QUESTION 80
The Use, i.e., Consumption, of This Sacrament

Next we have to consider the use, i.e., consumption, of this sacrament: first, in general (question
80); and, second, how Christ used this sacrament (question 81).

On the first topic there are twelve questions: (1) Are there two ways of eating this sacrament, viz.,
sacramentally and spiritually? (2) Does it belong to man alone to eat this sacrament spiritually? (3)
Does it befit only a just man to eat sacramentally? (4) Does a sinner who eats sacramentally commit a
sin? (5) How great is this sin? (6) Should a sinner who approaches this sacrament be refused? (7) Does
nocturnal emission (nocturna pollutio) impede a man from receiving this sacrament? (8) Should this
sacrament be received only by those who are fasting? (9) Should this sacrament be offered to those who
do not have the use of reason? (10) Should this sacrament be received every day? (11) Is it permitted to
abstain altogether from this sacrament? (12) Is it permitted to receive the body without receiving the
blood?

Article 1

Should one distinguish two ways of eating the body of Christ, viz.,
spiritually and sacramentally?

It seems that one should not distinguish two ways of eating the body of Christ, viz., spiritually and
sacramentally (non debeant distingui duo modi manducandi corpus Christi, scilicet spiritualiter et
sacramentaliter):

Objection 1: Just as baptism is a spiritual regeneration—this according to John 3:5 (“Unless a
man is born again of water and the Holy Spirit, etc.”)—so, too, this sacrament is a spiritual food, and that
is why our Lord, speaking of this sacrament in John 6:64, says, “The words that I have spoken to you are
spirit and life.” But it is not the case that two ways of receiving baptism are distinguished, viz.,
sacramental and spiritual. Therefore, this distinction should not be applied to this sacrament, either.

Objection 2: If two things that are such that the one of them exists because of the other, then they
should not be divided from one another, since the one takes its species from the other. But sacramental
eating is ordered toward spiritual eating as toward its end. Therefore, sacramental eating should not be
divided off from spiritual eating.

Objection 3: If two things are such that the one of them cannot exist without the other, then they
should not be divided off from one another. But it seems that no one could eat spiritually unless he also
ate sacramentally; otherwise, the ancient fathers would have eaten this sacrament spiritually. Again,
sacramental eating would be in vain if spiritual eating could exist without it. Therefore, it is wrong to
distinguish two ways of eating, viz., sacramental and spiritual.

But contrary to this: A Gloss on 1 Corinthians 11:29 (“He who eats and drinks unworthily ...”)
says, “We claim that there are two ways of eating, the one sacramental and the other spiritual.”

I respond: There are two things to think about concerning the consumption of this sacrament, viz.,
(a) the sacrament itself and (b) its effect, and we have already talked about both of these above
(qq. 73-79). Thus, the complete or perfect way of consuming this sacrament is when an individual takes
this sacrament in such a way that he receives its effect.

Now as was explained above (q. 79, aa. 3 and 8), it sometimes happens that an individual is
impeded from receiving the effect of this sacrament, and that sort of reception of this sacrament is
incomplete or imperfect (imperfecta). Therefore, just as the perfect is divided off from the imperfect, so
sacramental eating, through which the sacrament alone is consumed without its effect, is divided off from
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spiritual eating, through which an individual receives the effect of this sacrament, viz., his being joined
spiritually to Christ through faith and charity.

Reply to objection 1: A similar distinction is likewise applied to baptism and the other sacraments
of this sort; for some individuals receive only the sacrament (tantum sacramentum), whereas some
receive both the sacrament (sacramentum) and the reality of the sacrament (res sacramenti).

However, there is this difference, viz., that since the other sacraments are brought to completion in
the use of the matter, receiving the sacrament is the perfection or completion of the sacrament, whereas
this sacrament is perfected or brought to completion in the consecration of the matter, and so both sorts
of use [viz., sacramental use and spiritual use] follow upon this sacrament. By contrast, in baptism and
the other sacraments that imprint a character, those who take the sacrament receive a spiritual effect, viz.,
the character—something that does not happen in the case of this sacrament. And that is why in the case
of this sacrament, rather than in the case of baptism, the sacramental use is distinguished from the
spiritual use.

Reply to objection 2: A sacramental eating that reaches the point of spiritual eating is not divided
off from spiritual eating but is instead included in it. By contrast, the sort of sacramental eating that is
divided off from spiritual eating is a sacramental eating that does not attain the effect—in the same way
that what does not reach the perfection of a species is divided off from what is perfect in the species.

Reply to objection 3: As was explained above (q. 68, a. 2 and q. 73, a. 3), the effect of a
sacrament can be realized by an individual if the sacrament is had in his desire (in voto), even though it is
not had in reality. And so, just as some are baptized with a baptism of the Spirit (baptismo flaminis)
because of their desire for baptism, before they are baptized with water, so, too, some eat this sacrament
spiritually before they consume it sacramentally. Now there are two ways in which this happens:

In one way, because of a desire to receive the sacrament itself, and on this score it is those who
desire to receive these sacraments as already instituted who are said to be baptized and to eat spiritually
and not sacramentally.

In the second way, because of a prefigurement, in the way in which the Apostle says in
1 Corinthians 10:2ff. that the ancient fathers “were baptized ... in the cloud and in the sea” and that “they
ate the [same] spiritual food and drank the [same] spiritual drink.”

Nor is sacramental eating undertaken in vain, since the very reception of the sacrament produces
the effect of the sacrament in a more robust way (p/enius) than does the desire alone—just as was
explained above (q. 69, a. 4, ad 2) for the case of baptism.

Article 2
Does it belong to man alone to receive this sacrament spiritually, or to angels as well?

It seems that it does not belong to man alone to receive this sacrament spiritually, but to angels as
well (non solius hominis sit hoc sacramentum sumere spiritualiter, sed etiam angelorum):

Objection 1: A Gloss on Psalm 77:25 (“Man ate the bread of angels”) says, “That is, the body of
Christ, which is truly the food of angels.” But this would not be the case if angels did not eat Christ
spiritually. Therefore, the angels eat Christ spiritually.

Objection 2: In Super loannem Augustine says, “By ‘this food and drink” He wants us to
understand the fellowship of His body and its members, which is the Church in those who have been
predestined.” But it is not only men who belong to this fellowship; the angels do as well. Therefore, the
holy angels also eat spiritually.

Objection 3: In De Verbis Domini Augustine says, “Christ is to be eaten spiritually, as He Himself
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explains, ‘He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me and I in him’.” But this applies not
only to men, but also to the holy angels, in whom Christ exists through charity and who exist in Him.
Therefore, it seems that eating spiritually belongs not only to men, but also to the angels.

But contrary to this: In Super loannem Augustine says, “Eat the bread of the altar spiritually;
bring your innocence to the altar.” But it does not belong to angels to approach the altar as if to receive
something there. Therefore, it does not belong to angels to eat spiritually.

I respond: Christ Himself is contained in this sacrament—not, to be sure, with His proper
appearance, but under the appearances of the sacrament. Therefore, there are two possible ways of eating
spiritually:

In one way, to eat Christ Himself as He exists with His own proper appearance. And on this score
the angels eat Christ Himself spiritually insofar as they are united to Him by the enjoyment of perfect
charity and manifest vision (which is the bread we look forward to in heaven), and not by faith, as we
ourselves are now united to Him here on earth.

In a second way, it is possible to eat Christ spiritually as He exists under the appearances of this
sacrament, viz., insofar as an individual believes in Christ with a desire to receive this sacrament. This is
not fitting for angels.

And that is why even though the angels eat Christ spiritually, it does not befit them to eat this
sacrament spiritually.

Reply to objection 1: Receiving Christ under this sacrament is ordered, as toward an end, toward
the enjoyment of heaven, which the angels enjoy there. And since the means to an end are derived from
the end, it follows that the eating of Christ by which we receive Him under this sacrament is in some
sense derived from that eating by which the angels enjoy Christ in heaven. And that is why man is said to
eat the bread of angels, since it belongs first and principally to the angels, who enjoy Christ with His
proper appearance, whereas it belongs secondarily to men, who receive Christ under a sacrament.

Reply to objection 2: Men belong to the fellowship of the mystical body through faith, whereas
the angels belong through manifest vision. But the sacraments are proportioned to faith, through which
the truth is seen “through a mirror and darkly” (1 Corinthians 13:12). And that is why, properly speaking,
here on earth it belongs to men, and not to angels, to eat this sacrament spiritually.

