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Six Books of Magical Investigations, divided into three volumes.

By Martin Del Rio, priest of the Society of Jesus, Doctor of Sacred Theology, and professor of Sacred Scripture in the Academy of Graz.

Volume Two.

Now, by the author's third revision, much enlarged, with many additions inserted throughout, and also corrected, with errors removed.

With the privilege of His Sacred Imperial Majesty for six years.

Issued from the Urselline Press of the Archbishopric of Mainz, at the expense of Johann Jakob Koenig. In the year 1606.


Dedication

To the Most Serene Prince Ernst, Archbishop of Cologne and Elector of the Holy Roman Empire, Bishop of Liege, etc.

Martin Del Rio, priest of the Society of Jesus.

The first volume of the Magical Investigations pleased Your Highness, Prince Ernst, as I hear; I hope that this second volume will have no smaller place in your favor. It surpasses the former by its manifold variety, curiosity, and usefulness. The former contained one kind of magic; this one embraces three. Into it I have gathered whatever historians, poets, philosophers, jurists, and theologians have supplied concerning wicked acts of harmful magic, concerning vain observances, and concerning the almost infinite kinds of divinations, arranged, not inconveniently, into an order more serviceable than any up to this point.

Unless I am mistaken, men of every rank and condition will find in it something that can help them not a little, if they read attentively; and, having been helped, they will give thanks to you, Most Serene Prince, under whose auspices they will see these things brought forth into the light.

Louvain, on the Ides of September, 1599.


A Little Ode on Martin Del Rio's Newly Printed *Magic*

When a head is struck by its own pain,
it crushes the river crab,
and often consumes the crab.
And the tortoise,
after drinking viperous poison,
devours cleansing savory.
The goat, laden with darts,
by the most powerful virtue
of dittany brings itself aid.

Those whom the demon himself strikes,
whether that demon is a cancer,
or a serpent, or a harmful plague:
what should they do? Come, all of you.
Here, whoever you are, mocked
by the darknesses of demons, and wandering;
whoever, by desertion of Christ,
rave, seized by the goad
of magic and madness;
you also who waste away
with the bitter bile of unbelief:
come here.

Whoever is ignorant
of nature and of its art,
let the book of sagacious Del Rio
be brought at once into his hand;
let Del Rio's book,
that true offspring of Wisdom,
be drunk deeply into the mind.
For its pages store up
a medicine of the soul.

When there is need to know by reason
the purgatives for disease,
it is shameful to reject
a man fashioned from the fire
of the eternal Mind,
with a remedy prepared
by keen intellect for himself
and brought by a friendly hand.

This volume of Del Rio,
unrolled from the citadel of heaven,
opens itself to wanderers
as a guide through pathless places
onto the road.
Give this volume into the hand,
lovers of truth and equity.
Whoever takes pleasure in knowing
what nature hides deep within;
whoever desires laws
and the true Divinity,
give into the hand
the volume unrolled by Del Rio.

Claudius Dausqueius.


Another on the Same

Whether you promise many future things
by a certain Apollo,
or threaten many things to the credulous,
or inspect entrails,
or mark the stars in heaven:
you are an impostor, a liar,
proud and wicked.
Admit it: this truthful book exposes you.

It corrects lies by truths:
fallacies, fictions, tricks,
deceits stitched together by fraud.
With God present, the victorious force
of a powerful mind and steady labor
unstitches them all.

And do you, impious one,
dare to tear that down?
You are an impostor, a liar,
proud and wicked.
Admit it: this truthful book exposes you.

The author, skilled in truth
and unconquered by evils
and by magical specters,
Del Rio, the well-known honor of his name,
sets all deeds and sayings in the light of truth.
Tested virtue gives sure trust to his writings.

Admit it: this truthful book exposes you,
whether you promise many future things
by a certain Apollo,
or threaten many things to the credulous:
you are an impostor, a liar,
proud and wicked.

Charles Goossinus.

Be a mouth and an eye for the ignorant.


Approvals of the Superior and Censors

The permission of Reverend Father Oliver Manare, Vice-Provincial Prefect of the Society of Jesus, for this part also of the work has been inserted in the first volume.

I judge this third book of the Magical Investigations, composed by Reverend Father Martin Del Rio, theologian of the Society of Jesus, because it is filled with manifold and varied learning and contains nothing opposed to the Catholic faith, worthy to be committed to the press.

Given at Louvain, 8 February, in the year of the Lord 1599.

Guillaume Fabricius of Nijmegen, Apostolic and Royal Censor of Books.

The three later books, the fourth, fifth, and sixth books of the Magical Investigations, by the learned man Father Martin Del Rio, priest of the Society of Jesus, because of their many-sided learning, the pleasing variety of hidden matters, and the solidity of their doctrine, will be very useful to the reader, especially in these times, as were also the earlier books of the same Investigations. Therefore, for the great usefulness of the Church, I judge that they should by all means be committed to type.

Given at Antwerp, the twenty-sixth day before the Kalends of April, 1599.

Sylvester Pardo, Licentiate of Theology, Canon of the Cathedral Church of Antwerp, and Censor of Books.


Summaries of Book III, Part I — On Harmful Magic

Question I. What harmful magic is, and how many kinds there are

Harmful magic is defined and divided. Certain things that concur in all acts of harmful magic are set out.

The various efficient causes, or instruments, of harmful magic: powders; herbs, straws, and similar things that are placed beneath; ointments; breath or blowing; words, threats, rebuke, praise; sacred things, such as holy water; the open way; infanticides; the sucking of blood; the ancient opinion concerning striges. Gelo, the striges of Panama, and Lilith as mothers of demons, and the errors of the Hebrews concerning them. Lamia, what she is and of what sort among the Greeks. Lamentations 4; Isaiah 34. By what means infants were killed formerly and are killed today.

Question II. On the harmful magic of sleep

The solemn rite and examples. Passages of Virgil, Ovid, and Valerius Flaccus. Telephron. What Apuleius means by a cloud born of sleep. The sleep-inducing methods of magicians; various signs according to the instruments used, and examples of each. On ointment and unguents; whether they can be changed into tiny living things and enter narrow cracks.

Question III. On love magic

Section I

What it is; certain things of this kind believed by the ancients. The astirites stone; the lynx, and what kind of bird it is. On philters of our own age. On things done within the body, and how sacred things are very often mixed into them, with examples.

On things done outside the body. The sacrileges mixed into these. On erotic images. On virgin parchment made from the skin of a boy. Why sacred things are abused especially in this kind of harmful magic, and a certain example concerning the Eucharist.

Section II

By what argument it is proved at length that the force of love magic cannot compel the will, but only the appetite. The law Eorum, in the Code, On Malefactors and Mathematicians.

The passage Baruch 6:42 is treated carefully. What cords are in Jeremiah and what cords occur among the poets; passages of Virgil, Valerius, Nemesianus, and Propertius. What the Greek word ta pitera means; the Vulgate interpreter defended. A passage of Theocritus; a passage of Burchard. Olives customarily burned. The edible epityrum. A passage of Hesychius. What bones signify among the Hebrews; what olive stones mean.

How harmful these things are to mind and body is shown by reason and examples. On hippomanes, and how many kinds there are; various authors are explained. Various judgments against magicians of this kind, and what penalty belongs to Roman law. Anton Guibert is refuted. An example of divine vengeance that occurred in Misnia.

Section III

On remedies against love potions and the snare of love; certain vain remedies of the gentiles. Passages of Virgil, Tibullus, Nemesianus, and Propertius. The error of Pomponazzi. On natural antidotes; on moral and Christian antidotes. From Helinand, what things are accustomed to bring on love or foster love once born. Things to be avoided. Remedies in fact. Fine examples: Hypatia, Appa and Gela, and a certain priest. Cardano is refuted together with his remedy.

Question V. On hostile harmful magic

What it is; on its ingredients. A certain opinion of Grillandus is noted.

Section I. On fascination

This whole question is now more clearly set out. On common poetic fascination, what kind it is, and what superstitions arose from it.

The name of the phallus-charm; praefiscini; on the Spanish higa. Passages of Virgil and Tibullus. On spitting into the bosom. Whether someone is fascinated by well-wishers or by himself. Entelidas and Narcissus. Passages of Plutarch and Heliodorus. How boys are fascinated according to Plutarch. Fables are refuted.

The inconsiderateness of certain theologians. What philosophical fascination is, and why it is improperly called fascination.

The Pontic Thybies. A passage of Plutarch. The force of sight upon body and soul from Plutarch. The origin of love. Naphtha of the Medes. The bird hiaticula. A remedy for jaundice. The gaze of the envious; probaskania. In what way contagion is propagated through sight according to theologians. Richard's statements are discussed: whether sight, by seeing, acts upon a mirror; whether contagion arises from the pupil or around it. Whether the beloved person has some physical quality that causes him to be loved. Ecclesiastes 9:9. The opinion of Abulensis is discussed. Whether the term fascination should be received by Christians. The definition and etymology of fascination. Passages of Deuteronomy 28:56 and Matthew 20.

Passages of Horace, also Ecclesiastes 31:25, Wisdom 4:12, and Galatians 3:1. Whether Sarah was a fascinator. The opinions of Jerome, Chrysostom, Anselm, Tertullian, and others concerning fascination. A vindication of the commentary assigned to Leonardo Hasselius. Magical fascination, what it is and of what sort.

On an old man of Viterbo against life. Who the Telchines are. The Palamnaeans. Families of fascinators in Africa, among the Triballi, and in Illyricum. Whether the signs of fascinated persons are in the eyes. What natural remedies can do against fascination. What fascination means when taken in its broadest sense. Whether the judges of fascination are true. Whence the common opinion of fascination arose.

Section II. On poisoning forms of harmful magic

What power the devil has over the wicked. Luther's error. 2 Corinthians 4:4. Lambert Daneau is noted. Witches can kill and inflict diseases. The magician Elzan killed very many. How many the witches of Helvetia killed; indeed, they even devoured their own children. Harmful magic by acupuncture. On other cases in Upper Germany, among the Salassi, and among the Genevans.

Two methods by ingestion, with examples, and the bewitching of children; a third by inhalation. The death of Clement VII. An example of an Italian charlatan, another from Alsace, and another from the Black Forest. What is the cause of this inhaled poisoning. Bodin's error. On an Italian poisoner active in Paris.

On poisons applied externally, and various methods. Passages on this matter from Horace and Lucan. Telephron, mutilated by lamiae in the form of a weasel. A passage of Apuleius and of Quintilian.

The monstrous foods of the Gnostics; hence the cause of slanders against Christians concerning infanticides. Certain poisons of wondrous effectiveness. On the Stygian water. Joubert's opinion is noted. What scopelismus is. Who the saccularii are; the laws cum quaedam and sacculariorum in the Digest, On Extraordinary Crimes. Passages of Job 5:23, Virgil, and Plautus. Spanish terms: cargarel, dado.

Section III. On abortion, difficult childbirth, and the drying up of milk

Stadlin, by placing a lizard under the threshold, killed infants in the mother's womb. Abortion procured by breath, as in the Littellan affair. The perpetual pregnancy of a certain woman in Apuleius. Alcmene's difficult childbirth. An example and rite of stolen milk; this happened at Trier. On milk dried up, even in a woman, by threats alone. On the theft of grain by harmful magic.

