of the moral virtues, since the end is in practical matters what
principles are in speculative matters, as stated above (Q[23], A[7], ad 2; FS, Q[13],
A[3]); while certain things are in the practical reason by way of conclusions, and
such are the means which we gather from the ends themselves. About these
is prudence, which applies universal principles to the particular conclusions of
practical matters. Consequently it does not belong to prudence to appoint the
end to moral virtues, but only to regulate the means.
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Reply to Objection 1: Natural reason known by the name of «synderesis»
appoints the end to moral virtues, as stated above (FP, Q[79], A[12]): but
prudence does not do this for the reason given above.
This suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3: The end concerns the moral virtues, not as though
they appointed the end, but because they tend to the end which is appointed by
natural reason. In this they are helped by prudence, which prepares the way for
them, by disposing the means. Hence it follows that prudence is more excellent
than the moral virtues, and moves them: yet «synderesis» moves prudence, just
as the understanding of principles moves science.

Art. VII. — Whether it belongs to prudence to find
the mean in moral virtues?
Objection 1: It would seem that it does not belong to prudence to find the
mean in moral virtues. For the achievement of the mean is the end of moral
virtues. But prudence does not appoint the end to moral virtues, as shown above
(A[6]). Therefore it does not find the mean in them.
Objection 2: Further, that which of itself has being, would seem to have no
cause, but its very being is its cause, since a thing is said to have being by reason
of its cause. Now «to follow the mean» belongs to moral virtue by reason of itself,
as part of its definition, as shown above (A[5], OBJ[1]). Therefore prudence does
not cause the mean in moral virtues.
Objection 3: Further, prudence works after the manner of reason. But moral
virtue tends to the mean after the manner of nature, because, as Tully states
(De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53), «virtue is a habit like a second nature in accord with
reason.» Therefore prudence does not appoint the mean to moral virtues.
On the contrary, In the foregoing definition of moral virtue (A[5], OBJ[1])
it is stated that it «follows a mean appointed by reason . . . even as a wise man
decides.»
I answer that, The proper end of each moral virtue consists precisely in
conformity with right reason. For temperance intends that man should not
stray from reason for the sake of his concupiscences; fortitude, that he should
not stray from the right judgment of reason through fear or daring. Moreover
this end is appointed to man according to natural reason, since natural reason
dictates to each one that he should act according to reason.
But it belongs to the ruling of prudence to decide in what manner and by
what means man shall obtain the mean of reason in his deeds. For though the
attainment of the mean is the end of a moral virtue, yet this mean is found by the
right disposition of these things that are directed to the end.
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This suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2: Just as a natural agent makes form to be in matter,
yet does not make that which is essential to the form to belong to it, so too,
prudence appoints the mean in passions and operations, and yet does not make
the searching of the mean to belong to virtue.
Reply to Objection 3: Moral virtue after the manner of nature intends to attain
the mean. Since, however, the mean as such is not found in all matters after the
same manner, it follows that the inclination of nature which ever works in the
same manner, does not suffice for this purpose, and so the ruling of prudence is
required.

Art. VIII. — Whether command is the chief act of prudence?
Objection 1: It would seem that command is not the chief act of prudence. For
command regards the good to be ensued. Now Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 9) states
that it is an act of prudence «to avoid ambushes.» Therefore command is not the
chief act of prudence.
Objection 2: Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that «the prudent
man takes good counsel.» Now «to take counsel» and «to command» seem to
be different acts, as appears from what has been said above (FS, Q[57], A[6]).
Therefore command is not the chief act of prudence.
Objection 3: Further, it seems to belong to the will to command and to rule,
since the will has the end for its object, and moves the other powers of the soul.
Now prudence is not in the will, but in the reason. Therefore command is not an
act of prudence.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 10) that «prudence
commands.»
I answer that, Prudence is «right reason applied to action,» as stated above
(A[2]). Hence that which is the chief act of reason in regard to action must needs
be the chief act of prudence. Now there are three such acts. The first is «to take
counsel,» which belongs to discovery, for counsel is an act of inquiry, as stated
above (FS, Q[14], A[1]). The second act is «to judge of what one has discovered,»
and this is an act of the speculative reason. But the practical reason, which is
directed to action, goes further, and its third act is «to command,» which act
consists in applying to action the things counselled and judged. And since this
act approaches nearer to the end of the practical reason, it follows that it is the
chief act of the practical reason, and consequently of prudence.
In confirmation of this we find that the perfection of art consists in judging
and not in commanding: wherefore he who sins voluntarily against his craft is
reputed a better craftsman than he who does so involuntarily, because the former
seems to do so from right judgment, and the latter from a defective judgment.
On the other hand it is the reverse in prudence, as stated in Ethic. vi, 5, for it is
more imprudent to sin voluntarily, since this is to be lacking in the chief act of
prudence, viz. command, than to sin involuntarily.
74