Reply to objection 3: Christ remains among men in the present state of things through faith,
whereas He exists among the beatified angels through a manifest vision. And so, as has been explained,
the two cases are not similar.

Article 3
Is it possible for anyone other than a just man to eat Christ sacramentally?

It seems that it is impossible for anyone other than a just man to eat Christ sacramentally (nu//us
possit manducare Christum sacramentaliter nisi homo iustus):

Objection 1: In De Remedio Poenitentiae Augustine says, “Why do you prepare your teeth and
belly? Believe, and you have eaten. For to believe in Him is to eat the living bread.” But a sinner does not
believe in Him, since he does not have informed faith (non habet fidem formatam), which, as was
explained in the Second Part (ST 2-2, q. 2, a. 2 and q. 4, a. 5), involves believing in God. Therefore, it is
impossible for a sinner to eat this sacrament, which is the living bread.

Objection 2: As was pointed out above (q. 73, a. 3, ad 3 and q. 78, a.3, ad 6), this sacrament is
especially called the sacrament of charity, and just as non-believers are lacking in faith, so all sinners are
deprived of charity. But it does not seem possible for non-believers to receive this sacrament
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sacramentally, since in the form of this sacrament it says, “the mystery of faith.” Therefore, by parity of
reasoning, neither is it possible for any individual among sinners to eat the body of Christ sacramentally.

Objection 3: A sinner is more abominable to God than a non-rational creature is; for Psalm 48:21
says of a man who is a sinner, “Man, when he existed in honor, did not understand: he has been likened
to the senseless beasts and has been made like them.” But a non-rational animal, e.g., a mouse or a dog,
cannot receive this sacrament, just it cannot receive the sacrament of baptism, either. Therefore, it seems
that, by parity of reasoning, neither is it possible for sinners to eat the body of Christ.

But contrary to this: In commenting on John 6:50 (“... so that if anyone eat of it, he will not die”)
Augustine says, “Many receive from the altar and die by receiving. Hence, the Apostle says, ‘... he eats
and drinks himself unto judgment’.” But no one dies by receiving except sinners. Therefore, it is possible
for sinners—and not only the just—to eat the body of Christ sacramentally.

I respond: Some of the ancients were mistaken concerning this topic, claiming that Christ’s body
is not even consumed sacramentally by sinners, but that immediately upon its coming into contact with
the lips of a sinner, Christ’s body ceases to exist under the sacramental appearances.

But this is erroneous. For it detracts from the reality of this sacrament (derogat veritati huius
sacramenti), which, as was explained above (q. 76, a. 6, ad 3 and q. 77, a. 8), involves its being the case
that as long as the appearances remain, Christ’s body does not cease to exist under them. Now, as was
explained above (q. 77, a. 4), the appearances remain for as long as the substance of the bread would
remain if it were still present. But it is clear that the substance of bread taken by a sinner does not
immediately cease to exist, but instead remains for as long as it is being digested by natural heat. Hence,
Christ’s body remains under the sacramental appearances just as long when it is being received by
sinners. Hence, one should reply that it is possible for sinners—and not only for a just man—to eat
Christ’s body.

Reply to objection 1: These words, and similar ones, should be understood to be about spiritual
eating, which does not befit sinners. And so the aforementioned error seems to have proceeded from a
warped understanding of these words, at a time when individuals did not know how to distinguish
between bodily eating and spiritual eating.

Reply to objection 2: It is likewise the case that if a non-believer receives the sacramental
appearances, he receives the body of Christ under the sacrament. Hence, he is eating Christ
sacramentally, if the term ‘sacramentally’ is determining the phrase on the part of what is eaten. If, on the
other hand, the term ‘sacramentally’ it is determining the phrase on the part of the one who is doing the
eating, then, properly speaking, he is not eating sacramentally, since he is consuming not what he himself
accepts as a sacrament, but what he accepts as simple food—unless, perhaps, the non-believer in question
intends to receive what the Church is conferring, even though he himself does not have true faith
concerning the other articles of the Faith or concerning this sacrament.

Reply to objection 3: Even if a mouse or a dog eats a consecrated host, the substance of Christ’s
body does not cease to exist under the appearances as long as those appearances remain—i.e., as long as
the substance of bread would remain—just as if the consecrated host had been thrown into the mud. Nor
does this lead to a loss of dignity on the part of Christ, who willed to be crucified by sinners without any
loss to His dignity—especially in light of the fact that the mouse or the dog would not be touching
Christ’s body itself with its proper appearance, but would instead be touching it only with its sacramental
appearances.

Now some have claimed that as soon as the sacrament is touched by a mouse or a dog, Christ’s
body ceases to exist there. But this likewise detracts from the reality of the sacrament in the way
explained above. And yet one should not claim that a non-rational animal eats the body of Christ
sacramentally, since a non-rational animal is not capable of making use of it as a sacrament. Hence, the
animal does not eat Christ’s body sacramentally; instead, it eats Christ’s body incidentally (per accidens)
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in the same way that an individual would eat a consecrated host without* knowing* that it had been
consecrated. And since what is incidental does not fall under the division of any genus, this is not posited
as a third way of eating Christ’s body, in addition to sacramental eating and spiritual eating.

Article 4
Does a sinner who sacramentally consumes Christ’s body commit a sin?

It seems that a sinner who sacramentally consumes Christ’s body does not commit a sin (peccator
sumens corpus Christi sacramentaliter non peccet):.

Objection 1: Christ does not have more dignity with His sacramental appearances than He does
with His proper appearance. But sinners who touched Christ’s body in its proper substance did not
commit a sin; to the contrary, they received forgiveness of their sins, as we read in Luke 7:36ff. of a
woman who was a sinner; and Matthew 14:36 says, “... all who touched the tassel of His cloak ... were
saved.” Therefore, sinners do not commit a sin but instead attain salvation by consuming the sacrament
of Christ’s body.

Objection 2: This sacrament, like the others, is a sort of spiritual medicine. But medicine is given
to the sick for their health—this according to Matthew 9:12 (“It is not the healthy who need a physician,
but those who are not doing well”). But the sick, i.e., those who are not doing well spiritually, are
sinners. Therefore, They can* consume* this sacrament without fault.

Objection 3: Since this sacrament contains Christ within itself, it is among the greatest goods.
Now according to Augustine in De Libero Arbitrio, the greatest goods are those that no one can make bad
use of. But no one sins except by making bad use of some entity. Therefore, no sinner who consumes this
sacrament commits a sin.

Objection 4: Just as this sacrament is sensed by taste and touch, so, too, it is sensed by sight.
Therefore, if a sinner commits a sin by consuming it with his taste and touch, it seems that he likewise
commits a sin by looking at it. But this is clearly false, since the Church proposes this sacrament for
everyone to see and adore. Therefore, a sinner does not commit a sin by eating this sacrament.

Objection 5: It sometimes happens that a sinner does not have awareness of his sin. And yet such
an individual does not seem to commit a sin by consuming Christ’s body, since if he did, then everyone
who consumes Christ’s body would commit a sin in the sense of exposing himself to danger; for in
1 Corinthians 4:4 the Apostle says, “I have nothing on my conscience, yet I am not thereby justified.”
Therefore, it does not seem to result in a fault for the sinner if he consumes this sacrament.

But contrary to this: In 1 Corinthians 11:29 the Apostle says, “He who eats and drinks
unworthily, eats and drinks judgment unto himself.” And a Gloss on the same passage says, “The one
who eats and drinks unworthily is he who is in sin (in crimine) or he who treats the sacrament
irreverently.” Therefore, if someone who is in the state of mortal sin receives this sacrament, he incurs
damnation by committing a mortal sin.

I respond: In the case of this sacrament, as with the others, that which is the sacrament is a sign of
that which is the reality of the sacrament (res sacramenti). Now as was explained above (q. 60, a. 3),
there are two realities belonging to this sacrament: (a) the one reality is signified and contained, viz.,
Christ Himself, whereas (b) the other reality is signified and not contained, viz., the mystical body of
Christ, which is a fellowship of saints (societas sanctorum).

Therefore, whoever consumes this sacrament signifies thereby that he is united to Christ and
incorporated among his members. This occurs through informed faith (per fidem formatam), which no
one with mortal sin has. And so it is clear that if anyone with a mortal sin consumes this sacrament, he
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perpetrates a falsehood in this sacrament. And so he incurs a sacrilege as a violator of the sacrament. And
because of this he commits a mortal sin.