Section IV. On archers, assassins, and harmful makers of images

The single canon On Archers is explained: what kind of people they are. Their rites and some examples, such as Punkler and others. On Finnish and Lappish archers. The single canon On Homicide, in book 6. Who are properly assassins.

On harmful image-makers. Cardano and Wier are noted. Althaea's fatal brand for Meleager. Passages of Ovid and Horace. The history of Duffus, King of Scotland. On Enguerrand's wife; on other more recent cases in France, that of Charles IX and that of a certain pontiff. On the statue fatal to Simon the Bulgarian. On another three-headed statue, and on other things that were magical in the Byzantine Ciceon.

Section V. On various diseases inflicted by a demon

Demons send various diseases. Pomponazzi and Lemnius are noted. Matthew 17:14. On lunatics and epileptics. A passage of Firmicus.

Examples: Thallus so affected in Apuleius; another example from the Malleus. Luke 8:27; Luke 13:11; 1 Kings 16:14-15, 23. Names of demons in Sacred Scripture taken from their effects. Why the authority of Sprenger and Nider is great in these matters.

Various examples brought by them. They bring on the madness of Blessed Angela of Foligno and of Stiradius. An example from Mattioli. Diseases of the gentiles caused by demons, such as those of the Ceriales, Panics, and Fanatics. By what means a demon inflicts diseases. Catechites.

Section VI. On the wondrous insertion and ejection of solid and large things into and from the body

The example of the woman of Zabern, and seven or eight others; especially a wondrous example from the life of Saint Peter of Tarentaise. The nun of Pisa.

What can be naturally born within the body? The example of a certain count. What things cannot be naturally born within it.

By what means a demon can insert and expel such things. Two examples from Ambroise Pare, concerning a student and a shepherd. A third from Remy. The method of Paracelsus concerning lightning and water is refuted.

Section VII. On the harmful magic of devoting someone

That there are some energumens, and what is required for this, so that they may be said to be possessed by a demon. Whether men have the power of devoting someone in this way. Whether devils enter the bodies themselves. The opinion of Blessed Hildegard is discussed. Various examples from Caesarius, Gennadius, and Tostatus. A passage of the writer of the Ecclesiastical Annals is noted, explaining why God sometimes permits this.

Section VIII. On the harmful magic of binding

On a certain opinion of the common people, and from it a nuptial custom: that men are accustomed to be rendered bewitched.

On the various modes of bindings. Why more men are bewitched than women. The immediate cause of the harmful magic. On Lemnian women bewitched; on Bohemian women; Valazca; a passage of Propertius; the story of the priest Palumbus and Venus.

On the offering of male organs, with a passage of Sprenger noted. On female constriction. On a relative impediment. That a certain impediment is perpetual, against certain canonists, and what kind it is. A certain wondrous permission of God among the Karenzini. On the spring of Salmacis.

Section IX

On the harmful magic of hatred: an example and a passage of Virgil. Another example, and by what means the demon procures this harmful magic. On the harmful magic of forgetfulness and an example of it.

Section X

On incendiary harmful magic. On Medea's crown; a passage of Seneca; various examples in Lorraine, Helvetia, and the Rhenish province.

Question V. What persons sorcerers are able to harm

No one without God's permission; once that has been granted, they can harm all men. Why infants are permitted to be harmed. Why they most often plot against them. Examples of infanticides. The common opinion concerning the acquisition of insensibility. On pagan ointment. Why they are sometimes permitted to harm even good persons.

The common opinion is discussed and interpreted: that they cannot harm ministers of justice. It is shown that the contrary has sometimes happened. A certain argument of Anania is rejected. Nider's opinion is noted. Goninus, a Parisian magician. Whence the opinion arose.

Question VI. Why God permits sorcerers to abuse sacred things

Question VII. Why God permits the demon to rage so greatly through harmful magic

Section I

It is for the glory of God, because in this way God's attributes are shown: sweetness, mercy, wisdom, power, justice, and so forth.

It is for the various benefits of human beings: first, of those who are harmed, in whom patience, constancy, charity, humility, and the remaining virtues are trained. Examples of a certain hermit and of Saint Julian. Then the faith of others is confirmed and various errors are rooted out. People are taught that demons exist. Heretics are taught that they do not have the true faith, since they cannot heal these things or put demons to flight. The example of Luther; also of a Lutheran parish priest, of ministers of Augsburg, and of Calvinist ministers in Picardy. Demons attended Luther's funeral and the Belgian iconoclasm. Why Calvinists leave images of the demon untouched but break images of God and the saints. Various examples of this matter.

Section II

The vengeance of sins is the chief cause: sometimes of others' sins, as in the disciple of Blessed Eleutherius and in the infant in Saint Gregory; also because of the unjust curse of parents, or even of spouses.

Such sins are obstinacy against God and other superiors or parents: Nebuchadnezzar, the Egyptians, two Florentine youths, the ten brothers, and the curses of parents. Proverbs 30:17. Hatred, desire for vengeance, and envy: the example of Saul, another from Alexander ab Alexandro, and four in the life of Saint Arnulf.

Carnal desire, even of spouses, and the things directed to this. Sarah's husbands; the girl Magdalene in Saint Jerome; a girl in Saint Prosper. Why are so many things permitted to the demon against married people?

Sacrilegious violation of vows, and how horribly it is punished: the terrifying example of three monks. Unjust cruelty, as of King Boleslaus and Duke Geila; also false accusation or slanderous incrimination, as concerning three women and one man who slandered Saint Gregory of Sicily and Saint Daniel the Stylite.

Opposition to acknowledged truth and apostasy, with examples of various persons in Sacred Scripture, in the canons, and in Saint Cyprian.

Blasphemy: Alexander and Hymenaeus; the tailor of Worcester in Thomas Waldensis, blaspheming against the Most Holy Eucharist; Caianus, blasphemous against the Mother of God; and others at Constantinople and Nijmegen.

Cursing, by which someone conditionally devotes himself to the demon: a poor woman in Caesarius; also the man who sold his soul to the devil; the Cologne virgin in Nider concerning the monthly blessing omitted; Peter of Bern, a judge, and the omitted sign of the cross; the host of Spandau; the captain Bravo; a certain nobleman of Silesia; a Saxon virgin; a certain reviler of a martyr; and Count Godwin.

The vice of usury, concerning certain nuns. Why alms given to witches may be harmful. Hardness and lack of mercy toward the poor: on witches therefore begging, on a certain man of Poitiers, on the Archbishop of Mainz, and on a certain Kirchberger. Mockery of sacred mysteries, contempt for the rites and censures of the Church: on a Batavian imitating the Mass; on Novatus; on Proculus the Arian; on the Donatists; on those who receive the Eucharist unworthily, with three examples. The death of Epachius. Many perished because they despised the excommunication of a bishop.

The plundering of churches and sacred things, and the seizure of ecclesiastical revenues and rights: on the Count of Macon; on Otger the steward; on two others; also on the punishment of certain soldiers in Spain after this life, as they declared when they appeared. On Deoca, saved on account of alms; on Bernet, damned on account of corruption and injustice.

On Alfonso, King of Aragon, freed from the pains of purgatory by the prayers of the Cluniacs, against the heretics, and on confession.

Mockery and contempt of holy men and feast days: concerning a certain woman; the example of a woman punished because she had entered a men's monastery and falsely assumed male dress; likewise those who despise the celebration of feast days. On the citizens of Torpes. Timidity, despair, curiosity: Theophilus the steward.

On venial faults: Moses because of a slight anger; a certain religious woman because of hasty gluttony; another because of tepidity and distraction in prayer.

Question VIII. Why, since the devil can usually inflict these harms by himself, he prefers to do so through others

Because this leads to greater contempt of God. He harms more people. He could not do certain things so conveniently by himself, for example spread heresies or abuse sacred things through sacrilege. So that God may permit him to do more things against human beings. On remedies, briefly.


Summaries of Book III, Part II — On Vain Observance

Question I. What it is

A definition is given.

Question II. What kind of sin it is

When it is mortal; when venial; examples of each; when it is no sin.

Question III. How many kinds there are

From the final cause it is shown to be fourfold. If the goods expected are considered, they concern fortune, the body, the soul, or supernatural things.

Question IV. How one can discern when there is vain observance of this kind

Section I

What is to be said when it is not evident that a cause has power over this supernatural effect from God. What is to be said when it is evident that the effect is natural or divine, but various circumstances are added. Examples are given for each.

Section II

It is shown in particular cases that there is vain observance.


	
When faith in a human being is required.



	
If an effect is attributed to a seal, character, figure, words, and the like, which were rejected in Book I.



	
When sacred words or pious works are turned aside toward vain things; and why such things are to be censured. Why this matter indirectly concerns the honor of God. Cajetan's opinion is explained and limited concerning those who act from mere devotion.



	
To expect some result through certain voluntary fasts and prayers not instituted or approved by the Church for this purpose. On the Notory Art, its rite, and a full refutation of it; likewise on the Pauline Art and the Angelic Art.





Section III


	On those who carry relics, the Gospel of Saint John, and similar pious things. What is necessary for these things to be lawful. Augustine's opinion on these matters is explained, along with old canons: illud, 26 q. 2; non liceat, 26 q. 5; ne observetis, 26 q. 7. A passage of Cassiodorus is explained.



Section IV

On omens generally there is a broad discussion, and their various kinds are enumerated from Saint Augustine. On salisatores; on ringing in the ears; a passage of Catullus and of another uncertain poet. Shoulder-blade divination. Sneezing. From a name, with Augustine's example concerning Nicopolis. From words spoken by chance. On things that happen at home, oikoscopica; on things outside, ta enodia. Examples and a passage of Saint Augustine. Omens are mentioned in Sacred Scripture: 3 Kings 20:33. The vanity of them all. The deed of Saint Mark; a passage of Peter of Blois and Judith 8:33.

To ask a sign from God is sometimes lawful; various examples of this are given: Abraham's servant, Gideon, Jonathan, Saint Augustine, Gregory VII, and King Clovis. To observe all things is unlawful. A passage of Cajetan is noted. The omen of a struck foot is noted in Gracchus, Crassus, Protesilaus, and Tibullus. On the omen of sneezing, from Theocritus, Aristotle, and Propertius.

Section V

On New Year's gifts, whether there is vain observance in them, and when it is lawful to send them. On the Kalends of January and their celebration. Canon 1 of the Council of Auxerre is explained, along with ne observetis, non licet, si quis Kalendas, 26 q. 7, canon 10 of the Fourth Council of Toledo, a passage of Burchard, and the Irish custom of wolf-chasing.

Section VI

On the superstition of times for cutting wood, gathering herbs, and similar things. Those who observe certain feast days as messengers of fair weather or rain, or as days of greater natural efficacy for herbs, bloodletting, and similar matters, or as unlucky and ominous. What the Egyptian days are in ne observetis and quis existimaret, 26 q. 7. Passages of Saint Augustine. Galatians 4:10. What posterum means in Ambrose and Augustine. Those who think that blessed water has more power on one Sunday than on another. Those who think that Good Friday has a power for extinguishing fire.