75

Reply to Objection 1: The act of command extends both to the ensuing of good
and to the avoidance of evil. Nevertheless Augustine ascribes «the avoidance of
ambushes» to prudence, not as its chief act, but as an act of prudence that does
not continue in heaven.
Reply to Objection 2: Good counsel is required in order that the good things
discovered may be applied to action: wherefore command belongs to prudence
which takes good counsel.
Reply to Objection 3: Simply to move belongs to the will: but command
denotes motion together with a kind of ordering, wherefore it is an act of the
reason, as stated above (FS, Q[17], A[1]).

Art. IX. — Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?
Objection 1: It would seem that solicitude does not belong to prudence. For
solicitude implies disquiet, wherefore Isidore says (Etym. x) that «a solicitous
man is a restless man.» Now motion belongs chiefly to the appetitive power:
wherefore solicitude does also. But prudence is not in the appetitive power, but
in the reason, as stated above (A[1]). Therefore solicitude does not belong to
prudence.
Objection 2: Further, the certainty of truth seems opposed to solicitude,
wherefore it is related (1 Kings 9:20) that Samuel said to Saul: «As for the asses
which were lost three days ago, be not solicitous, because they are found.»
Now the certainty of truth belongs to prudence, since it is an intellectual virtue.
Therefore solicitude is in opposition to prudence rather than belonging to it.
Objection 3: Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) the «magnanimous
man is slow and leisurely.» Now slowness is contrary to solicitude. Since then
prudence is not opposed to magnanimity, for «good is not opposed to good,» as
stated in the Predicaments (viii) it would seem that solicitude does not belong
to prudence.
On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 4:7): «Be prudent . . . and watch in
prayers.» But watchfulness is the same as solicitude. Therefore solicitude belongs
to prudence.
I answer that, According to Isidore (Etym. x), a man is said to be solicitous
through being shrewd [solers] and alert [citus], in so far as a man through a
certain shrewdness of mind is on the alert to do whatever has to be done. Now
this belongs to prudence, whose chief act is a command about what has been
already counselled and judged in matters of action. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. vi, 9) that «one should be quick in carrying out the counsel taken, but
slow in taking counsel.» Hence it is that solicitude belongs properly to prudence,
and for this reason Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. xxiv) that «prudence keeps
most careful watch and ward, lest by degrees we be deceived unawares by evil
counsel.»
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Reply to Objection 1: Movement belongs to the appetitive power as to the
principle of movement, in accordance however, with the direction and command
of reason, wherein solicitude consists.
Reply to Objection 2: According to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 3), «equal
certainty should not be sought in all things, but in each matter according to its
proper mode.» And since the matter of prudence is the contingent singulars
about which are human actions, the certainty of prudence cannot be so great as
to be devoid of all solicitude.
Reply to Objection 3: The magnanimous man is said to be «slow and leisurely»
not because he is solicitous about nothing, but because he is not over-solicitous
about many things, and is trustful in matters where he ought to have trust, and
is not over-solicitous about them: for over-much fear and distrust are the cause
of over-solicitude, since fear makes us take counsel, as stated above (FS, Q[44],
A[2]) when we were treating of the passion of fear.