Reply to objection 1: As He appeared with His proper appearance, Christ did not present Himself
to be touched by men as a sign of spiritual union with Him, in the way that He is presented to be
consumed in this sacrament. And so the sinners who touched Him with His proper appearance did not
incur the crime of perpetrating a falsehood in divine matters, in the way that sinners who consume this
sacrament do.

Besides, Christ was still carrying a likeness of the flesh of sin, and so it was appropriate for Him to
present Himself to be touched by sinners. But once the likeness of the flesh of sin was removed through
the glory of the resurrection, He did not allow Himself to be touched by the woman, who was suffering
from a lack of faith concerning Him—this according to John 20:17 (“Do not touch me, for I have not yet
ascended to my Father”, i.e., “in your heart,” as Augustine explains). And that is why sinners, who are
suffering from a lack of informed faith concerning Him, are not allowed to have contact with this
sacrament.

Reply to objection 2: Not every medicine is appropriate for any state. For instance, medicine
given for strengthening to those who are already free of their fever would be harmful if it were given to
those who are still feverish. So, too, baptism and penance are purgative medicines that are given to
remove the fever of sin. By contrast, this sacrament is a strengthening medicine that should be given only
to those who have been freed from sin.

Reply to objection 3: In this place Augustine is understanding the greatest goods to be the virtues
of the soul, which no one makes bad use of as principles of bad use. However, an individual makes bad
use of them as objects of bad use, as is clear in the case of those who are proud of their own virtues.

So, too, this sacrament, taken in its own right, is not a principle of bad use, but an object of bad use.
Hence, Augustine says, “Many receive our Lord’s body unworthily, and through this we learn how much
we should fear receiving a good thing in an evil way ... For, behold, evil is done when a good thing is
received in an evil way—just as, to the contrary, good is done to the Apostle when a bad thing is received
in a good way, viz., when he bears patiently the sting of Satan.”

Reply to objection 4: It is not the body of Christ that is received by sight, but only its sacrament,
since, as was explained above (q. 76, a. 7), sight does not reach through to the substance of Christ’s body,
but instead reaches only to the sacramental appearances. By contrast, an individual who eats consumes
not only the sacramental appearances, but also Christ, who exists under them.

And that is why no one is kept from seeing Christ’s body if he has received the sacrament of Christ,
viz., baptism; however, as is clear from Dionysius in Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, the non-baptized are not
to be admitted even to an inspection of this sacrament. On the other hand, the only ones who are to be
admitted to eating are those who are conjoined to Christ not only sacramentally, but also in reality.

Reply to objection 5: There are two ways in which it can happen that an individual does not have
an awareness of his sin:

In the first way, through his own fault, either because (a), through his ignorance of the law, which
does not excuse, he thinks not to be a sin something that is a sin, e.g., if an individual were to think that
simple fornication is not a sin; or because (b) he is negligent in his examination of himself, as opposed to
what the Apostle says in 1 Corinthians 11:28 (“Let a man put himself to the test, and so eat of that bread
and drink of the cup”). And in this way a sinner commits a sin in consuming the body of Christ, even
though he does not have awareness of his sin; for his ignorance itself is a sin on his part.

In the second way this can happen without fault on his part, viz., when he has sorrowed over his
sin, but is not sufficiently contrite. And in such a case he does not sin by consuming Christ’s body, since
a man cannot know with certainty whether or not he is truly contrite. Yet it is sufficient if he discovers
within himself signs of contrition—as, for instance, if he is sorry for past sins and intends to be on his
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guard with respect to future sins.

By contrast, if, because of ignorance of some fact, which does excuse, he does not know that what
he did is a sin—for instance, if he approached a woman who was not his wife, believing that she was his
wife—then he should not be called a sinner on that account. Again, if he has totally forgotten a sin, then,
as will be explained below (Supplement, q. 2, a. 3, ad 2), a general act of contrition suffices for the sin’s
being taken away. Hence, he should no longer be called a sinner.

Article 5

Is approaching this sacrament with an awareness of sin
the most serious of all sins?

It seems that approaching this sacrament with an awareness of sin is the most serious of all sins
(accedere ad hoc sacramentum cum conscientia peccati sit gravissimum omnium peccatorum):

Objection 1: In 1 Corinthians 11:27 the Apostle says, “Whoever eats this bread or drinks the cup
of the Lord unworthily, will be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord.” A Gloss on the same
passage says, ‘“‘He will be punished as if has killed Christ.” But the sin of those who killed Christ seems
to have been the most serious sin. Therefore, this sin, by which an individual approaches the table of the
Lord with an awareness of sin seems likewise to be the most serious sin.

Objection 2: In a certain letter Jerome says, “What do you have to do with women, you who talk
familiarly with God at the altar? Tell me, priest, tell me, cleric, how do you kiss the Son of God with the
same lips with which you have kissed the daughter of a harlot? O Judas, do you betray the Son of Man
with a kiss?” And so a fornicator approaching the table of Christ seems to sin in the way that Judas
sinned, and his sin was the most serious sin. But many other sins are more serious than the sin of
fornication, and especially the sin of unbelief (praecipue peccatum infidelitatis). Therefore, the sin of a
sinner who approaches the table of Christ is the most serious sin.

Objection 3: Spiritual uncleanness is more abominable to God than bodily uncleanness. But if an
individual threw the body of Christ into the dirt or into a cesspool, that would be thought to be a very
serious sin. Therefore, he sins more seriously if he consumes the body of Christ in the state of sin, which
is spiritual uncleanness. Therefore, this sin is the most serious of all.

But contrary to this: In commenting on John 15:22 (“If I had not come and spoken to them, they
would have no sin”’), Augustine says that this should be understood to be about the sin of unbelief,
“wherein all sins are contained.” Therefore, it seems that the most serious sin is not the one under
discussion, but is instead the sin of unbelief.

I respond: As was established in the Second Part (ST 1-2, q. 73, aa. 3 and 6, and ST 2-2, q. 73,

a. 3), there are two ways in which a given sin can be said to more serious than another sin: (a) in its own
right (per se) and (b) incidentally (per accidens):

In its own right, in accord with the nature of its species, which has to do with its object. And on this
score, a sin is more serious to the extent that what is sinned against is greater. And since Christ’s divinity
is greater than His humanity, and since His humanity is itself greater than the sacrament of His humanity,
it follows that the most serious sins are those that are committed against His divinity, such as the sin of
unbelief and the sin of blasphemy. In second place are serious sins that are committed against Christ’s
humanity; hence Matthew 12:32 says, “Whoever speaks a word against the Son of Man, it shall be
forgiven him; but whoever speaks a word against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven him, either in
this world or in the world to come.” In third place are sins that are committed against the sacraments,
which pertain to Christ’s humanity. And after this are other sins, which are against mere creatures.
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On the other hand, one sin is more serious than another incidentally on the part of the one who is
doing the sinning. For instance, a sin that proceeds from ignorance or weakness is less serious than a sin
that proceeds from contempt or certain knowledge; and the same line of reasoning holds for the other
circumstances. And on this score the sin under discussion can be more serious in the case of some
individuals, e.g., in those who from actual contempt approach this sacrament with sin on their
conscience, whereas in certain others it is less serious, e.g., in the case of those who, out of fear of being
caught in their sin, approach this sacrament with a sin on their conscience.

So, then, it is clear that the sin under discussion is more serious than many other sins according to
its species, but that it is not the most serious of all sins.

Reply to objection 1: The sin of those who consume this sacrament unworthily is comparable to
the sin of those who killed Christ in accord with a certain /ikeness, since both sins are committed against
the body of Christ, but it is not comparable as far as the quantity of the crime is concerned. For the sin of
killing Christ was much more serious. First of all, because that sin was against Christ’s body with its own
proper appearance, whereas the sin under discussion is against Christ’s body under the appearance of the
sacrament. Second, because the sin of killing Christ, unlike the sin under discussion, proceeded from the
intention to do harm to Christ.

Reply to objection 2: A fornicator receiving the body of Christ is comparable to Judas kissing
Christ as regards its /ikeness to the crime, since each of them offends Christ by means of a sign of
charity, but it is not comparable as far as the quantity of the crime is concerned—just as was said [in the
reply to the previous objection].