Section VII

Vain and foolish observances for diseases and for repelling various harms. When the practice is considered as an offering from alms, or as a cross bought from alms. Those who mix hairs or locks of a sick person with the wax of an offering; those who immerse images in water; those who use certain bindings; those who use a betrothal ring as a charm; those who place a pig's trough on the neck; those who measure the girdle of the sick; those who divide straw with a double axe; those who pass animals through fire for lustration; those who bake the cake of Saint Lupus, and so forth; bindings for livestock, with a passage of Burchard.

Those who use absurd forms of prayers. On the cure of wounds, frequent among Spanish soldiers: the formula is given and discussed.

Section VIII

The superstitious treatise of Felix Malleolus of Zurich is discussed and refuted. When healing diseases is pious and when it is not. When it is lawful to bless animals and when not. When it is lawful to exorcise and excommunicate brute animals. Examples of saints: Saint William cursed eels; Blessed Pruminius cursed poisonous worms; the Bishop of Lausanne cursed blood-sucking Swiss worms; the people of Chur cursed insects; Lauffkaffer. What forms of exorcisms may be lawfully used in this matter. The example of the Apostles and of Saint Hilarion. How Saint Blaise blessed animals. On Saint Anthony's pigs, and why they are fattened for him. Colossians 3:17. How all things are to be done in the name of Jesus. The law eorum, in the Code, On Malefactors. Azo and others following that law are censured.

Formulae in which it is said, "If Blessed Mary gave birth, etc., let this happen," and similar forms are shown to be unlawful, even if you understand them as a sign or as a cause. It is never lawful to use the works of demons, not even for good, as in the deed of Theodore, Bishop of Sitten, who used the service of a demon in moving a bell. How God's command concerning sparing enemies is to be understood.

No usurious contracts were ever lawful; the contrary is an error.

Whether a rhyme or verse is superstitious. Absurd and unnecessary rites, not approved by the Church, are a sign of superstition. The rite of Christ the Lord in healing the blind man. A certain little fable concerning Saint Mark. The rite of the prophet Elisha in raising the boy. The rites of Baptism.

No revelation exists concerning those common formulae. On Anania's remedy it is taught that a magical and idolatrous word is composed from Hebrew. Magical words are very often taken from Hebrew. How serpents were removed by the Apostles. Charmers of serpents are not tolerated by the Church.

One who uses a stronger form obtains the same effect when no pact is present. Why transubstantiation occurs through wicked priests when the form of consecration is preserved, but does not occur through good priests when it is not preserved. It is not lawful to seek healing from a demon.

A formula is not lawful merely because each of its words is from Sacred Scripture. In what way healing and the performance of miracles are promised to faith. In doubtful matters, the more benign interpretation is to be followed; what is doubtful here and what is certain. A useful distinction between doubt concerning the thing and doubt concerning the person.

A thing can be illicit, and the person doing it not sin, and conversely. When the safety or danger of souls is at issue, one must judge not by what is milder, but by what is safer and more secure for the soul.

Section IX

Examples of various formulae of vain observance: "Spadix, Spadix, if you labor," and so forth; "Anteparante," and so forth. To bind a horse to a barren stool. To encircle the arm with a woolen cord. "It is finished."

To place nine barley grains in a glass vial. To draw a thread through chrism. To hide an earthen image under the altar. To touch the teeth during Mass, and so forth. To wash the hands with the sick person, or to take his hand with certain words. To inscribe something on three loaves used at Mass. On Friday, to lead the sick person toward the east, and so forth. "Taste and see that the Lord is good," and so forth. To stop blood, to drip a fixed number of drops into a cup of cold water, and so forth; likewise to say certain prayers or verses from the psalms, or "Chunrat, cara, sarite," and so forth. For three days before sunrise, to say certain words over a horse. To find a thief, to make a cross in crystal with oil and write the name Helena beneath it, and so forth.

Likewise, pebbles collected from running water according to the number of suspects and carried home are put into the fire, and so forth. Likewise, to strike out the eye of a thief, to say a certain terrible prayer and strike a copper nail with a cypress hammer, and so forth. Likewise, to cut a hazel branch on the Sabbath before sunrise, and so forth.

The false and fictitious prayer that they attribute to Saint Adalbert; it seems rather to belong to Adalbert the heretic, condemned long ago.

To read Psalm 180 according to a certain distribution of verses otherwise than it appears. To cure harmful magic, to take three measures of violet oil, to stand facing the sun before sunrise, and to pronounce the name of the sick person and of his mother, and the glory of the angels, and so forth. Likewise, to carry written names of the three kings with certain little verses; or unknown and absurd words, as among the ancients, "Danata, Daries," and so forth; among the more recent, "Abrac, Amon," and so forth; or these written on bread: "Irioni, Khiriorhi," or "Hax, pax, max," and so forth, against the bite of a rabid dog.

Or against toothache: "Strigiles, fulcesque," and so forth; or "Galbes," and so forth; "Galdes," and so forth. Likewise "Gibel, Got," and so forth. Or, in catching fish, Constantine's formula, "Iao Sabaoth." This is to abuse the names of God. The books of Bamachius and Cartachir; to join parallel rods at their middle parts by the force of certain words, and so forth. To hang round wood on the chest with a certain murmur. Two Brabantine superstitions: to place salt in the hand of a sick person, or to stand naked in the sun. The superstition of immersing sacred statues; Levinus Crucius's book is noted. The feared death of a certain prince, a lover of superstitions.

I join the latter subject to this one, since fewer and less difficult things occur to us to be said about it.


Question I. What is harmful magic, and how many kinds are there?



[margin: a: Code, title/rubric On Malefactors and Mathematicians. (b) Extra, On Frigidity and Harmful Magic. (c) Remigius, Daemonolatria, book 1, chapter 8, and book 2, chapters 8 and 9]

I do not dispute whether it exists; I assume it. Those who deny it are condemned by Sacred Scripture, by the sanctions of both laws, by historians, by poets, by common consensus, and by the memory of all ages. No kind of magic pleases the evil demon more, because, as Synesius says, the calamities of mortals are the banquets of evil demons. But we take the name of harmful magic not for damage, or for any sin whatsoever, but for an effective magical and superstitious sign. The one who uses it is a worker of harmful magic; the one who is injured is one harmed by magic.

It can be described thus: harmful magic is a species of magic by which someone, with a demon's aid, prepares harm for another. I said a species of magic so that I may confine the breadth of the word to harms of this sort. I added with a demon's aid; for if pact and compact with a demon are absent, the matter has no relevance to this treatment, no more than homicide accomplished by the sword, the rape of a virgin, theft, or robbery.

Harmful magic can be divided with respect to its end, or with respect to its efficient cause. By efficient cause I do not here mean God permitting, nor the demon carrying it out, nor the wicked free will of the worker of harmful magic consenting and cooperating. For these three always concur in every act of harmful magic. Not even a hair can fall from the head without God's permission; nor can a demon inflict more harm than God permits, nor does he wish to carry out what is permitted unless the worker of harmful magic consents to the harm. This the demon plainly does by a sacrilegious imitation of God Most Good and Great, who, in order to confer salvation through the ministry of the sacraments, requires the will of the minister.

That this intention of harmful magic is required is taught by the fact that we see the touch or powders of witches harm only those whom they wished to harm, as Nicolas Remigius has confirmed by many examples. And indeed it is certain that such compositions do not flow from natural poisons. But I call efficient causes the instruments and material of harming, which concur immediately in injury. Efficient means of this kind are various.


	First, they harm by certain tiny powders, infused into food or drink, rubbed on the naked body, or sprinkled on garments. Of these, those which kill are black; those which only bring disease are ash-colored, or sometimes reddish. Conversely, the powder by which they remove the evil and make medicine is for the most part white. Yet that force does not emanate from the color of the powder or its other qualities, but depends wholly on the pact entered into with the demon. The colors serve only to declare the good faith of the agreements, and so that the witches are not deceived about what, as they say, is to be given for what. This is gathered from the fact that sometimes the white color which makes medicine for one person is lethal in the possession of another witch, and the ash-colored powder with one woman brings diseases, with another death; indeed, with one and the same witch it at one time brings death and at another heals from disease, according as it pleases the demon to change the sign. I would think that Simon Magus infected foods with powders of this kind, according to Anastasius.





[margin: a: For examples of these, seek Nicolas Remigius, book 1, chapter 2, and book 2, chapters 7 and 8. (b) See Remigius, the cited work, chapter 8]


	
They perpetrate harmful magic by herbs, straws, and other trifles of that sort thrown on the ground; when those persons pass over them whom the evil woman has wished to harm, they are a very certain cause of sickness or death.



	
They use white or somewhat reddish ointments, like bitumen, in which mixed-in specks of metal shine, and at the same time yellowish and whitish drops. If you cast this ointment into fire, it produces a flash, crackling, and stench to which no other thing is similar. Some women always keep their hands smeared with this, lest any occasion of harming be lost. It is lethal if by stroking they touch even the outer garments.



	
They infect by mere bodily presence or by breath. Thus they are wont to be the cause of women in childbirth miscarrying, with the greatest danger to life, as Nicolas Remigius, Sprenger, and Loyherius prove by examples; and Psellus long ago taught that demons can do this in his book on demons.



	
They inflict very grave harms by words alone. Hence Lucan:






The mind, polluted by no corruption of swallowed poison,
Perishes when enchanted.





[margin: a: See Remigius, book 1, chapter 3. (b) Book 2, chapter 7; Sprenger, in the Malleus; Loyherius, book 2, On Spectres, chapter 5. (c) Lucan, book 6; Virgil, Georgics 3; Naso, Metamorphoses 9; Seneca, Medea]

Virgil:


And they mixed herbs and words not harmless.



Clearly because the demon taught it. Hence Ovid calls them Hecatean:


At once the infamous ingredients with dreadful juices
She crushes, and when they are ground she mixes Hecatean chants.



Seneca, after enumerating Medea's many poisons:



[margin: a: Remigius teaches this, book 3, chapter 3. (b) See Remigius, the cited work, chapter 7]


She adds to the poisons words no less to be feared than those.



And what is astonishing, sometimes they harm by threats alone, or by rebuke; indeed even by praise. This was believed not only by the Gentiles, who used to bind baccar around the forehead to meet this evil, but it has also been proved by the experience of our own age. I too acknowledge this; but I add that all these things are accomplished not by the virtue of the words, but by the work of the devil concurring at the sign.


	Nor do they spare sacred things. For instance, one touched an aspergillum with powders, and, sprinkling another woman in this way with blessed water, destroyed the wretched woman, as Remigius reports.



Finally, certain women act more openly: they arrange for someone to be strangled or thrown headlong by a demon, or they suffocate little boys at night by throwing a cushion over them, or they kill by a needle fixed behind the ear, as that Helvetian midwife did in Sprenger; or they snatch infants from cradles and tear them apart, or use them for the making of ointments, as I taught elsewhere, or as food most pleasing to themselves. Hence the old glossary, under "strigae," gives the gloss "Laestrygonians," saying that the word is drawn from the Laestrygonians, the man-eaters in Homer's Odyssey. So too we read that the Euchites and Gnostics, who used magic, were infamous for infanticides; from them the nations derived this calumny against Catholics. Sometimes they instill something violent or poisonous into little children, whence they die either at once or are consumed little by little. Sometimes also they suck out their blood. Hence arose the old opinion concerning Fresea or the little Strix bird, about which Q. Serenus says:


Moreover, if perchance the dark Strix presses little boys,
Sucking poison-bearing breasts with protruding lips.