Art. X. — Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence does not extend to the governing of
many, but only to the government of oneself. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. v,
1) that virtue directed to the common good is justice. But prudence differs from
justice. Therefore prudence is not directed to the common good.
Objection 2: Further, he seems to be prudent, who seeks and does good for
himself. Now those who seek the common good often neglect their own. Therefore
they are not prudent.
Objection 3: Further, prudence is specifically distinct from temperance and
fortitude. But temperance and fortitude seem to be related only to a man’s own
good. Therefore the same applies to prudence.
On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 24:45): «Who, thinkest thou, is a faithful
and prudent [Douay: ‘wise’] servant whom his lord hath appointed over his
family?»
I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 8) some have held
that prudence does not extend to the common good, but only to the good of the
individual, and this because they thought that man is not bound to seek other
than his own good. But this opinion is opposed to charity, which «seeketh not
her own» (1 Cor. 13:5): wherefore the Apostle says of himself (1 Cor. 10:33):
«Not seeking that which is profitable to myself, but to many, that they may be
saved.» Moreover it is contrary to right reason, which judges the common good
to be better than the good of the individual.
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Accordingly, since it belongs to prudence rightly to counsel, judge, and
command concerning the means of obtaining a due end, it is evident that prudence
regards not only the private good of the individual, but also the common good
of the multitude.
Reply to Objection 1: The Philosopher is speaking there of moral virtue. Now
just as every moral virtue that is directed to the common good is called «legal»
justice, so the prudence that is directed to the common good is called «political»
prudence, for the latter stands in the same relation to legal justice, as prudence
simply so called to moral virtue.
Reply to Objection 2: He that seeks the good of the many, seeks in consequence
his own good, for two reasons. First, because the individual good is impossible
without the common good of the family, state, or kingdom. Hence Valerius
Maximus says [*Fact. et Dict. Memor. iv, 6] of the ancient Romans that «they
would rather be poor in a rich empire than rich in a poor empire.» Secondly,
because, since man is a part of the home and state, he must needs consider
what is good for him by being prudent about the good of the many. For the
good disposition of parts depends on their relation to the whole; thus Augustine
says (Confess. iii, 8) that «any part which does not harmonize with its whole, is
offensive.»
Reply to Objection 3: Even temperance and fortitude can be directed to the
common good, hence there are precepts of law concerning them as stated in
Ethic. v, 1: more so, however, prudence and justice, since these belong to the
rational faculty which directly regards the universal, just as the sensitive part
regards singulars.

Art. XI. — Whether prudence about one’s own good
is specifically the same as that which
extends to the common good?
Objection 1: It seems that prudence about one’s own good is the same
specifically as that which extends to the common good. For the Philosopher says
(Ethic. vi, 8) that «political prudence, and prudence are the same habit, yet their
essence is not the same.»
Objection 2: Further, the Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 2) that «virtue is the
same in a good man and in a good ruler.» Now political prudence is chiefly in the
ruler, in whom it is architectonic, as it were. Since then prudence is a virtue of a
good man, it seems that prudence and political prudence are the same habit.
Objection 3: Further, a habit is not diversified in species or essence by things
which are subordinate to one another. But the particular good, which belongs to
prudence simply so called, is subordinate to the common good, which belongs
to political prudence. Therefore prudence and political prudence differ neither
specifically nor essentially.
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On the contrary, «Political prudence,» which is directed to the common good
of the state, «domestic economy» which is of such things as relate to the common
good of the household or family, and «monastic economy» which is concerned
with things affecting the good of one person, are all distinct sciences. Therefore
in like manner there are different kinds of prudence, corresponding to the above
differences of matter.
I answer that, As stated above (A[5]; Q[54], A[2], ad 1), the species of habits
differ according to the difference of object considered in its formal aspect. Now
the formal aspect of all things directed to the end, is taken from the end itself,
as shown above (FS, Prolog.; FS, Q[102], A[1]), wherefore the species of habits
differ by their relation to different ends. Again the individual good, the good of the
family, and the good of the city and kingdom are different ends. Wherefore there
must needs be different species of prudence corresponding to these different
ends, so that one is «prudence» simply so called, which is directed to one’s own
good; another, «domestic prudence» which is directed to the common good of
the home; and a third, «political prudence,» which is directed to the common
good of the state or kingdom.
Reply to Objection 1: The Philosopher means, not that political prudence is
substantially the same habit as any kind of prudence, but that it is the same as
the prudence which is directed to the common good. This is called «prudence»
in respect of the common notion of prudence, i.e. as being right reason applied
to action, while it is called «political,» as being directed to the common good.
Reply to Objection 2: As the Philosopher declares (Polit. iii, 2), «it belongs to
a good man to be able to rule well and to obey well,» wherefore the virtue of a
good man includes also that of a good ruler. Yet the virtue of the ruler and of the
subject differs specifically, even as the virtue of a man and of a woman, as stated
by the same authority (Polit. iii, 2).
Reply to Objection 3: Even different ends, one of which is subordinate to the
other, diversify the species of a habit, thus for instance, habits directed to riding,
soldiering, and civic life, differ specifically although their ends are subordinate
to one another. In like manner, though the good of the individual is subordinate
to the good of the many, that does not prevent this difference from making the
habits differ specifically; but it follows that the habit which is directed to the last
end is above the other habits and commands them.
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Art. XII. — Whether prudence is in subjects,
or only in their rulers?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is not in subjects but only in their
rulers. For the Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 2) that «prudence alone is the virtue
proper to a ruler, while other virtues are common to subjects and rulers, and the
prudence of the subject is not a virtue but a true opinion.»
Objection 2: Further, it is stated in Polit. i, 5 that «a slave is not competent
to take counsel.» But prudence makes a man take good counsel (Ethic. vi, 5).
Therefore prudence is not befitting slaves or subjects.
Objection 3: Further, prudence exercises command, as stated above (A[8]).
But command is not in the competency of slaves or subjects but only of rulers.
Therefore prudence is not in subjects but only in rulers.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 8) that there are two kinds of
political prudence, one of which is «legislative» and belongs to rulers, while the
other «retains the common name political,» and is about «individual actions.»
Now it belongs also to subjects to perform these individual actions. Therefore
prudence is not only in rulers but also in subjects.
I answer that, Prudence is in the reason. Now ruling and governing belong
properly to the reason; and therefore it is proper to a man to reason and be
prudent in so far as he has a share in ruling and governing. But it is evident
that the subject as subject, and the slave as slave, are not competent to rule
and govern, but rather to be ruled and governed. Therefore prudence is not the
virtue of a slave as slave, nor of a subject as subject.
Since, however, every man, for as much as he is rational, has a share in ruling
according to the judgment of reason, he is proportionately competent to have
prudence. Wherefore it is manifest that prudence is in the ruler «after the
manner of a mastercraft» (Ethic. vi, 8), but in the subjects, «after the manner of
a handicraft.»
Reply to Objection 1: The saying of the Philosopher is to be understood strictly,
namely, that prudence is not the virtue of a subject as such.
Reply to Objection 2: A slave is not capable of taking counsel, in so far as he is
a slave (for thus he is the instrument of his master), but he does take counsel in
so far as he is a rational animal.
Reply to Objection 3: By prudence a man commands not only others, but also
himself, in so far as the reason is said to command the lower powers.