Yet the likeness in question belongs no less to other sinners than to fornicators, since one likewise
acts through other mortal sins in a way contrary to Christ’s charity, the sign of which is this
sacrament—and all the more so, the more serious the sins are. Still, there is certain respect in which the
sin of fornication renders a man more unfit to receive this sacrament, viz., insofar as through this sin
one’s spirit is maximally subjected to the flesh, and so the fervor of love (fervor dilectionis) that is
required in this sacrament is impeded.

Nonetheless, it is the impeding of charity itself, more than the impeding of its fervor, that weighs
one down. Hence, it is the sin of unbelief, which separates a man at the roots from the unity of the
Church, absolutely speaking, that especially renders a man unfit to receive this sacrament, which, as has
been explained (q. 67, a. 2 and q. 73, a. 4), is the sacrament of ecclesiastical unity. Hence, a non-believer
sins more seriously in receiving this sacrament than does a sinner who believes, and he shows more
contempt for Christ as He exists under this sacrament—especially if he does not believe that Christ exists
under this sacrament. For, just taken by itself, this diminishes the holiness of this sacrament and the
power of Christ operating in this sacrament, which is to show contempt for the sacrament in itself. By
contrast, a believer who consumes this sacrament with an awareness of his sin shows contempt for this
sacrament not in itself but in its use by receiving it unworthily. Hence, in 1 Corinthians 11:29, while
explaining the nature of this sin, the Apostle says, “... without discerning the body of the Lord,” that is to
say, “... without distinguishing it from other bread”—which is done especially by one who does not
believe that Christ exists under this sacrament.

Reply to objection 3: An individual who throws this sacrament into the dirt commits a more
serious sin than someone who approaches this sacrament with a mortal sin on his conscience. First of all,
because the individual does this with the intention of inflicting injury on this sacrament—something that
is not intended by a sinner who receives Christ’s body unworthily. Second, because a sinful man has a
capacity for grace and hence is more fit to receive this sacrament than any non-rational creature is.
Hence, it is the one who throws the sacrament to the dogs to eat, or who throws it into the dirt to be
trampled upon, who is using this sacrament in a maximally disordered way.
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Article 6
Should a priest refuse the body of Christ to a sinner who asks for it?

It seems that a priest should refuse the body of Christ to a sinner who asks for it (sacerdos debeat
denegare corpus Christi peccatori petenti):

Objection 1: One should not act contrary to a precept of Christ’s for the sake of avoiding scandal
or for the sake of avoiding someone’s disgrace. But in Matthew 7:6 our Lord commands, “Do not give
what is holy to the dogs.” But what is holy is especially given to the dogs when this sacrament is offered
to sinners. Therefore, this sacrament should not be given to a sinner who asks for it, even to avoid
scandal or even to avoid someone’s disgrace.

Objection 2: Of two evils, the lesser evil should be chosen. But it seems to be less evil for a sinner
to be shamed, or even for him to be given an unconsecrated host, than for him to commit a mortal sin by
consuming the body of Christ. Therefore, it seems that what should instead be chosen is either that a
sinner asking for the body of Christ be shamed or even that he be given an unconsecrated host.

Objection 3: The body of Christ is sometimes given to those suspected of a crime in order to
expose them; for in Decretals 2, q. 4 we read, “It often happens that thefts are perpetrated in monasteries
of monks. Therefore, we command that when the brothers have to exonerate themselves of such acts, the
Mass is to be celebrated by the abbot or by one of the brothers who is present, and so, at the end of the
Mass, let everyone receive Communion under these words: ‘May the body of Christ be your proof
today’.” And further on: “If some evil deed has been imputed to a bishop or a priest, in each case he
should celebrate Mass and take Communion and thus show himself to be innocent of each evil deed
imputed to him.” But secret sinners should not be exposed, since, as Augustine explains in De Verbis
Domini, once they set aside the countenance of shame, they will sin all the more readily.” Therefore,
Christ’s body should not be given to secret sinners, even if they ask for it.

But contrary to this: In commenting on Psalm 21:30 (“All the fat ones of the earth have eaten and
have adored”) Augustine says, “The steward should not prevent the fat ones of the earth”— i.e., the
sinners—"‘from eating at the table of the Lord.”

I respond: A distinction must be drawn concerning sinners. Some are secret or private sinners
(peccatores occulti), whereas some are manifest or public sinners (peccatores manifesti), viz., either
because of the evidentness of the fact, as in the case of public usurers or public robbers, or, again, in light
of some secular or ecclesiastical judicial proceeding.

Therefore, Holy Communion should not be given to public sinners, even when they ask for it.
Hence, Cyprian writes to someone, “In your kindness you thought that I should be consulted about how
things seem to me regarding actors and regarding that magician who, living among you, still perseveres
disgracefully in his arts, viz., whether Holy Communion should be given to such individuals along with
other Christians. I think that it befits neither God’s majesty nor evangelical discipline for the Church’s
modesty and honor to be defiled by such shameful and infamous contagion.”

By contrast, if the sinners are not public sinners but instead private sinners, Holy Communion
cannot be refused them when they ask for it. For since all Christians, by the very fact that they have been
baptized, are admitted to the Lord’s table, their right cannot be taken away from them except for some
manifest cause. Thus, Augustine’s Gloss on 1 Corinthians 5:11 (“... if he who is called a brother among
you ...”) says, “We cannot prohibit any individual from Holy Communion unless (a) he has [openly]
confessed of his own free will or (b) he has been arraigned and convicted by an ecclesiastical or secular
tribunal.”

However, a priest who knows of a crime can privately warn a secret sinner or even issue a general
warning in public to all the people that they should not approach the table of the Lord before repenting
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and being reconciled with the Church. For after repentance and reconciliation, Communion is not to be
refused even to public sinners, especially those in danger of death. Hence, in the Council of Carthage we
read, “Reconciliation is not to be refused to stage-players and actors, or to other persons of this sort, or to
apostates, after they have turned back to God.”

Reply to objection 1: Holy things are prohibited from being given to the dogs, i.e., to public
sinners. But hidden sins cannot be punished in public; instead, they must be reserved for God’s judgment.

Reply to objection 2: Even though it is worse for a secret sinner to commit a mortal sin by
consuming the body of Christ than it is for him to be defamed, nonetheless, it is worse for a priest who is
ministering the body of Christ to commit a mortal sin by unlawfully defaming a secret sinner (infamando
iniuste pecatorem occultum) than it is for the sinner to commit a mortal sin; for no one should commit a
mortal sin in order to liberate someone else from a mortal sin. Hence, in Quaestiones super Genesim
Augustine says, “It is extremely dangerous for us to undertake the balancing act of doing something evil,
lest someone else perpetrate a greater evil.”

Still, a secret sinner should choose to be defamed rather than to approach the table of Christ
unworthily. Yet there is no way in which an unconsecrated host should be given in place of a consecrated
host, since a priest who does this, just taken in itself, makes idolaters of those who believe the host to be
consecrated, whether this be the others who are present or even the one who receives it. For as Augustine
says, “No one should eat the flesh of Christ without first adoring it.” Hence, Decretals, Extra, De
Celebratione Missarum, chap. De homine, says, “Even though an individual who deems himself
unworthy [of the sacrament] because of an awareness of his crimes commits a serious sin if he ingests it,
nonetheless, an individual who fraudulently presumes to simulate the sacrament seems to perpetrate an
even greater offense.”

Reply to objection 3: These decrees have been abrogated by contrary documents from the Roman
pontiffs. For instance, Pope Stephen says, “The sacred canons do not allow for a confession being
extorted from anyone by torture with glowing iron or boiling water. For it falls under our jurisdiction to
pass judgment on committed crimes by means of freely made confessions or by means of the public
testimony of witnesses, whereas hidden and unknown crimes are to be left to Him who alone knows the
hearts of the sons of men.” And the same thing is found in Extra, De Purgationibus, chap. Ex tuarum.

For all the practices in question seem to involve tempting God, and so they cannot be carried out
without sin. And the sin would seem still more serious if an individual were to incur a death sentence in
this very sacrament, which was instituted as a remedy for our salvation. Hence, there is no way in which
the body of Christ should be given as a test to someone who is suspected of a crime.

Article 7
Does nocturnal emission [of semen] impede anyone from receiving the body of Christ?