And another opinion is supported by Ovid in these words:


By night they fly, and seek boys lacking a nurse,
And they injure bodies snatched from their cradles.
They are said to tear nursing bodies with their beaks,
And they have a throat full of drunk blood.



Festus Pompeius also mentions it. Such was that Gelo, if she was not a deceptive illusion, who tried in vain to bring death on Maurice in his swaddling-clothes; Nicephorus records this in book eighteen of the History, chapter 9. In Panama of Peru, many strigae were found who sucked the blood of little infants, Peter Ghieza reports in Description of India, part 2, chapter 196. This kind was not unknown to the Hebrews and the old Latins: to the former under the name Lilith, to the latter under the name Lamia. Besides what I have said, other things brought forward by Sebastian Michael in the Pneumalogy prove this. He observes that these are mostly Nashim, that is, women, as Helias says in Tisbi; that Lilith is derived from the word Lail, which signifies night, because they are accustomed to rage by night with that demon; likewise that such women are called by the Hebrews mothers of demons, because they worship, cherish, and have demons obedient to them. When the elders of the synagogue were once asked how it happened that very many boys not yet eight days old, that is, before circumcision, were found killed, they answered that they were killed by Lilith, that is, by Lamiae. Today they especially lie in wait for infants not yet baptized.

Helias likewise testifies that Hebrew women, since they are extremely superstitious and given to sorceries, use a certain superstition against this plague. They boast that they learned it from Lilith herself, that is, the foremost of certain strigae: they write certain characters and names in the corners of bedrooms. Nor were the Greeks ignorant of these women. For Duris, in the second book of Libyan Matters, testifies that the name of the Lamiae was derived from a certain woman whose name was Lamia. Driven mad with jealousy because her husband was devoted to a wicked adulteress, had even taken up an adulterine child, and pursued it with great care, she killed that little child herself, and thereafter as many others as she could seize.

The ancient Lamiae were usually seen to offer their breasts to little infants, as if about to nurse them, and thus to restrain their crying. For this is what Sacred Scripture alluded to when it said, "The Lamiae have uncovered their breasts"; and what Serenus said, "to put poison-bearing breasts to nursing children"; and what Ovid said, "to seek infants lacking a nurse." Thus, then, they used to feign nourishment, and meanwhile truly suck out the wretched little infants. Today they do not so much pretend to be nurses as, in the appearance of wild beasts, invade the unguarded and sleeping, suck out life with the blood, or destroy them with wasting poison.



[margin: Unkeyed marginal note: Lamentations 4; Isaiah 34]

There remains the other division, taken from the end. According to this, all harmful magic is either sleep-inducing, love-producing, or hostile.


Question II. On Sleep-Inducing Harmful Magic



[margin: a: Binsfeld, On the Confessions of Witches, part 1, conclusion 5; Remigius, book 2, chapter 4; Life of Saint Bernard, book 1, chapter 6]

I call it this when, by a potion, an evil incantation, and certain rites, they put someone to sleep, so that meanwhile they may pour poison into him, or snatch away infants, or kill them, or steal something by theft, or defile someone by sexual violation or adultery. Magicians sometimes do this, and it can be done by natural soporific poisons. Peter Binsfeld and Nicolas Remigius have brought together recent examples. It is also clear from the example narrated in the Life of Saint Bernard; for there an incubus deceived a wife for so many years while her husband lay beside her, and this had to have happened while he was asleep.

Virgil touches here and there on many secrets of magic, and among them this one, in Aeneid 6, concerning Cerberus and the Cumaean Sibyl:



[margin: Unkeyed marginal gloss on Valerius Flaccus: "horn" means "power and strength"; "greater" means "higher or deeper."]


Seeing his necks already bristling with snakes, the prophetess
Throws him a cake drugged with honey and medicated grain.
He, opening his three throats with ravenous hunger,
Snatches up what is thrown before him, and loosens his monstrous backs;
Huge, he is spread on the ground and stretches through the whole cave.
Aeneas seizes the entrance, the guardian being buried in sleep.



So also Ovid, in Metamorphoses 7, concerning Medea:


There remains to put to sleep with herbs the ever-watchful dragon,
Which, marked by crest and triple tongues,
And horrible with hooked teeth, was guardian of the golden tree.
After she sprinkled this one with the grass of Lethean juice,
And three times spoke words making placid sleep,
When sleep came upon eyes that had not known it,
The Aeson-born hero took possession of the gold.



But Virgil mentions only a natural effect. Ovid, however, also mentions a magical one produced by incantations; and therefore these words of the same Medea, in the epistle, are to be understood in this way:


I withdrew the flaming eyes by medicated sleep,
And gave you the fleece safe, for you to carry away.



And in Seneca:


You also, sleepless serpent, leaving Colchis, come,
First lulled to sleep by my songs.



Apollonius also, in book 4 of the Argonautica, relates that it was lulled to sleep by incantations; and Valerius Flaccus, in book 8 of the Argonautica, shows in many verses that this was accomplished with great effort:


And now the Colchian woman had stretched out her hands and hair to the stars,
Pouring forth songs in a barbarian measure, and summoning you:
"Father Sleep, all-powerful Sleep, you whom the Colchian woman summons
From every region, I call, and now command you alone to go against the dragon.
You who by your nod have subdued the seas, by your horn the clouds,
And the lightning-bolts, and whatever flashes in all the upper air: but now,
Now come, greater one, most like to your brother, death.
You too, most faithful guardian of the Phrixean sheep,
It is time at last to turn your eyes from this care.
What deceit do you fear, while I stand here? I myself will keep the grove for a little while;
Meanwhile lay aside your long labor."

The creature, weary, did not depart from the Aeolian gold,
Nor, though she commands it, does it endure to give its face to permitted rest;
And, struck by the first cloud of sleep,
It shuddered and shook the sweet slumbers from the tree.
Against it the Colchian woman persists in foaming with Tartarean poisons,
And in shaking all the silences of the Lethean branch;
With hostile chant she overwhelms its struggling eyes,
And with tongue and hand exhausts every Stygian power,
Until sleep occupies its burning rages.
And now the mane falls away in another direction, and the head nods under compulsion,
And its huge neck sinks outside its own fleece, and so forth.



That Madauran Platonist Apuleius, who, as Saint Augustine testifies, was highly skilled in the magical arts, either invented or narrated not without purpose the following about the Thessalians: the people of Larissa used to appoint guardians over corpses, hired for a large sum of money. These guardians had to keep watch exceptionally well through the whole night, with eyes open and unblinking, always intent on the corpse; their gaze was not to be turned anywhere, indeed not even slanted aside. For the most dreadful shape-shifters creep secretly upon them, their face changed into that of any animal, so that they easily deceive even the eyes of the Sun and Justice. They put on the shapes of birds, and again dogs and mice, indeed even flies. Then by dreadful enchantments they overwhelm the guardians with sleep.

At Larissa the son of the first man of the city had died, and Telephron contracted for a thousand coins to guard his corpse for one night. He thought himself a man of iron and sleepless, certainly sharper-sighted than Lynceus or Argus, and all eye. What more? Shut up in the chamber, abandoned to the solace of the corpse, having rubbed his eyes and armed them for vigils, he soothed his mind with little songs.


"When twilight came," he himself says, "and night advanced, and night grew deeper, and then the stillnesses grew deeper, and now it was the dead of night, my fear too was greatly increased. Then suddenly a weasel creeping in stood before me and fixed a very sharp gaze on me, so that the overbold confidence of so little an animal disturbed my mind. At last I said to it: 'Why do you not go away, foul beast, and hide yourself among mice like yourself before you experience our immediate force? Why do you not go away?' It turned its back and was at once driven from the chamber. Without delay such a sleep suddenly plunged me into the lowest pit of hell that not even the Delphic god himself could easily have discerned, with the two of us lying there, which of us was more dead. Thus lifeless and in need of another guardian, I was as though not there."



He says this about himself, unaware meanwhile that his nose and ears had been bitten off; he underwent the butchery in another's place. For that other Telephron, the dead man, after his spirit had been brought back from the lower world by Zatchlas the necromancer, narrates it thus:


"For when this most watchful guardian of my body was keeping exact vigil over me, the chanting old women pressed upon my remains, and for this reason, though often transformed, they did so in vain. Since they could not deceive his diligence, at last a cloud of sleep was cast over him, and, when he was buried in deep rest, they did not cease calling me by name until my dull joints and cold limbs began, by sluggish efforts, to strive toward the services of the magical art. This man, because he was indeed alive, but through sleep only dead, and because he was called by the same name as I, rose unwittingly at his own name. Walking forward of his own accord like the shade of a lifeless man, although the doors of the chamber had been carefully shut, through a certain opening, first his nose and then his ears were put forward, and he sustained the butchery in place of me."



He adds the proof and the very certain signs of true weakening. In these words you see the corpse-mutilating monsters; you see a spirit, in the form of a weasel, inducing sleep; and you see the cloud of sleep. But he does not add in what way it was cast.

Most often witches are accustomed to use certain lights for this purpose; I think their smoke is called by Apuleius the "cloud of sleep." Sometimes they light the feet or hands of the dead, first anointed with a certain oil received from a demon, or with little candles fixed to the several fingers. Sometimes they use charmed torches, made from a wick of a certain kind and a fat known to them, either carrying them lit before themselves, or setting them fixed and lit in some certain place at home; and the sleep lasts as long as that deathly light. Sometimes they suspend certain parts of a corpse in certain places; sometimes they employ other things, all equally wicked, which nevertheless obtain their efficacy only from a pact.

Caesarius the Cistercian narrates an example of this harmful magic by the mere hanging of limbs, in book 6 of the Miracles, chapter 10, in this way:


A certain simple man named Engilbertus, from the province of Tulpetinatus, died a few years ago. Although he had been born blind, because of the various gifts by which divine grace had illumined his inner man he was known in various provinces and was venerated by many great persons of both sexes. In a simple cloak and woolen tunic, and with bare feet, he walked in summer as in winter; and with a boy almost guiding him he rather often visited the thresholds of saints, though very far away. He never ate meat; at night he used not bedclothes but only a little straw or hay. I saw many good things concerning him, and he himself edified many both by word and by example.

In the time of his youth, when one night in the house of his maternal aunt, a wealthy matron, he had settled down to sleep among her other servants, at the very deep of night two thieves dug through the wall and entered. With the fire uncovered and a light lit, and the chests opened, they were speaking fearlessly. When the aforesaid Engilbertus heard them and did not doubt that they were thieves, since he could not wake the servants sleeping on either side, he put around his neck a little stool pierced with his knife and armed his hand with a club. And since, being as it were blind, he could not see them, he went toward them with hearing as his guide and, swinging the club with both hands, struck like a madman at whatever he could touch from every side and drove them from the house.