Art. XIII. — Whether prudence can be in sinners?
Objection 1: It would seem that there can be prudence in sinners. For our Lord
said (Lk. 16:8): «The children of this world are more prudent [Douay: ‘wiser’] in
their generation than the children of light.» Now the children of this world are
sinners. Therefore there be prudence in sinners.
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Objection 2: Further, faith is a more excellent virtue than prudence. But there
can be faith in sinners. Therefore there can be prudence also.
Objection 3: Further, according to Ethic. vi, 7, «we say that to be of good
counsel is the work of prudent man especially.» Now many sinners can take
good counsel. Therefore sinners can have prudence.
On the contrary, The Philosopher declares (Ethic. vi, 12) that «it is impossible
for a man be prudent unless he be good.» Now no inner is a good man. Therefore
no sinner is prudent.
I answer that, Prudence is threefold. There is a false prudence, which takes
its name from its likeness to true prudence. For since a prudent man is one who
disposes well of the things that have to be done for a good end, whoever disposes
well of such things as are fitting for an evil end, has false prudence, in far as that
which he takes for an end, is good, not in truth but in appearance. Thus man is
called «a good robber,» and in this way may speak of «a prudent robber,» by
way of similarity, because he devises fitting ways of committing robbery. This
is the prudence of which the Apostle says (Rom. 8:6): «The prudence [Douay:
‘wisdom’] of the flesh is death,» because, to wit, it places its ultimate end in the
pleasures of the flesh.
The second prudence is indeed true prudence, because it devises fitting
ways of obtaining a good end; and yet it is imperfect, from a twofold source.
First, because the good which it takes for an end, is not the common end of all
human life, but of some particular affair; thus when a man devises fitting ways
of conducting business or of sailing a ship, he is called a prudent businessman,
or a prudent sailor; secondly, because he fails in the chief act of prudence, as
when a man takes counsel aright, and forms a good judgment, even about things
concerning life as a whole, but fails to make an effective command.
The third prudence is both true and perfect, for it takes counsel, judges and
commands aright in respect of the good end of man’s whole life: and this alone is
prudence simply so-called, and cannot be in sinners, whereas the first prudence
is in sinners alone, while imperfect prudence is common to good and wicked
men, especially that which is imperfect through being directed to a particular
end, since that which is imperfect on account of a failing in the chief act, is only
in the wicked.
Reply to Objection 1: This saying of our Lord is to be understood of the first
prudence, wherefore it is not said that they are prudent absolutely, but that they
are prudent in «their generation.»
Reply to Objection 2: The nature of faith consists not in conformity with the
appetite for certain right actions, but in knowledge alone. On the other hand
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prudence implies a relation to a right appetite. First because its principles are the
ends in matters of action; and of such ends one forms a right estimate through the
habits of moral virtue, which rectify the appetite: wherefore without the moral
virtues there is no prudence, as shown above (FS, Q[58], A[5]); secondly because
prudence commands right actions, which does not happen unless the appetite
be right. Wherefore though faith on account of its object is more excellent than
prudence, yet prudence, by its very nature, is more opposed to sin, which arises
from a disorder of the appetite.
Reply to Objection 3: Sinners can take good counsel for an evil end, or for
some particular good, but they do not perfectly take good counsel for the end
of their whole life, since they do not carry that counsel into effect. Hence they
lack prudence which is directed to the good only; and yet in them, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 12) there is «cleverness,» [*{deinotike}] i.e.
natural diligence which may be directed to both good and evil; or «cunning,»
[*{panourgia}] which is directed only to evil, and which we have stated above, to
be «false prudence» or «prudence of the flesh.»