It seems that nocturnal emission [of semen] does not impede anyone from receiving the body of
Christ (nocturna pollutio non impediat aliquem a sumptione corporis Christi):

Objection 1: No one is impeded from receiving Christ’s body except because of sin. But nocturnal
emission occurs without sin; for in Super Genesim ad Litteram 12 Augustine says, “The very image that
comes into the mind of a speaker, when it is expressed in the vision of a sleeper in such a way that he
does not distinguish between the image and a real joining of bodies, and he is continuously moved
carnally and what follows is what normally follows upon that movement—this happens as much without
sin as when it is discussed without sin by those who are awake, and as it is discussed, it is without a
doubt thought about.” Therefore, nocturnal emission does not impede a man from receiving this
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sacrament.

Objection 2: In a letter to Augustine, the bishop of the English, Gregory says, “If individuals
engage in sexual intercourse within marriage (sua coniuge utitur), not carried off by excessive sexual
desire, but only for the sake of creating children, it should be left to their judgment whether or not to
[afterwards] enter a church and to receive the mystery of our Lord’s body. For those who have been
placed in the fire and not been burned should not be prohibited by us from receiving it.” From this it is
clear that a carnal emission, even by someone who is awake, as long as it is without sin, does not keep a
man from receiving Christ’s body. Therefore, a sleeper’s nocturnal emission does so all the less.

Objection 3: Nocturnal emission seems to involve only a bodily uncleanness. But as Gregory
explains in writing to Augustine, the bishop of the English, other sorts of bodily uncleanness—for
instance, the uncleanness of a woman giving birth or menstruating or suffering a flow of blood—that
used to impede one according to the Law from entering the holy places, do not in the New Law impede
one from receiving the body of Christ. Therefore, it seems that nocturnal emission does not impede a man
from receiving this sacrament, either.

Objection 4: A venial sin does not impede a man from receiving this sacrament, and neither does a
mortal sin after [the sacrament of] penance. But given that nocturnal emission proceeds from some
previous sin of drinking too much or of entertaining shameful thoughts, such a sin is in most cases a
venial sin, and if it is sometimes a mortal sin, it can happen that the individual repents early the next
morning and confesses his sin. Therefore, it seems that he should not be impeded from receiving this
sacrament.

Objection 5: The sin of homicide is more serious than the sin of fornication. But if an individual
dreams during the night of perpetrating a homicide or a theft or some other such sin, he is not thereby
impeded from receiving the body of Christ. Therefore, much less, it seems, does dreaming of committing
fornication, along with a subsequent emission, impede an individual from receiving this sacrament.

But contrary to this: Leviticus 15:16 says, “A man from whom the semen of copulation goes out
... shall be unclean until evening.” But admission to the sacraments is not open to the unclean. Therefore,
it seems that an individual is impeded from receiving this sacrament, which is the greatest of the
sacraments, because of a nocturnal emission.

I respond: There are two things that can be thought of concerning nocturnal emission: one by
reason of which it necessarily impedes a man from receiving this sacrament, and another by reason of
which it impedes a man not necessarily but with a certain sort of fittingness.

To be sure, it is only mortal sin that necessarily impedes a man from receiving this sacrament. And
even though nocturnal emission cannot be a mortal sin if thought of in its own right (secundum se
considerata), nonetheless, it sometimes has a mortal sin annexed to it because of the nature of its cause.
And so we have to consider the cause of nocturnal emission:

Sometimes it proceeds from an extrinsic spiritual cause, viz., from an illusion on the part of
demons who, as was established in the First Part (ST 1, q. 111, a. 3), can be a cause of images from the
appearance of which an emission sometimes follows. On the other hand, sometimes the emission
proceeds from an intrinsic spiritual cause, viz., from prior thoughts. And it sometimes proceeds from an
intrinsic bodily cause, whether an excess or weakness of nature or, again, an excess of food and drink.
All three of these causes can exist without sin or with either a venial sin or a mortal sin. And if one of
them exists without sin, or with a venial sin, it does not necessarily impede the reception of this
sacrament in the sense that by receiving the man is guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. By contrast,
if it exists with a mortal sin, then it impedes the reception necessarily.

For sometimes a demonic illusion proceeds from a prior neglect of the preparation for being devout
[in the reception of this sacrament], and this can be either a mortal sin or a venial sin. On the other hand,
sometimes it proceeds just from the wickedness of the demons wanting to keep a man from receiving this
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sacrament. Hence, in Collationes Patrum we read that since a certain individual was always experiencing
an emission on feast days on which he was supposed to receive Holy Communion, his superiors, having
determined that there was no prior cause on his part, decreed that he was not to refrain from Holy
Communion because of the emission, and so the demonic illusion ceased.

Similarly, prior thoughts of a lascivious nature can sometimes occur without any sin at all—for
instance, when, because of a lecture or disputation, an individual is forced to think about such things.
And if this exists without excessive sensual desire and pleasure, the thoughts will not be unclean but
upright, even though an emission can ensue upon them, as is clear from the passage from Augustine cited
above. However, sometimes the prior thoughts are accompanied by excessive sensual desire and
pleasure, and if consent is present, the sin will be mortal, but if not, then venial.

Similarly, sometimes a bodily cause exists without sin, as, for instance, (a) when it comes from a
debility of nature, and in this way some individuals can experience a flow of semen without sin, even
when they are awake, or, again, (b) when it comes from a natural excess, for just as it is possible for
blood to flow without sin, so, too, with semen, which, according to the Philosopher, is an excess of
blood. By contrast, sometimes a bodily cause exists with sin, as, for instance, when it stems from an
excess of food or drink. And this can likewise be either a venial sin or a mortal sin—even though,
because of the ease of consent, a mortal sin occurs more frequently in a case of shameful thoughts than in
a case of the consumption of food and drink. Hence, Gregory, writing to Augustine the bishop of the
English, says that one should refrain from Holy Communion when the emission results from shameful
thoughts, but not—especially in a case of necessity—when the emission results from an excess of food
and drink.

So, then, on the basis of what causes the emission one can think through the question of whether or
not a nocturnal emission necessarily impedes the reception of this sacrament. However, on the basis of
fittingness nocturnal emission does pose an impediment in two respects:

The first of these is always present, viz., the bodily filthiness, with which, out of reverence for the
sacrament, it is unfitting to approach the altar (and that is also why those who wish to touch any sacred
object wash their hands)—unless perhaps the sort of uncleanness in question is permanent or
long-lasting, as in the case of leprosy or a flow of blood, or something else of that sort.

The second is the mental distraction that follows upon nocturnal emission, especially when it
occurs with shameful images. However, this impediment, which is a matter of fittingness, should be set
aside in a case of necessity—for instance, as Gregory explains, “... when, say, a feast day calls for it, or
when necessity compels one to exercise a ministry because no other priest is available.”

Reply to objection 1: A man is necessarily impeded from receiving this sacrament only because
of mortal sin, but, as has been explained, a man may be impeded by other causes as a matter of
fittingness.

Reply to objection 2: Conjugal intercourse, if it is without sin—that is, if it is carried out for the
sake of generating offspring or for the sake of rendering a debt—does not impede the reception of the
sacrament for any reason other than what has been explained for the case of a nocturnal emission that
occurs without sin, viz., because of bodily uncleanness and mental distraction. For this reason, in Super
Matthaeum Jerome says, “If the loaves of proposition could not be eaten by those who had had conjugal
relations with their wives, how much more is it the case that this bread that has come down from heaven
cannot be violated and touched by those who a short while before have clung to conjugal embraces? It is
not that we are condemning marriage. Instead, what we are saying is that at the time when we are going
to be eating the flesh of the Lamb, we ought to refrain from carnal acts.” But it is because this should be
understood as a matter of fittingness and not as a matter of necessity that Gregory says that such an
individual “is to be left to his own judgment.” However, as Gregory adds in the same place, “However, if
it is not the desire to procreate offspring, but instead lust, that prevails in the act,” then the individual
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should be prohibited from approaching for this sacrament.

Reply to objection 3: As Gregory explains in the letter quoted above to Augustine the bishop of
the English, in the Old Testament some individuals were called unclean figuratively, and the people of
the New Law understand this spiritually. Hence, if the sorts of bodily uncleanness in question are
permanent or long-lasting, they do not impede the reception of this salvific sacrament in the way that
they impeded access to the figurative sacraments. However, if the uncleanness passes quickly, like the
uncleanness of a nocturnal emission does, then, as a matter of fittingness, it impedes the reception of this
sacrament throughout the day on which it occurs. Hence, Deuteronomy 23:10-11 says, “If there is among
you a man who is defiled by a nocturnal dream, he shall go forth out of the camp and he shall not return
before he is washed with water toward the evening.”