Following them all the way to the opening, when he blocked the entrance with a ladder, they stood outside the house and perceived that no one but him alone was awake. Confused by such an expulsion, they took counsel and tried to enter again. When he sensed this from the movement of the ladder, he placed one part of the ladder against a great chest in which grain was contained, standing next to the opening, and kept hold of the other part with both hands. As they entered up to the navel, Engilbertus pressed their backs strongly with the ladder, because they were lying face downward, and pressed them down so greatly that he utterly removed from them not only advance but also retreat. Placed as if under a winepress, and fearing death in the morning, they asked pardon. After they gave terrifying oaths that they would never harm his person or enter that house, they were released.

In the morning, when Engilbertus disclosed the matter, the sleeping people could not be awakened by the neighbors by any art. When harmful magical things were sought around the house, by the power of which they knew these things had been done, above the opening they found hanging from the roof something like the spine of a human corpse. When it was removed, all were immediately awakened. After many years had passed, these same thieves, stirred by the fame and virtues of the said Engilbertus, and, as I think, moved by his prayers, approached him. Because they confessed that they themselves were the men, thereafter they led a religious life. This wonderful deed, and certain others about which something will be said later, were related to me by others; and when I asked him whether they were true, he testified simply that they had happened in this way.



Thus far Caesarius. Indeed thieves often use magic so that they may remain hidden. In West Flanders, not far from Bailleul, in previous years one thief was apprehended, and there was found with him the severed foot of a man who had been hanged; he was abusing its burning joints for a soporific light of this kind.

In a town of the territory of Liege, Huy as some say, or Dinant as others say, two men came by night to an inn. They pretended that they were very tired from the road. After supper they denied that they would go elsewhere to bed, but with exceedingly importunate and stubborn insistence they at last obtained from the innkeeper permission to sleep by the fire in the kitchen. Meanwhile the maid of the house, to whom those strangers were not very pleasing, secretly watched through a certain opening to see what they would do. At dead of night she saw them draw from a purse the severed hand of a dead man, anoint the fingers, and then light them by applying them to the fire. The light seized everyone except one. The magicians found that unusual and wondered at it. Therefore they tried repeatedly and brought the fingers to the flame, always in vain. Then one of them said, "What then, if only one person in the house is awake?" And, fixing the hand to the chimney, with four fingers gleaming like candles with a dark flame, they went out of the house and with a known whistle summoned their companions to the plunder.

The girl followed them; when they went out of the house, she shut the door and locked them out. Then she burst into the master's bedchamber. She found everyone snoring so deeply that they could not be awakened by any force, for she had dragged and pulled them from the bed into the middle of the chamber. Meanwhile the thieves were directing themselves into the house through a certain window. She met them and knocked down the ladders. Yet they pressed on and attempted another entrance. Remembering the light, and suspecting that this was the cause of the household's sleep, she blew out all the fingers. When the light died, the sleepers awakened, ran to the cry, and drove the manifest criminals from the house. After a few days they were captured and confessed the crime. What wonder, therefore, if witches creep at night to the cradles of little infants, and of others whom they are going to destroy?

Peter Binsfeld, in his commentary on the title On Malefactors and Mathematicians, at the end of book 4, writes as follows:


The same Johannes Cuno de Rover reported that when Anna his mother and two other witches had come together to destroy by harmful magic, at night, a certain zealous persecutor of workers of harmful magic, a little master going ahead opened the windows and doors. But Johannes Cuno himself was brought by his mother and the others as a companion, to hold a burning candle which was not natural, but had been made by diabolical art, as Johannes Cuno himself distinguished it in his own writings. When they came into the chamber of the one to be harmed, in the city of Trier, since the one to be harmed, after the custom of good Christians, had fortified himself with the sign of the cross and pious exercises before he surrendered himself to rest, they could accomplish nothing, but had to fly back with the matter undone and with the doors closed. The good man whom they wished to harm still lives by God's grace, and will live as long as it pleases God. The mother of the said Cuno, when she herself too was examined on the proposed articles, confessed in the same manner as her son on this point.



Those who are necromantic workers of harmful magic of a higher order do not need this candle to light the way before them; it is enough if they have fixed it, lit, in some remote place. This is manifest in the following narrative, received from trustworthy men and worthy to be known, for it also adds an example of divine vengeance. I will abstain from naming the place, the order, and the persons, lest anyone with a witch-like nose in Spain, where the matter truly happened, penetrate into the bedchamber of truth and into knowledge of the persons.

There, in a certain great city, was a preacher of great name. Although he preached with others, he himself had either become or remained reprobate. He was familiar with a certain nobleman, who had a rather pretty wife, but a chaste matron. That lecher began to be desperately in love with her. He did not long cherish the hidden fire in his breast; he opened his mind and tried to persuade the woman to the disgraceful act. She, resolved to guard her chastity, diligently tried to recall him from his madness to a sounder mind. But this was adding oil to the furnace, as water thrown on burning naphtha makes it more violently fierce and causes the blaze to grow. Thus the admonitions inflamed him still further. He did not cease pressing until, weary of his molestation, she resolved to avenge herself on the scoundrel.

She disclosed the whole matter to her husband, whom such grief burned no less than the sons of Atreus. At his command the wife appointed a time. The night desired by the evil lover came. The husband, excellently armed with several servants, was in a nearby room, intending to receive this familiar man in no familiar fashion. The matron was awaiting his arrival. At last there he was, in secular dress, girded with sword and dagger. Boldly he followed her as she led him, and after he had sat down he repeated the old song. The woman refused and denied, as usual. The darkness of night had made the adulterer bolder, and he prepared force. Force was repelled by force. At last the woman, frightened, cried out and with a loud voice gave the sign agreed upon with her husband. It was, as they say, a tale told to a deaf man: neither her husband nor anyone else came running.

What was she to do? Flee? She was held by stronger arms. Consent? To honor, death was preferable to disgrace and sin. Therefore she drew out nails and teeth, a woman's weapons, and disfigured his face; but in his rage he scarcely felt this. He had put down his sword, but a little dagger was stuck at his back. When the matron noticed it, while wrestling she snatched it with her hand from behind him, and, with the blade drawn, pierced her adversary and deprived him of life. The corpse fell. The victorious woman, hardly mistress of herself, ran to the room where she had hidden her husband. She found him and all the servants more like the dead than the living. She cried out, plucked at them, dragged them; she left nothing undone to wake them. But they remained sunk in sleep.

Suspecting, as was true, that this was happening by harmful magic, and seeing that all her hopes were placed in herself alone, she carried the corpse out of the house and threw it into the street with the sword and bloody dagger. Meanwhile, while it lay there, the night watch came upon the corpse. They carried it into the prison; when its face had been washed, not easily, but nevertheless, it was recognized as the preacher. The praetor, or, as they call him, the corregidor, was strong in prudence. Having ordered those present to keep silent, very early in the morning he went to the monastery. He summoned the Prior and said that he wished to deal with him about a matter of the greatest importance before the whole community; he should order all to gather as one in the chapter room. The Prior did so. All the living assembled, for that dead man alone was absent.

The praetor said that it seemed to him someone was missing. The Prior, after a count was made, said, "Truly all are present except so-and-so," and he named him, "who perhaps is now preparing himself for the next sermon." The praetor himself added, "Let him too be summoned; there will not be a long delay." Some ran to summon him. The chamber was shut, they knocked on the door, and no one answered. Therefore the praetor himself went with the Prior, and they forced open the door. No one was in the cell; only a torch, burning and shining dimly, had been fixed in the chimney. All marveled and were stupefied. Then the praetor told the Prior and the community where and in what condition the corpse had been found.

And while they were removing it from the prison so that it might deservedly be given a profane burial, which Sacred Scripture calls the burial of an ass, behold, the nobleman came with his wife, and they narrated the whole matter. The moments of time were compared; it was found that they had awakened when the torch went out. Thus both the perfidy of the hypocrite was celebrated with everyone's detestation, and the chastity and courage of the woman with the praises of the whole neighborhood. It will not easily be erased from the memory of those who dwell there.

From Remigius I shall now add certain things by which these matters may be explained and confirmed. He writes that strigae, for a soporific charm, use a corpse brought forth by abortion, the right arm cut from it together with the shoulder and the adjacent ribs, for use as a light; and that the outer fingers of this limb burn with a sulfurous and violet flame as long as they finish what they have begun; and that when this flame is extinguished, the fingers remain so whole and untouched as if they had furnished no fuel to the light. Workers of harmful magic confessed this at Guermingen on 14 Kalends of January, 1589. Thus Remigius, book 2, chapter 3. He confirms the same in chapter 4, when he teaches that they are accustomed first to anoint thoroughly, with an unguent prepared from the boiled limbs of that aborted corpse, the person whom they wish to put to sleep.

At Vergaville, on 10 Kalends of February, Margareta Luodman acknowledged in court, among her crimes, this also:


That one night she had entered N.'s house with the purpose of pouring poison into his throat while he was sunk in sleep, and that it had been very little short of being completed, so easy did everything seem. But, contrary to what they expected, he had been roused from sleep in good time; so that, the matter undone, she was compelled to flee with her partners in the crime, while he pursued her with armed hand, and at last, when he could not catch her, threatened more fiercely.



Therefore, when the same N. was interrogated about the matter for fuller knowledge, he as witness recounted the whole thing in sure and explicit words, just as that witch had related it beforehand: namely, that he had been attacked, as has been said, with poison, and that this one thing had been an obstacle to their giving it to him, that by chance he woke up, for he had not yet been smeared with their unguent, and had fortified himself against such great crisis and danger with the symbol of the cross and the Lord's Prayer; and that it was wholly true that he had pursued them with a weapon over a long stretch of road, yet had not caught them.

And later:


Almost all those arrested on the charge, in the part of Germany that belongs to the territory of Lorraine, asserted in agreement that this ability to penetrate houses was granted to them by demons, provided that they had worked for them for some years: namely, so that through whatever narrow places they wished they might make a way for themselves with no trouble, contracted and diminished into mice, cats, locusts, and other little living things of this kind, as use required; and, once admitted, be restored again to their former form, if they wished; and conveniently carry through the act they had begun, as was declared above: first by anointing through all the limbs the one whose death they are contriving, so that he may not wake; then by firmly and strongly drawing apart his mouth, so that he may not expel the potion by movement; finally by pouring poison into his throat, with a lamp brought near which breathes out a sulfurous flame.