Art. XIV. — Whether prudence is in all who have grace?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is not in all who have grace. Prudence
requires diligence, that one may foresee aright what has to be done. But many
who have grace have not this diligence. Therefore not all who have grace have
prudence.
Objection 2: Further, a prudent man is one who takes good counsel, as stated
above (A[8], OBJ[2]; A[13], OBJ[3]). Yet many have grace who do not take good
counsel, and need to be guided by the counsel of others. Therefore not all who
have grace, have prudence
Objection 3: Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. iii, 2) that «young people
are not obviously prudent.» Yet many young people have grace. Therefore
prudence is not to be found in all who have grace.
On the contrary, No man has grace unless he be virtuous. Now no man can
be virtuous without prudence, for Gregory says (Moral. ii, 46) that «the other
virtues cannot be virtues at all unless they effect prudently what they desire to
accomplish.» Therefore all who have grace have prudence.
I answer that, The virtues must needs be connected together, so that whoever
has one has all, as stated above (FS, Q[65], A[1]). Now whoever has grace has
charity, so that he must needs have all the other virtues, and hence, since prudence
is a virtue, as shown above (A[4]), he must, of necessity, have prudence also.
Reply to Objection 1: Diligence is twofold: one is merely sufficient with regard
to things necessary for salvation; and such diligence is given to all who have grace,
whom «His unction teacheth of all things» (1 Jn. 2:27). There is also another
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diligence which is more than sufficient, whereby a man is able to make provision
both for himself and for others, not only in matters necessary for salvation, but
also in all things relating to human life; and such diligence as this is not in all
who have grace.
Reply to Objection 2: Those who require to be guided by the counsel of others,
are able, if they have grace, to take counsel for themselves in this point at least,
that they require the counsel of others and can discern good from evil counsel.
Reply to Objection 3: Acquired prudence is caused by the exercise of acts,
wherefore «its acquisition demands experience and time» (Ethic. ii, 1), hence it
cannot be in the young, neither in habit nor in act. On the other hand gratuitous
prudence is caused by divine infusion. Wherefore, in children who have been
baptized but have not come to the use of reason, there is prudence as to habit
but not as to act, even as in idiots; whereas in those who have come to the use
of reason, it is also as to act, with regard to things necessary for salvation. This
by practice merits increase, until it becomes perfect, even as the other virtues.
Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 5:14) that «strong meat is for the perfect, for them
who by custom have their senses exercised to the discerning of good and evil.»