Reply to objection 4: Even though the guilt of sin (reatus culpae) is removed through contrition
and confession, the bodily uncleanness and mental distraction that follow upon the emission are not
removed.

Reply to objection 5: To dream of committing homicide does not induce bodily uncleanness or
even as great a mental distraction as fornication does, and this because of the intensity of the pleasure.
However, if the dream of committing a homicide proceeds from a cause that is a sin, especially a mortal
sin, then it impedes one from receiving this sacrament by reason of its cause.

Article 8
Does food or drink taken beforehand impede the reception of this sacrament?

It seems that food or drink taken beforehand does not impede the reception of this sacrament (cibus
vel potus praeassumptus non impediat sumptionem huius sacramenti):

Objection 1: This sacrament was instituted by our Lord at a meal (in cena). But as is clear from
Luke 22:1 and 1 Corinthians 11:25, Christ handed down this sacrament to His disciples after He had
eaten. Therefore, it seems that we likewise should receive this sacrament after other foods have been
consumed.

Objection 2: 1 Corinthians 11:33-34 says, “When you come together to eat”—viz., the body of the
Lord—*"“wait for one another, and if anyone is hungry, let him eat at home.” And so it seems that after an
individual has eaten at home, He can eat the body of Christ at church.

Objection 3: In the Council of Carthage we read (and this is contained in De Consecratione,
dist. 1), “The sacraments of the altar are celebrated only by people who are fasting, except for the one
that is celebrated on the anniversary day of the Lord’s Supper.” Therefore, at least on that day an
individual can receive the body of Christ after other foods.

Objection 4: The consumption of water or medicine, or of other food or drink in a small quantity,
or even of the fragments of food that remain in the mouth, do not break the Church’s fast or even destroy
the fast from liquids that is needed for an individual to consume this sacrament reverently. Therefore, an
individual is not impeded from receiving this sacrament by any of the things just mentioned.

Objection 5: Some individuals who eat or drink late into the night—or perhaps through the whole
of a night that they spend sleepless—receive the sacred mysteries in the morning with the food or drink
not yet fully digested. But a man’s fasting would be less impeded if he ate a little in the morning and
afterwards received this sacrament around the ninth hour, since this sometimes involves a greater length
of time. Therefore, it seems that this sort of prior eating of food does not impede a man from this
sacrament.

Objection 6: No less reverence is due this sacrament after it has been consumed than before it is
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consumed. But it is permitted to consume food or drink after the sacrament has been received. Therefore,
it is likewise permitted before it is received.

But contrary to this: In Responsiones ad lanuarium Augustine says, “It pleased the Holy Spirit
that, in honor of such a great sacrament, the Lord’s body should enter the mouth of the Christian before
other food.”

I respond: There are two ways in which something impedes the reception of this sacrament:

In one way, in its own right (secundum se), like mortal sin, which, as was explained above (a. 4),
has an incompatibility with what is signified by this sacrament.

In the second way, because of a prohibition by the Church. And it is in this way that an individual
is impeded from receiving this sacrament after food or drink has been consumed—and this for three
reasons:

First of all, as Augustine puts it, “in honor of this sacrament,” because the sacrament should enter a
human mouth that has not yet been stained by any food or drink.

Second, because of its signification, so that one is given to understand that Christ, who, along with
His charity, is the reality of this sacrament (res huius sacrmenti), ought to be put down first as a
foundation in our hearts—this according to Matthew 6:33 (“Seek first the kingdom of God”).

Third, because of the danger of vomit and intoxication, which sometimes arise from the fact that
men consume food in a disordered way—just as the Apostle points out in 1 Corinthians 11:21, “... one is
hungry and another drinks too much.”

However, the sick are exceptions to this general rule. They should be given Communion at once,
even after having taken food, if there is any question about the danger they are in, lest they should die
without Communion. For necessity has no law. Hence, De Consecratione, dist. 2 says, “Let the priest
take Communion at once to the sick person, lest he die without Communion.”

Reply to objection 1: As Augustine says in the same book, “The fact that our Lord gave this
sacrament after having taking food is no reason why the brethren should assemble after dinner or supper
in order to receive it, or mix it together with their meals, as those whom the Apostle reproves and
corrects were doing. For our Savior, in order the more strongly to commend the depth of this mystery,
wished to fix it to the highest degree in the hearts and memories of the disciples. And that is why He gave
no command for it to be received in such-and-such an order, leaving this to the apostles, to whom He was
about to entrust the governance of the churches.”

Reply to objection 2: A Gloss explains this passage as follows: “If anyone is hungry and, being
impatient, does not want to wait for the others, let him eat his own food at home, i.e., let him feed on
earthly bread and not consume the Eucharist afterwards.”

Reply to objection 3: This chapter accords with a custom that was at one time observed among
some people, that in order to represent the Lord’s Supper, Christ’s body would be received on that day by
those who are not fasting. But this custom has now been abrogated. For as Augustine says in the book
cited above, “This custom is observed throughout the whole world,” viz., that the body of Christ is
received by those who are fasting.

Reply to objection 4: As was established in the Second Part (S7 2-2, q. 147, a. 6, ad 2), there are
two sorts of fasting.

The first is the fasting of nature, which implies the absence of anything taken beforehand in the
manner of food or drink. And this is the sort of fasting that is required for this sacrament, and for the
reasons explained above. And so it is not permitted to receive this sacrament after taking water or any
other sort of food or drink or even medicine, no matter how small a quantity. Nor does it matter whether
something of the sort in question gives nourishment or not, either by itself or when combined with
something else, as long as it is taken in the manner of food or drink.

However, fragments of food that remain in the mouth, if they are incidentally swallowed, do not
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impede the reception of this sacrament, since they pass not in the manner of food but in the manner of
saliva. And the same line of reasoning holds for the remains of water or wine by which the mouth is
washed, as long as they do not pass in a large quantity, but are instead mixed with saliva—something that
cannot be avoided.

The second sort of fasting is the fasting of the Church, which is instituted as a mortification of the
flesh (ad carnis macerationem). And this sort of fasting is not impeded by the things mentioned [in the
objection], since those things do not provide much nourishment but are taken to cause a change.

Reply to objection 5: When it is said that this sacrament should be put into the mouth of a
Christian before other food, this does not mean absolutely speaking with respect to the whole of time;
otherwise those who ate and drank once would never be able to receive this sacrament afterwards.
Instead, it should be understood to be talking about the same day. And even though the beginning of the
day is taken by different people in different ways—for some begin their day at noon, some at sunset,
some at midnight (a media nocte), some at the rising of the sun—the Church begins, with the Romans, at
midnight. And so if an individual consumes something in the manner of food or drink after midnight,
then he cannot on that same day receive this sacrament, but he can if he does it before midnight. And as
far as the reason for the precept is concerned, it does not matter whether or not he goes to sleep after his
food and drink, or, again, whether or not it is digested. However, it does matter as regards the disturbance
of mind which men suffer because of a lack of sleep or indigestion, since if his mind is much disturbed
by these things, a man is rendered unfit for receiving this sacrament.

Reply to objection 6: The greatest devotion is required in the reception of this sacrament, since it
is in the reception that the sacrament’s effect is received. And that is why it was decided that men should
fast before the reception of the sacrament rather than afterwards.

However, there should be an interval of time between the reception of this sacrament and other
food. That is why, in the Mass, a prayer of thanksgiving is said after Holy Communion and the
communicants also say their own private prayers. Yet in accord with the ancient canons it was decided by
Pope Clement (and this is contained in De Consecratione, dist. 2): “If the Lord’s portion is eaten in the
morning, the ministers who have consumed it shall fast until the sixth hour, whereas if they receive it at
the third or fourth hour, they shall fast until evening.” For in ancient times, they celebrated the solemnity
of the Mass less frequently, and with greater preparation. Now, however, because it is necessary to
celebrate the sacred mysteries more frequently, [the fast just mentioned] could not be easily observed.
And so it has been abrogated by a contrary custom.

Article 9
Should those who lack the use of reason receive this sacrament?

It seems that those who lack the use of reason should not receive this sacrament (non habentes
usum rationis non debeant hoc sacramentum accipere):

Objection 1: It is required that an individual approach this sacrament with devotion and a prior
examination of himself—this according to 1 Corinthians 11:28 (“Let a man probe himself, and in that
way let him eat of that bread and drink from the chalice”). But this cannot exist in the case of those who
lack the use of reason. Therefore, this sacrament should not be given to them.