Question III. On Love-Producing Harmful Magic



[margin: a: Aristotle, History of Animals, book 2, chapter 14, and book 9, chapter 17. (b) Pliny, book 8, chapter 42, and book 32, chapter 4; Tiraqueau cites more in the law Connubiali. (c) Grillandus, On Sortileges, question 3, number 15, and question 5, number 2. (d) Digest, On Penalties, law Si quis aliquid, paragraph Qui abortionis; Digest, To the Cornelian Law on Assassins and Poisoners, law 3, paragraph Haec adiectio. (e) Grillandus, question 3, number 18, at the end]

They call by this name whatever is said, done, or given for the purpose that someone may be drawn into love and the frenzies of Venus. The ancients have commemorated very many philters of this kind for us: Theocritus and Virgil, in the Pharmaceutria, mention the Iynx, which Langius says is called by the Germans Windals, Wasseroths, and Ruerprommel, and which the Latins call Frutilla; the same Theocritus, Virgil, and Propertius praise hippomanes; Aristotle mentions the remora and sippe; Pliny mentions a certain little frog-amulet; Hesychius Illustrius, from Aesop, mentions the astirite stone; Archelaus mentions arrows from the body of Rostius; the old poet Laevius gives many others in Apuleius, Apology 1; Lucian also gives many in the dialogue of Bacchis and Melitta. Among more recent authors, there are Marsilio Ficino, book 13 of Platonic Theology; Pomponazzi, On Incantations, chapter 8; and Caelius Calcagninus, in a whole work on love-magic.

These ancients seem to share the common error that even unwilling people can be enticed into love by philters of this kind. We shall soon discuss that error. First let us look at harmful magical practices of this kind in our own age, which Grillandus has handed down in writing best and most exactly of all:


Love-sortileges, he says, are done either within the body or outside the body of the person being harmed. Within the body they are commonly done through food or drink. And in these the sacraments of the Catholic Church are often mixed in, something which scarcely tends to happen in hostile or sleep-inducing harmful magic: for instance, a consecrated host, or one not yet consecrated but written around with blood-red marks and letters. Over it they have one, two, three, five, or more masses said. When these have been celebrated, they give the host itself, not whole as it is, but reduced very finely into powder, to the person to be harmed, whom they cause to take it in food, such as in soup, or in drink. In the same way they act with calamint mixed with other ingredients and given, as above, in food or drink, because they say that it is attractive by nature and that it can draw the heart and will of the one absorbing it toward love of the person giving it. But all these things are trifles and deceptions of the demon, etc.





[margin: a: Gloss on chapter Accusatus, paragraph Sane, On Heretics, in the Sext]

And afterward:


Twice or three times I have had, as a matter of fact, sorcerers who, applying themselves to this sortilege or harmful magic, had mixed in a host. One, namely, was a religious cleric, who received the most sacred host itself. Part of it this most wicked man, who desired to be loved, had taken, speaking certain rather foul and unspeakable words which it is not fitting to report here; the remaining part of the host he had sent to the woman herself, not in the form of a host, but broken into little pieces and reduced into powder, to be taken in food or drink. Again I had another who had received a host not yet consecrated, and around it, with the blood of the ring-finger, had written certain very foul words. Then he had placed the host itself on an altar, that is, on a bare consecrated stone, hidden nevertheless under the altar linen, and had caused a priest of lax conscience to celebrate masses over it from time to time, with certain prayers added for his purpose. Then he had taken up the host itself, which nevertheless had not been expressly consecrated. One part of it he had taken for himself, and the other part he had given to the person to be harmed, reduced into powder, as I said just above. Both of those who had taken the host itself asserted that they would be bound to each other by an indissoluble bond of love; nevertheless I saw and perceived no apparent effect.



Nor have two years yet passed since I heard that another similar case happened at Rome, involving a certain unchaste woman. In her baskets were found two hosts, on both of which certain blood-red words were written, etc. She kept them, as she affirmed, for the purpose of giving them to another woman, at the request of a man who desired that woman's love.

At another time, not even a year has passed since two unchaste women at Rome, whom I saw and heard, had taken baptismal oil, with which they anointed their lips, saying these words, "Faith, I renounce you," etc.; and with those lips thus anointed they had kissed certain men for the sake of obtaining love from them, as they themselves affirmed. Nevertheless, in the end the whole experiment was deceptive, and I saw them pay worthy penalties for their excesses.

Another example happened within the last three years in the same city: a certain most foul woman had taken a small piece of that skin with which an infant comes clothed from the mother's womb when it first comes into the light. She had likewise hidden it on a bare consecrated stone, and had caused several masses, five in number, to be celebrated over it. Afterward she had taken that skin, baptized it under the name of the person to be harmed with baptismal water and the customary ceremonies, then reduced it to powder, with the intention of giving it to the person to be harmed. In the meantime, however, she was caught and could not complete the sortilege, but paid fitting penalties for her crime.

Thus far Grillandus. He could have added that sorcerers of this kind are so wicked that women offer their menstrual fluid mixed into food and drink to men, and men offer semen, both of which decent ears can scarcely endure; these are seasoned with certain words and given to others, as is clear from the confessions of many. Sprenger also reports that they use dung and other excrements of this kind.

Grillandus then continues what he had said:



[margin: Unkeyed marginal note: Grillandus, question 3, number 23]


Outside the body, or outside the intestines, love-producing harmful magic is done by certain mixtures composed from leaves or roots of herbs, metals, reptiles of the earth, feathers, intestines or limbs of birds, fish, or animals, and other similar natural things.



Del Rio adds: they especially seek either hair or nail clippings, or a band, or some other garment which was accustomed to touch the body of the person being harmed; or, if they cannot obtain anything of this kind, a letter or something else from that person's house.


Then they employ certain bindings. Having wrapped these things in them, they sew them into the cloak or tunic of the person to be harmed, or hide them under the head of the bed, or among the feathers or mattress on which that person sleeps, or under the threshold of the door, or of some other place over which the man to be harmed, or the woman to be harmed, will pass.



Thus far Grillandus, partly in question 3, number 15, and partly in question 5, number 3, where he also adds certain sacrileges of theirs:


The sorcerers themselves often mix into these things blessed water, namely from the baptismal font or from the common vessel existing in the church, or the holy oil of Baptism, Chrism, or Extreme Unction, blessed olive branches, palm branches, blessed candles, sacred Agnus Dei objects, blessed incense, paschal candles, and similar things. Sometimes also they take something from the relics of the holy martyrs, if they can have it, namely little particles of bones, hairs, or garments. Others take certain scraps of priestly vestments and of other blessed cloths by which the sacred mysteries are venerated and celebrated, such as albs, purificators, corporals, tunicles, maniples, amices, white stoles, consecrated stones, altar cloths, patens, sudaries, chalices, and similar things. All these, or part of them, they are accustomed to mix into love-sortileges, applying their most unspeakable prayers and diabolical words to foul acts of lust, committing the abuse of so many sacraments and other sacred things.



Soon he adds a certain third kind of love-sortilege, in these words:


Certain people from among those who belong to an express profession sometimes carry certain images to places of sacrifice. These images are made from earth, wax, gems, or any other mixture whatever. First they baptize them in the name of the person to be harmed, under devotion and invocation of the Devil, with the same ceremonies which our priests are accustomed to use in true Baptism; and they add certain foul and unspeakable words. Sometimes they open the breasts of these images and make their hearts glow with great heat; or they hold them only until they melt, thinking that in the same way the heart of the person to be harmed will similarly be burned or softened and will be rendered obedient to the will of the sorcerer or lover.



John of Salisbury, book 1, chapter 11, says: "There are little image-workers who, in order to alter the effects of human beings, form likenesses of those whom they are trying to pervert in softer material, wax or perhaps clay." Virgil mentions this illusion in the Pharmaceutria:



[margin: a: Picatrix, Abano, and Agrippa. (b) Book 1, On Spectres, chapter 5]


As this clay hardens and this wax melts
In one and the same fire, so may Daphnis in our love.



Naso also, in the book of Heroides:


She devotes those absent, and fashions waxen images,
And drives slender needles into the wretched liver.





[margin: a: Book 4, chapter 7, referring to Bozius's On the Marks of the Church]

So says he, referring Ovid's passage to love-producing harmful magic; I, however, would rather refer it to hostile harmful magic. A little later I shall show that this harmful magic is most ancient, well known to Greeks and Latins, and received from the Chaldeans. For the most part they use virgin parchment, which they make from the skin of a recently born boy, dead before Baptism, or from an aborted child; it is inscribed with characters and magical words. Recent magicians talk nonsense about its wonderful power and efficacy, and Le Loyer has supplied an example. They also once used certain cords and bindings, about which we shall speak later.

Grillandus further investigates the reason why they use sacred things only for love-magic, and answers many things; whoever wishes may read him. In our own time, even for hostile poisoning, they baptize toads and give them, what I shudder to think of, the venerable Eucharist to swallow. Thus, clearly, the world becomes worse every day, and human beings at the end of this age are hurled headlong into heavier crimes.

Concerning a love-philter, Thomas Bozius, a priest of the Oratory, narrates a miracle confirmed by public testimony and by the continuous attestation of many centuries. His work was as hated by heretics as it was useful to Catholics. Therefore, in On the Marks of the Church, he says:


The ninth miracle happened at Offida in Picenum. For in the year 1273 a certain woman, after she had taken the Eucharist in her mouth, did not swallow it, but carried it away preserved with her, so that she might use it through poisonings to reconcile her husband's love to herself. Therefore, instructed in evil arts, she placed it on a roof tile set over coals. When this was done, wonderful to say, the Eucharist, most openly changed into flesh, began to emit blood widely, so that it extinguished the coals; nor could the eruption of blood be restrained until the coals grew white-hot, although the woman left nothing undone, throwing on ash and dust and applying wax. Then, stunned by the event, she wrapped the tile with the divine flesh and blood in linen and buried it in the dung of a nearby stable. The matter lay hidden for seven years, although certain wonders happened. Others did not know whence they arose; the woman, conscious of the deed and of her crime, did know. When those years had passed, she at last disclosed the matter to a priest. When he went there, he found the flesh intact, the blood fresh, and the linen unharmed. The miracle, made known and spread abroad to all, moved countless people from every place to come to the spectacle, and still moves them after three hundred and ten years. For the flesh is seen, and the blood is seen enclosed in glass ampullae, for the everlasting memory of so great a thing; nor after so great a span of time has anything from them been corrupted or wasted away.



See by what manner God, through so manifest a miracle, checked the nefarious sortilege of the poor woman. But now let us see what the force of this love-sortilege is.



[margin: a: Jurists on the cited paragraph Adiectio, and on the cited paragraph Qui abortionis; Azo on the Code, On Harmful Magic and Mathematici; Oldradus, consilium 210; Godefridus and Angelus on law Eorum, Code, On Harmful Magic; Albericus, rubric, Code, On Heretics; Vitalis, treatise On Harmful Magic; Grillandus, the cited question 3, number 15; Tiraqueau, cited law 13 and treatise On Reducing Penalties; Peter Le Loyer, cited chapter 5; Antonius Guibertus; Menochius; Clarus; Farinacius; and others. Among canonists, Hostiensis, in the Summa, On Magic, paragraph Quam sententiam]


Question III, Section II

I say first: by these philters no one's will can be compelled to love the person whom he does not wish to love. But the imagination can indeed be disturbed, the humors stirred up, and the whole body inwardly, as it were, set on fire; so that, while the demon inwardly contends with various enticements of temptations, a person is vexed by a certain sting of lust, and so is drawn vehemently toward the desire of carnal intercourse with someone in general. If at that time the harmful-magical lover approaches, and presses her insistently with the arts by which little women are commonly taken, or if the demon constantly stirs up memory and imagination about that one man, presenting the appearance of circumstances by which he may seem worthy of love, and withdrawing those things that would render him unworthy, it easily happens that the prey falls into the net.