Art. XV. — Whether prudence is in us by nature?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence is in us by nature. The Philosopher
says that things connected with prudence «seem to be natural,» namely «synesis,
gnome» [*{synesis} and {gnome}, Cf. FS, Q[57], A[6]] and the like, but not those
which are connected with speculative wisdom. Now things belonging to the
same genus have the same kind of origin. Therefore prudence also is in us from
nature.
Objection 2: Further, the changes of age are according to nature. Now prudence
results from age, according to Job 12:12: «In the ancient is wisdom, and in length
of days prudence.» Therefore prudence is natural.
Objection 3: Further, prudence is more consistent with human nature than
with that of dumb animals. Now there are instances of a certain natural prudence
in dumb animals, according to the Philosopher (De Hist. Anim. viii, 1). Therefore
prudence is natural.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that «intellectual virtue is
both originated and fostered by teaching; it therefore demands experience and
time.» Now prudence is an intellectual virtue, as stated above (A[4]). Therefore
prudence is in us, not by nature, but by teaching and experience.
I answer that, As shown above (A[3]), prudence includes knowledge both of
universals, and of the singular matters of action to which prudence applies the
universal principles. Accordingly, as regards the knowledge of universals, the
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same is to be said of prudence as of speculative science, because the primary
universal principles of either are known naturally, as shown above (A[6]): except
that the common principles of prudence are more connatural to man; for as the
Philosopher remarks (Ethic. x, 7) «the life which is according to the speculative
reason is better than that which is according to man»: whereas the secondary
universal principles, whether of the speculative or of the practical reason, are
not inherited from nature, but are acquired by discovery through experience, or
through teaching.
On the other hand, as regards the knowledge of particulars which are the
matter of action, we must make a further distinction, because this matter of
action is either an end or the means to an end. Now the right ends of human life
are fixed; wherefore there can be a natural inclination in respect of these ends;
thus it has been stated above (FS, Q[51], A[1]; FS, Q[63], A[1]) that some, from
a natural inclination, have certain virtues whereby they are inclined to right
ends; and consequently they also have naturally a right judgment about such
like ends.
But the means to the end, in human concerns, far from being fixed, are of
manifold variety according to the variety of persons and affairs. Wherefore since
the inclination of nature is ever to something fixed, the knowledge of those means
cannot be in man naturally, although, by reason of his natural disposition, one
man has a greater aptitude than another in discerning them, just as it happens
with regard to the conclusions of speculative sciences. Since then prudence is
not about the ends, but about the means, as stated above (A[6]; FS, Q[57], A[5]),
it follows that prudence is not from nature.
Reply to Objection 1: The Philosopher is speaking there of things relating to
prudence, in so far as they are directed to ends. Wherefore he had said before
(Ethic. vi, 5,11) that «they are the principles of the {ou heneka}» [*Literally, ‘for
the sake of which’ (are the means)], namely, the end; and so he does not mention
{euboulia} among them, because it takes counsel about the means.
Reply to Objection 2: Prudence is rather in the old, not only because their
natural disposition calms the movement of the sensitive passions, but also
because of their long experience.
Reply to Objection 3: Even in dumb animals there are fixed ways of obtaining
an end, wherefore we observe that all the animals of a same species act in like
manner. But this is impossible in man, on account of his reason, which takes
cognizance of universals, and consequently extends to an infinity of singulars.

Art. XVI. — Whether prudence can be lost
through forgetfulness?
Objection 1: It would seem that prudence can be lost through forgetfulness.
For since science is about necessary things, it is more certain than prudence
which is about contingent matters of action. But science is lost by forgetfulness.
Much more therefore is prudence.
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Objection 2: Further, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3) «the same things,
but by a contrary process, engender and corrupt virtue.» Now the engendering
of prudence requires experience which is made up «of many memories,» as he
states at the beginning of his Metaphysics (i, 1). Therefore since forgetfulness is
contrary to memory, it seems that prudence can be lost through forgetfulness.
Objection 3: Further, there is no prudence without knowledge of universals.
But knowledge of universals can be lost through forgetfulness. Therefore
prudence can also.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that «forgetfulness is
possible to art but not to prudence.»
I answer that, Forgetfulness regards knowledge only, wherefore one can
forget art and science, so as to lose them altogether, because they belong to the
reason. But prudence consists not in knowledge alone, but also in an act of the
appetite, because as stated above (A[8]), its principal act is one of command,
whereby a man applies the knowledge he has, to the purpose of appetition and
operation. Hence prudence is not taken away directly by forgetfulness, but
rather is corrupted by the passions. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that
«pleasure and sorrow pervert the estimate of prudence»: wherefore it is written
(Dan. 13:56): «Beauty hath deceived thee, and lust hath subverted thy heart,»
and (Ex. 23:8): «Neither shalt thou take bribes which blind even the prudent
[Douay: ‘wise’].»
Nevertheless forgetfulness may hinder prudence, in so far as the latter’s
command depends on knowledge which may be forgotten.
Reply to Objection 1: Science is in the reason only: hence the comparison
fails, as stated above [*Cf. FS, Q[53], A[1]].
Reply to Objection 2: The experience required by prudence results not from
memory alone, but also from the practice of commanding aright.
Reply to Objection 3: Prudence consists chiefly, not in the knowledge of
universals, but in applying them to action, as stated above (A[3]). Wherefore
forgetting the knowledge of universals does not destroy the principal part of
prudence, but hinders it somewhat, as stated above.

Question 48
OF THE PARTS OF PRUDENCE.
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