Objection 2: Among those who lack the use of reason are the possessed (arreptitii), who are
called energumens (energumeni). But according to Dionysius in Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, such
individuals should be kept from even seeing this sacrament. Therefore, this sacrament should not be
given to those who lack the use of reason.



Part 3, Question 80 698

Objection 3: Among those who lack the use of reason, young children seem to be the most
innocent of all. But young children are not offered this sacrament. Therefore, much less should it be
offered to others who lack the use of reason.

But contrary to this: We read in the Council of Orange (and this is found in Decretals 26, q. 6),
“All things involving piety are to be conferred on the weak-minded (amentibus).” And so this sacrament,
which is “the sacrament of piety,” should be given to them.

I respond: There are two ways in which individuals are said not to have reason:

In one way, because they have a weak use of reason (habent debilem usum rationis), in the way that
someone who has poor eyesight is said not to see. And because such individuals can conger up some
degree of devotion for this sacrament, this sacrament must not be denied to them.

In a second way, some individuals are said not to have the use of reason at all (non habere totaliter
usum rationis). Thus, either (a) they have never had the use of reason, but have remained in this
condition from birth (sed sic a nativitate permanserunt), and so this sacrament is not to be offered to
them, since devotion for this sacrament has not in any way preceded in their case, or else (b) they have
not always lacked the use of reason. And, in that case, if previously, when they were of sound mind,
devotion to this sacrament was apparent in them, then this sacrament should be offered to them when
they are in danger of death—unless, perhaps, there is fear of the danger of their vomiting it out or spitting
it out. Hence, we read in the Fourth Carthaginian Council (and this is found in Decretals 26, g. 6), “If a
sick man asks to receive the sacrament of Penance, and if, when the priest who has been sent for comes
to him, he is so sick as to be unable to speak or he becomes delirious, let those who have heard him give
testimony, and let him receive the sacrament of Penance. Then, if it is believed that he is going to die
shortly, let him be reconciled by an imposition of hands, and let the Eucharist be placed in his mouth.”

Reply to objection 1: Those who lack the use of reason can have devotion towards the
sacrament—present devotion in the case of some, and past devotion in the case of others.

Reply to objection 2: Dionysius is speaking here of energumens who have not yet been baptized
and in whom the power of the demon, which thrives in them because of original sin, has not yet been
extinguished.

However, as regards those who are baptized and who are vexed bodily by unclean spirits, the
argument is the same as for others who are mindless. Hence, Cassian says, “We do not remember Holy
Communion ever being denied by our elders to those who are vexed by unclean spirits.”

Reply to objection 3: The same line of reasoning holds for newly born infants as for the mindless
who have never had the use of reason. Hence, the sacred mysteries should not be given to such
individuals. However, certain Greeks do the contrary. For they appeal to the fact that in Ecclesiastica
Hierarchia, chap. 2 Dionysius says that Holy Communion should be given to the baptized; however,
[they make this appeal] without realizing that Dionysius is talking there about the baptism of adults.

Nor do newborns suffer a loss of life in light of the fact that our Lord says in John 6:54. “Unless
you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you will not have life in you.” For as Augustine
writes to Boniface, “Each of the faithful becomes a participant in the body and blood of our Lord”—i.e.,
spiritually—“when he is made a member of Christ’s body in baptism.” However, once children begin to
have some use of reason, so as to be able to experience devotion to this sacrament, this sacrament can be
given to them.
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Article 10
Is it permitted to receive this sacrament every day?

It seems that it is not permitted to receive this sacrament every day (non liceat quotidie hoc
sacramentum suscipere):

Objection 1: Just as baptism re-presents our Lord’s passion, so, too, does this sacrament. But it is
permitted to be baptized only once and not many times, since, as 1 Peter 3:18 says, “Christ died [only]
once for our sins.” Therefore, it seems that it is not permitted to receive this sacrament every day.

Objection 2: The reality corresponds to the prefigurement. But the paschal lamb, which, as was
explained above (q. 73, a. 6), was the principal prefigurement of this sacrament, is eaten just once a year,
and the Church celebrates Christ’s passion, of which this sacrament is the memorial, once a year.
Therefore, it seems to be permitted to receive this sacrament once a year, and not daily.

Objection 3: The greatest reverence is owed to this sacrament, in which the whole Christ is
contained. But reverence involves an individual’s abstaining from this sacrament; hence, the centurion is
praised for saying, “I am not worthy that you should enter under my roof” (Matthew 8:8), and Peter is
praised for saying, “Depart from me, Lord, for [ am a sinful man (Luke 5:8). Therefore, it is not
praiseworthy for man to receive this sacrament daily.

Objection 4: If it were praiseworthy to receive this sacrament frequently, then the more frequently
it was received, the more praiseworthy it would be. But the frequency would be greater if a man received
this sacrament several times a day. Therefore, it would be praiseworthy for a man to receive Holy
Communion several times a day. But this is not the Church’s custom. Therefore, it does not seem to be
praiseworthy for an individual to receive this sacrament every day.

Objection 5: In her statutes the Church intends to provide for the welfare of the faithful. But by a
statute of the Church the faithful are obligated to receive Holy Communion only once a year; hence,
Extra, De Poenitentia et Remissione says, “Let everyone of either sex receive the sacrament of the
Eucharist reverently at least on Easter—unless, by the advice of his own priest and for some reasonable
cause, he decides that he should abstain from receiving it for a time.”

But contrary to this: In De Verbis Domini Augustine says, “This is our daily bread; receive it
daily, that it might benefit you daily.”

I respond: There are two things to think about concerning the consumption of this sacrament:

One is on the part of the sacrament itself, the power of which is salvific for men. And so it is
profitable to receive this sacrament every day, in order that a man might receive the fruit of the sacrament
every day. Hence, in De Sacramentis Ambrose says, “If, whenever Christ’s blood is poured out, it is
poured out for the forgiveness of sins, I who am always sinning should always receive it; I ought always
to have the medicine.”

The other thing that can be thought is on the part of the one receiving the sacrament, who is
required to approach this sacrament with great devotion and reverence. And so if an individual finds
himself prepared for this sacrament every day, it is praiseworthy for him to receive it every day. Hence,
after Augustine had said, “Receive what benefits you daily,” he adds, “Live in such a way as to merit to
receive it every day.” But since many obstacles to this devotion occur many times in most men, due to an
indisposition on the part of the body or of the soul, it is not beneficial for all men to approach this
sacrament every day; instead, it is beneficial for a man as often as he finds himself prepared for it. Hence,
in Ecclesiaticis Dogmatibus it says, “I neither praise nor criticize receiving the Communion of the
Eucharist every day.

Reply to objection 1: Through the sacrament of baptism a man is configured to the death of
Christ, receiving His character within himself, and so just as Christ died once, so a man is to be baptized
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only once.

By contrast, through the present sacrament a man does not receive Christ’s character, but instead
receives Christ Himself, whose power remains forever; hence, Hebrews 10:14 says, “For by one offering
He has perfected forever those who are sanctified.” And so because a man needs Christ’s salvific power
every day, he can receive this sacrament every day in a praiseworthy manner.

Again, it is because baptism is principally a spiritual regeneration that, as Augustine explains in
commenting on John 3:4 (“How can a man be born again when he is 0ld?”), just as a man is born in the
flesh once, so he ought to be reborn once through baptism.

By contrast, this sacrament is spiritual food and so, just as bodily food is taken every day, so, too, it
is praiseworthy to receive this sacrament every day. Hence, in Luke 11:3 our Lord teaches us to ask,
“Give us this day our daily bread,” and in commenting on this in De Verbis Domini, Augustine says, “If
you receive”—i.e., the sacrament—*"“every day, then every day is today for you; Christ rises every day for
you, since today is when Christ rises.”

Reply to objection 2: The paschal lamb was principally the prefigurement of this sacrament with
respect to Christ’s passion, which is re-presented though this sacrament. And so it was consumed only
once a year, since Christ died once. And it is because of this that the Church celebrates the memorial
Christ’s passion once a year.

However, in this sacrament the memorial of Christ’s passion is handed down to us in the manner of
food, which is consumed every day. And in this respect [this sacrament] is signified by the manna, which
was given to the people daily in the desert.