And this is the reason and manner by which the Devil is accustomed to deceive through these things. The common people, however, cannot distinguish between the acts of the will and the movements of concupiscence, that is, the impulses of the lower part. Therefore one ought not believe those who, whoever they are, claim a coercion of the will. For truly, while not willing, they will; and they would wish to abstain, but they will to commit the sin.

This opinion is common among jurists and theologians. It is proved first from the law Eorum, in the Code, On Harmful Magic and Mathematici, where Constantine the Emperor says that such people "are understood to have turned chaste minds toward lust." He does not say "to have compelled," but "to have turned." Therefore, if the Remmian law were in force, Wierus would not escape the branding of his forehead here, since he has most manifestly slandered an imperial sanction.



[margin: a: Anania on the rubric On Sortilege; Ancharanus on chapter Ex tua, On Sortilege, and Abbas on chapter In tabulis under the same title; the same Ancharanus on chapter Accusatus, paragraph Sane, On Heretics, in the Sext; Squilla, century On the Catholic Faith, chapter 2; Turrecremata on chapter Si per sortiarias, 33, question 1. (b) St. Thomas, St. Bonaventure, and Paludanus on book 4, distinction 34; Sprenger, Malleus, part 1, question 7; Castro, book 1, On the Just Punishment of Heretics, chapter 15; Michael Medina, book 2, On Right Faith in God; Angelus, Sylvester, Rosella, Fumus, Cajetan, Graffius, other summists, and Binsfeld]

Second, it is proved by reason, because there are many drugs that have a natural power to disturb the humors, irritate the semen, and heat the whole body. And if no such things were found, the demon could use whatever things he wished as agreed signs, and then, according to the pact, by himself introduce disturbance, flatulence, itching, and heat into the body, and at the same time set before the imagination an importunate suggestion of a certain person as though she were very worthy to be loved; and in this way he could bend him toward love of this person, but only if he is willing. For over the will, because of the freedom of human choice, no jurisdiction and no coercion belongs to the demon, all of which we proved in the preceding book, question 24.

Third, it is proved by examples: that of Mark Antony the triumvir in Plutarch, and of another man about whom Cleodemus speaks in Lucian; of Marcus the heretic and magician in St. Irenaeus; of the girl brought to St. Hilarion in St. Jerome; of King Josaphat and Theudas the magician in Damascene, in the Life of Barlaam; of Justina and Cyprian the magician in Nazianzen and Nicephorus, concerning whom consult Pamelius in the Life of St. Cyprian; also of a certain heretic in St. Epiphanius. When, a little before the narration of that example, Epiphanius had said that little women were compelled by a magician, that must be understood of vehement persuasion and strong inclination, not of an absolutely necessary coercion. It is proved also by the history of Basil the Pseudo-monk and the young nun, which St. Gregory the Great treated, and also by the crime of Seth, about which Nicetas writes. Read those accounts carefully, and you will find that an inclination was introduced, but that the necessity of obeying was absent.

Fourth, it is proved by the authority of the holy Fathers. To omit Epiphanius, Irenaeus, and the two Gregories already cited, it is proved by the authority of St. Jerome, when he teaches that certain demons serve loves and love-songs; and elsewhere he contends that harmful magics have power so that we love what we ought to hate, and detest what it would have been proper for us to love. Cassian also says: "The Prophet commemorates some spirits as inflamers of lusts and luxury: 'The spirit of fornication,' he says, 'has deceived them, and they have fornicated away from their God.'" I do not ask whether he correctly explains the saying of Hosea; but I plainly bring forward what he himself thought.

Finally, it is proved from sacred passages that there are some harmful magics of this kind. Nahum 3:4 says, "Because of the multitude of the fornications of the beautiful and gracious harlot, and of one possessing harmful magics." Our Fr. Ribera has interpreted this rightly of these things. In Baruch, in the Epistle of Jeremiah, unless I am mistaken, there is mention of love-producing harmful magic by burning. These are the words:



[margin: Unkeyed continuation: On the cited law Eorum, question 1; Angelus and, as far as I know, all the others; and among physicians, Johannes Bokelius in an entire little book On Philters. (a) Plutarch, in the life of Mark Antony; Lucian, in Philopseudes; also book 1, chapter 9; St. Jerome, in the Life of St. Hilarion; Gregory Nazianzen, oration 29, in praise of Cyprian; Nicephorus, book 5, chapter 27; Epiphanius, book 1, tome 2, against the Ebionite heresy; St. Gregory, book 2 of the Dialogues, chapter 4; Nicetas, book 4 of the history. (b) Book 3, on the Epistle to the Ephesians, chapter 6]


The women, girded about, sit in the roads, burning the pityra; and whenever one of them, drawn away by some passerby, lies with him, she reproaches her neighbor because she was not deemed worthy as she was, nor was her cord broken.



The Vulgate renders it thus:


Women, wrapped around with cords, sit in the streets, burning olive stones; and when any one of them, drawn away by some passerby, has lain with him, she reproaches her neighbor because she was not considered worthy as she was, nor was her cord broken.



This notable passage is still besieged by dense darkness, because of ignorance of antiquity. One part of it, the part about the little cords, Herodotus explains to us very clearly in book 1, as the Latin translation has it; I lack the Greek copy at present. He writes in these words:



[margin: a: On Nahum, chapter 3. (b) Cassian, Collation 7, chapter 32; Hosea 4:12. (c) Baruch 6:42]


Among these same Babylonians there is one law, execrable in every way. All native women alike must once in life sit at the temple of Venus and have intercourse with foreign men. But since many are swollen with riches and refuse to offer themselves, they are carried in covered carriages and stand before the temple, with a great crowd of attendants meanwhile left behind them. Many more also do it in this way: they sit at the temple of Venus with knots and garlands binding their temples, and while some go away, others return. For little paths, marked off everywhere with cords, provide foreigners access to those women, so that each may choose whichever one he pleases. Moreover, when they have once sat down there, they do not return home before one of the strangers has thrown money into the woman's lap and, after leading her away from the shrine, has had intercourse with her. The stranger who offers the money must say, "I implore the goddess Mylitta for you at this price." For the Assyrians call Venus Mylitta. But that money, however small it may be, it is not lawful to reject, since it is turned to sacred use. Nor is the woman permitted to refuse any stranger; whoever he is, the first one who has thrown money, she follows him without choice. Finally, when the woman has now lain with a foreigner and discharged her obligation to the goddess, she returns home. And those who are more elegant in form are, as is natural, released sooner; but those who are ugly are compelled to sit a long time before the temple before they satisfy the law. Sometimes it happens that the poor creatures must wait one or two years, or even three years and longer. Somewhere, namely in Cyprus, there is a certain similar law.



Thus far Herodotus. From his narrative you may easily understand with what cords they are said to be wrapped around, and which cord was broken: namely, the one that made a pathway to that woman. For when leaving, either the stranger or the woman herself would break this cord. But this too is understood: in the last place, when she objects that the cord has not been broken, ugliness is being reproached, because none of mortals deems those women worthy of his bed.

Therefore I retract what I once dictated publicly at Louvain on this matter, when I referred it to love-knots and love-bonds, about which the ancient poets treated. Virgil says in Eclogue 8:


First I wrap these three threads around you, each different with triple color,
And three times I lead this image around these altars.



That is, the likeness of the beloved. They bound it with conceived words, as in the same poet:


Bind, Amaryllis, three colors in three knots;
Bind them now, Amaryllis, and say: "I bind the bonds of Venus."



Valerius, in the Ciris, adds another act, spitting into the bosom:


Three times she binds nine threads, marked with triple color;
"Spit three times, maiden, into your bosom with me," she says;
"Spit three times, maiden: the god rejoices in an odd number."



Nemesianus says in Eclogue 4:


This same Anycale brought around us
The many-colored threads and a thousand unknown arts.



These threads were, for the most part, woolen, and were twisted on a rhombus, or unwound from a wheel or ball. Propertius says in book 3:


That wicked woman did not overcome me by her morals, but by herbs;
He is drawn by thread from the wheel of a rhombus.
The portentous toad swollen with poison draws him,
And bones gathered from cut serpents;
And the feather of a screech-owl found among tombs,
And a woolen band tied around a man doomed to death.



That is, the woolen band of a hanged man; this too is magical. And in book 2:


The rhombi, turned beneath a magical song, fail.



On the triple spitting Tibullus says, Elegy 2:


She composed songs for me by which you might be deceived.
Sing three times; spit three times when the charms have been spoken.



But to the matter: the magical mystery which Jeremiah mentions, and from which he deters the people of God, is the burning of the pityra. The matter is not entirely certain concerning the meaning of this word; for the others translate it "bran," but our translator renders it "olive stones." Which of these has been translated better and more faithfully could be more certainly defined if that Hebrew epistle were extant; now the decision depends on the meaning of the Greek word.



[margin: a: Book 2 of the Deipnosophists]

I think this word does not have one meaning only. Hesychius explains pityra as the husks of wheat or barley. And indeed most people think that bran of this sort, from wheat or barley, or little skins separated by grinding, as Dioscorides and Theophrastus also use the word, were commonly burned in love-producing poisoning. They rely on the passage of Theocritus, Idyll 2, "Now I shall burn the pityra," where the scholiast explains "burn" as "I shall burn up, consume by fire." I would scarcely believe that bran was commonly burned, since it is not very suitable for this; but meal in the mill certainly was, about which Theocritus had already spoken a little before, and did not need to repeat. Therefore I prefer to explain pityra there as our translator does here. For I am more inclined to think that the poet there and the prophet here spoke of the same kind of harmful magic, since in the same Idyll Theocritus confesses that the Greeks learned those love-producing harmful magics from the Babylonians.

Therefore, just as the ancients burned laurel and bitumen, and statues made from clay or wax - concerning laurel Virgil says:


Wicked Daphnis burns me; I burn this laurel against Daphnis.



Horace, unless I am mistaken, mentions bitumen, but the passage does not occur to me; concerning clay and waxen statues:



[margin: a: Psalm 53:9. (b) Genesis 49:13]


As this clay hardens, and as this wax melts
In one and the same fire, so may Daphnis melt with love for me.



So also I think they were accustomed to burn the stones of olives, that is, small olives, harder than the rest and almost bony. This is another, less known meaning of the Greek word, found in Athenaeus from Callimachus and Philemon, for a certain small, cheaper, bran-colored kind of olives which they called pityra. Hence also the dregs and pressings of olives seem to have been called epityra by Hesychius, when he writes of the pressings of olives. There perhaps epityra should be read, and in a word that is, as I think, foreign, one should not seek the usual composition of the Greeks. Athenaeus and Varro, book 6 On the Latin Language, know epityrum as an edible thing. In Plautus, "If, hungry as I am, I eat one epityrum at his house, it is well enough." Epityrum is the name of a food, used more frequently in Sicily than in Italy; so says Varro. The passage of Plautus is in The Braggart Soldier. It was made from a crushed olive paste; Cato and Columella also mention it in the book on agriculture, indicating the method of preparing it, and the Greek cities of Magna Graecia were accustomed to prepare it. Perhaps the common people also contracted the word epipityra in this way, saying epityra.