Reply to objection 3: Reverence for this sacrament involves fear joined with love. Hence, as was
explained in the Second Part (ST 1-2, q. 67, a. 4, ad 2, and 2-2, q. 19, aa. 9, 11, and 12), the fear of
reverence with respect to God is called filial fear. For the desire to receive is prompted by love, whereas
the humility of revering arises from fear. And so both things belong to reverence for this
sacrament—both (a) that it be received every day and (b) that it sometimes be abstained from. Hence,
Augustine says, “If someone says that the Eucharist should not be received every day, while another
maintains that is to be received every day, let each one do what he piously believes to be in accord with
his own faith. For Zaccheus and the centurion did not disagree with one another when the one of them
received our Lord [into his house] rejoicing, while the other said, ‘Lord I am not worthy that you should
enter under my roof’. For both of them were honoring our Savior, though not in the same way.”

Still, love and hope (amor et spes), toward which Scripture always moves us, are preferred to fear.
That is why, after Peter had said, “Depart from me, Lord, for I am a sinful man,” Jesus replied, “Do not
be afraid” (Luke 5:10).

Reply to objection 4: One should not receive Holy Communion many times a day simply because
our Lord said, “Give us this day our daily bread.” At the very least, the oneness of Christ’s passion is
represented by an individual’s receiving Holy Communion once at day.

Reply to objection 5: Different statutes have emanated concerning this matter according to the
diverse states of the Church.

For in the primitive Church, when the devotion belonging to the Christian faith was more vigorous,
it was decided that the faithful would receive this sacrament every day. Hence, Pope Anacletus says,
“When the consecration is finished, let everyone receive the sacrament who does not wish to be cut off
from the Church; for so the apostles ordained and so the holy Roman Church holds.”

Later on, however, when the fervor of faith had diminished, Pope Fabian made the concession that
“all should receive Communion, if not more frequently, at least three times a year: at Easter, Pentecost,
and Christmas.” In addition, Pope Soter declares (and this is found in Decretals, De Consecratione,
dist. 2), that Communion should be received “at the Supper of the Lord [on Holy Thursday].”

Later on, when “iniquity abounded and the charity of many grew cold” (cf. Matthew 24:12), Pope
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Innocent IIT decreed that the faithful should receive Communion “at least once a year,” viz., “at Easter.”
On the other hand, in De Ecclesiasticis Dogmatibus the faithful are counseled “to receive Communion on
all Sundays.”

Article 11
Is it permitted to refrain altogether from Communion?

It seems that it is permitted to refrain altogether from Communion (/iceat cessare omnino a
communione):

Objection 1: The centurion is praised in Matthew 8:8, “Lord, I am not worthy that you should
enter under my roof.” As has been explained (a. 10, ad 4), he is comparable to an individual who thinks
that he should abstain from Communion. Therefore, since we never read that Christ came to his house, it
seems that it is permitted for an individual to abstain from Communion for the whole of his lifetime.

Objection 2: It is permitted for an individual to abstain from those things that are not necessary for
salvation. But as was explained above (q. 73, a. 2), this sacrament is not necessary for salvation.
Therefore, it is permitted to refrain altogether from receiving this sacrament.

Objection 3: Sinners are not obligated to receive Communion; hence, Pope Fabian, after he had
said, “Let everyone receive Communion three times a year ...,” added, “... unless he is impeded by major
crimes.” Therefore, if those who are not in sin were obligated to receive Communion, then it seems that
sinners would be in a better position than the just—which is absurd. Therefore, it seems that the just are
likewise permitted to refrain from Communion.

But contrary to this: In John 6:54 our Lord says, “Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and
drink His blood, you will not have life in you.”

I respond: As was explained above (a. 1), there are two modes of receiving this sacrament, viz.,
the spiritual and the sacramental.

Now it is obvious that everyone is obligated to eat at least spiritually, since, as was explained above
(a.9,ad 3 and q. 73, a. 3, ad 1), this is to be incorporated into Christ. But as was explained above (a. 1,
ad 3 and a. 2), spiritual eating involves the earnest wish or desire to receive this sacrament. And so
without a desire to receive this sacrament a man cannot be saved.

Now an earnest desire would be in vain unless it were fulfilled when the opportunity presented
itself. And so it is obvious that a man is obligated to receive this sacrament not only because of the
Church’s statute, but also because of our Lord’s mandate when He says in Luke* 22:19%, “Do this in
commemoration of me.” And the times for carrying out our Lord’s precept are determined by the
Church’s statute.

Reply to objection 1: As Gregory says in Pastoralis, “This is true humility, when one is not
obstinate in rejecting what is commanded for his good.” And so it cannot be a praiseworthy humility if an
individual abstains from Communion in opposition to the command of Christ and of the Church. Nor
indeed was the centurion commanded to receive Christ into his home.

Reply to objection 2: This sacrament is said not to have necessity in the way that baptism has
necessity for young children, who can be saved without this sacrament [of the Eucharist], but not without
the sacrament of baptism. However, as regards adults, both sacraments have necessity.

Reply to objection 3: Sinners suffer a great loss by the fact that they are driven away from the
reception of this sacrament, and hence they are not thereby in a better position. And even if they remain
in their sins, they are not thereby excused from transgressing the relevant precept. However, a penitent
who, as Innocent puts it, “abstains [from this sacrament] on the advice of his priest,” is excused.
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Article 12
Is it permitted to receive the body of our Lord without the blood?

It seems that it is not permitted to receive the body of our Lord without the blood (non liceat
sumere corpus domini sine sanguine):

Objection 1: Pope Gelasius says (and this is contained in De Consecratione, dist. 2), “We have
learned that some individuals, after having received only a portion of the sacred body, abstain from the
chalice of the sacred blood. No doubt they do this because they learn to be bound by I know not what
superstition. Let them either receive entire sacraments or be kept away from all of them.” Therefore, it is
not permitted to receive the body of Christ without His blood.

Objection 2: As was established above (q. 73, a. 2), the eating of the body and the drinking of the
blood come together for the completeness of this sacrament. Therefore, if the body is consumed without
the blood, there will be an incomplete sacrament, and this seems to involve a sacrilege. Hence, in the
same place Gelasius adds, “For the division of one and same mystery cannot occur without a great
sacrilege.”

Objection 3: As was established above (q. 66, a. 9, and q. 73, aa. 4-5, and q.74, a. 1), this
sacrament is celebrated as a memorial of our Lord’s passion and it is received for the salvation of the
soul. But Christ’s passion is expressed more in the blood than in the body and, as was established above
(q. 74, a. 1 and q. 76, a. 2, ad 1), the blood is offered for the health of the soul. Therefore, it would be
better to abstain from consuming the body than to abstain from consuming the blood. Therefore, those
approaching this sacrament should not receive the body of* Christ* without His blood.

But contrary to this is the custom of many churches, in which the body of Christ, but not the
blood, is given to the people who receive Communion.

I respond: There are two things to think about with respect to the consumption of this sacrament,
one on the part of the sacrament itself and the other on the part of the recipient.

On the part of the sacrament itself it is fitting for both to be received, viz. the body and the blood,
since the completion of the sacrament consists in the two of them. And so, since it pertains to the priest to
consecrate and complete the sacrament, he should in no way consume the body without the blood.

However, on the part of the recipient, the greatest reverence is required, along with the greatest
caution against anything happening that verges on an irregularity with respect to such a great mystery.
This sort of thing would be possible mainly in the consumption of the wine, which, if it is consumed
incautiously, can easily be spilled. And it is because, given the growing multitude of the Christian
people, including old people and youths and little ones, some of whom do not have enough good
judgment to apply due caution to the consumption of this sacrament, that the rule is prudently observed
in some churches that the blood will not be given to the people to be consumed, but that instead it will be
consumed only by the priest.

Reply to objection 1: Pope Gelasius is speaking about priests who, just as they consecrate the
whole sacrament, so, too, must also take Communion in the whole sacrament. For as we read in the
Council of Toledo, “What sort of sacrifice will it be, where not even [the priest] is known to be
sacrificing?”

Reply to objection 2: The completion of this sacrament is found not in its reception by the
faithful, but in the consecration of the matter. And so it does not detract from the completeness of the
sacrament if the people consume the body without the blood, as long as the consecrating priest consumes
both of them.

Reply to objection 3: The re-presentation of our Lord’s passion is made in the consecration itself
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of this sacrament, in which the body ought not to be consecrated without the blood. On the other hand, it
is possible for the body to be consumed without the blood by the people; nor does any sort of loss follow
from that. For the priest offers and consumes the blood in the person of all the people, and, as was
established above (q. 76, a. 2), the whole Christ is contained under each set of appearances.