But when our translator renders it "olive stones," it is certain that the Hebrews call "bones" those things that are stronger and harder in any given thing, as the bones of the besiegers. It is also a known point that this small olive offers more stone than edible flesh. It is also established that, in Hebrew expression, a fixed genitive has the force of a movable nominative; and therefore "bones of olives" can be understood as "bony olives," just as in the Mosaic writings "a donkey of bones" is put for a bony donkey. Therefore I suspect that in this place Jeremiah wrote atsmoth zethim, which literally signifies "bones of olives," and that the Greek translators, knowing the meaning I have given, rendered it pityra.

Is it not very likely that Babylonian women, who were most addicted to magical trifles, lest they be compelled to keep watch there for a long time, did not abstain from sortileges of this kind, especially those whom neither wealth, nor beauty, nor birth recommended? Therefore those tasteless and two-obol women sought some enticement from wherever they could, and they were using cheaper Pityrid olives in the flames. And how mad a flame they were feeding within themselves, they testified far more aptly and expressly by burning stones than by burning bran. For at the same time they were complaining in this way about the hardness and rigidity of the strangers and arrivals, whom no compassion for them touched. Therefore they burned not only the flesh of olives, or the skin, since in these olives there is skin rather than flesh, but solid olives with bony kernels, clearly so that by this compact the hardness hostile to them might be softened, and iron hearts might be melted by love. If you translate "bran," that elegant analogy of the magical mystery perishes.

It is likely that, when they burned these things, they added what I find in the solemn rite: that in this way they were burning the bones of the strangers, or that in their own stranger they were burning these things; or that they prayed that in this way the strangers might be scorched with love of them. Virgil and Theocritus set down all of these things. Finally, when they had been burned in this way and reduced to ashes, she would scatter them in the wind, thrown behind her head. Theocritus says:


The meal first melts in the fire; but sprinkle it.



Virgil says:


First the meal melts in the fire; but scatter it.
Carry the ashes out, Amaryllis, and cast them
Into the flowing stream, over your head.





[margin: a: Aristotle, History of Animals, book 6, chapter 18; Pliny, book 8, chapter 42; Columella, book 6; Virgil, in the Georgics]

But this is enough, or even too much, about the explanation of the passage of Baruch. If it is approved, that will be well; if not, I await better explanations. From here it is clear that Burchard must be understood either according to this first conclusion of ours, or that an error underlies his opinion, book 19, chapter On Magical Art, final chapter.

Let the second conclusion of the question be this: these philters are, for the most part, very harmful both to mind and to body. Note that those which are not given to be taken internally are less harmful, because if they are made by bare incantations, they usually harm the mind alone; if by bindings or external contact, they are also accustomed to harm the body, if they have bad poisons mixed into them, which is not frequent in these cases. But if they are given in drink and food, they are usually very strongly harmful to health, and cast the mind down from its state; because their ingredients are commonly very dangerous: menstrual discharges, semen, as is clear from old penitential books, the brain of a cat or of a young ass, the uterus of a hyena, the genital of a wolf, a remora, the bones of a toad, a stincus, and above all, what they call hippomanes.

This hippomanes is threefold, lest anyone be deceived. One kind, mention of which occurs in Theocritus in the Pharmaceutria, is handed down as a certain little plant of Arcadia. Another is what Tibullus sings:


A fluid drips from the groin of the lustful mare.



And Propertius:



[margin: a: Josephus, book 11 of the Antiquities; Suetonius, in Caligula; Juvenal, satire 6. (b) Eusebius, in the Chronicle; Plutarch, in Lucullus; Aristotle, in the Magna Moralia; St. Gregory, cited chapter 4; Jerome, in the Life of St. Hilarion; Sprenger, part 1, question 7; Cuspinianus, on Ludwig the Bavarian; Antonius Panormita, book 4, On the Deeds of Alfonso; Peter Le Loyer, book 1 On Spectres, chapter 5]


The pregnant mare gathers hippomanes from herself.



Such as a sow has as her own; the third is the little membrane that is torn from the forehead of a newly born foal, whose odor drives mares into madness. Aristotle, Pliny, Columella, Virgil, and others speak of it. How harmful this is the end of Caligula teaches, who died after Caesonia had offered this to him to drink, as Josephus, Suetonius, and Juvenal narrate. Juvenal had regard to this:


As that uncle of Nero,
Into whose trembling forehead Caesonia poured
The whole forehead of a foal.



And soon afterward:



[margin: a: Demosthenes, against Aristogiton. (b) Aristotle, Magna Moralia, book 1, chapter 17. (c) The cited paragraph Qui abortionis. (d) Menochius, On the Arbitrary Judgments of Judges, case 358; Binsfeld, on the cited law and question 3; references to the Digest, To the Cornelian Law on Assassins and Poisoners; the received opinion attributed to Julius Paulus. The remaining abbreviations are cramped in the scan and are preserved only to this extent]


A foal is worth as much as a single poison-woman costs.



On all philters, however, Ovid speaks most prudently:


Let not pale philters, given to girls, avail;
Philters harm minds, and have the force of madness.



Eusebius testifies that by these the poet Lucretius was first driven mad, and then, unable to endure the madness, killed himself. Plutarch has handed down about Lucullus that by these he was first driven into madness and soon afterward even killed. Aristotle narrates similar things about a certain man. "That virgin, enchanted by Basil," as St. Gregory says, "began to grow feverish and to be violently distressed, and with loud cries to shout with a shriek: 'I am about to die now, unless Basil the monk comes and himself restores the zeal of health to me by his care.'" Behold the words of a mind captured and a body languishing.



[margin: a: Law Nemo haruspicem, and the Doctors there, Code, On Harmful Magic and Mathematici; so also understand Menochius, On the Arbitrary Judgments of Judges, case 388, number 5. (b) Argument from law 3, paragraph Ex senatusconsulto, Digest, To the Cornelian Law on Assassins and Poisoners; Bartolus and Menochius there, case 358, number 7]

But the woman about whom St. Jerome writes, "after her lover, instructed in magical arts by the priests of Aesculapius, returned and buried under the threshold of the girl's house certain torments of words and portentous figures carved on Cyprian bronze: and at once the virgin began to go mad with love, and, throwing away the covering of her head, to whirl her hair, gnash her teeth, and cry out the name of the young man: indeed the greatness of the love had turned into madness." I read in Sprenger of three abbots successively killed by the same sorceress with love-poison. Concerning Frederick, Duke of Austria and king-elect of the Romans, whom Ludwig the Bavarian defeated, Cuspinianus is the authority. Concerning a certain Neapolitan knight named Stephen, Antoninus Panormita is the authority. Concerning a girl into whose bosom her lover had thrown an inscribed little membrane, Peter Le Loyer sets before us both the narration and the judgment. Therefore, since philters are commonly so harmful, the Athenians deservedly punished Theoris the witch with death; and the Areopagites were too lax when they pardoned another woman after the man who had received it had died.

Most prudent are the civil laws, by which the following punishments have almost been received. I shall treat them more fully as to practice in book 5, section 16; now briefly. If one who provides some amatory thing did not employ magical superstition, and death did not follow, he was formerly punished with the penalty of relegation and condemnation to the mines; today he is punished extraordinarily at the judge's discretion. But if death has followed, which Hippolytus de Marsiliis, that distinguished writer on criminal trials, has handed down to follow in most cases, then, if he provided the philter for an evil end, for instance as a cause of abortion or of illicit love, whether magical arts were then employed or not, he is considered guilty of death by the common opinion of the interpreters of law, from the argument of the paragraph Qui abortionis, which Julius Paulus handed down as received also by the opinion of the ancients. Nor should this have seemed harsh to Antonio Guibert; for a mind so evil, striving for a most wicked end through the greatest danger and the worst example, is plainly worthy of punishment.

But if he did not give it for an evil end, but for a good one, for example to drive away a woman's sterility, or to reconcile the mind of a husband undeservedly alienated from her, then, if magical art has entered in, the audacity must still be punished with capital punishment. For it is a capital offense to use these arts. But if he did not employ anything magical, but used natural things which he thought would not harm, he must be punished more mildly, extraordinarily, and short of death. These things are true if suspicion of heresy is absent. When that is added, what must be said will be seen in the same section 16.

Divine vengeance sometimes anticipates human punishment. Siffridus the priest, in his chronicle, narrates that in the year 1260 it happened that a certain young man in Meissen, so that he might possess the loves he desired, was led by a magician into a remote deserted place. When, through the incantations of the malefic, a specter presented itself to him in the image of the girl whom he loved, that ruined lover, reaching out his hand to it, was dashed against the walls by the evil demon and killed in a miserable manner. The demon also hurled his corpse with such force against the magician that he lay half-dead for a long time.



[margin: Unkeyed marginal note: In the Conjugal Admonitions]

Go now, and entrust your mind to flames covered with this deceitful cloak of magical powder. Should not Phocylides rather be heard, who sang that love-incantations and philters are to be avoided altogether? This is true even with regard to spouses, because even if they did procure love, which never or rarely happens, they nevertheless always, at the least, render the person weak, stunned, and out of his mind, just as happens to fish - Plutarch's comparison is sharp and apt - which are caught not with nets or hooks, but with drugs.


Question III, Section III

It remains for us to look at remedies. It is clear from what has been said that antidotes against philters are useless, as are those remedies of the gentiles which were made through incantations or certain lustrations; these are also wholly unlawful for Christians. Virgil says in Aeneid 4:


She promises by charms to free the minds she wishes,
And to send harsh cares into others.



He truly says that she promises it, for she did not in fact provide it. Tibullus says in book 1:


What should I believe? Surely she said that these same loves of mine
Could be released by songs or herbs.
She purified me with torches, and on a clear night
A dark victim fell for the magical gods.
I prayed not that love should be wholly absent,
But that it should be mutual; nor would I wish to be unable to lack you.



They thought that one of two things happened by these lustrations: either they were freed from love, or they obtained their desires. Nemesianus introduces a shepherd complaining that all these things had fallen out vainly for him:


What advantage is it that the mother of foreign Amyntas
Purified me three times with fillets, three times with sacred foliage,
Three times with smoking incense,
And, turned away, poured ashes into the stream,
Burning crackling laurels with living sulfur,
When in this way I, wretched, burn wholly with fires for Meroe?





[margin: a: Pliny, book 28, chapters 32 and 39; Pomponazzi, On Incantations; Laertius, book 6]

By the fillets, understand those of a dead man, as was said above. He omitted also the sprinkling of water, about which Propertius speaks in book 3, concerning love:


What my friends of my fatherland could not turn away from me,
Nor a Thessalian witch wash away in the vast sea.



This opinion of the gentiles seems to have been followed not only by Eunapius, in the Life of Aedesius, concerning the woman whom the magician Philometor had enticed into love, but the magician Maximus freed from love, and by Pliny, but also by Pomponazzi, a badly Christian man.

A distinction is needed concerning antidotes. First, if they are only natural medicines, purging madness and moderating the heat of lust, such as chaste-tree and similar things, provided that they are not harmful to health, it will be lawful to use them.

Second, if there is doubt whether a natural force is present, or whether the remedies are merely superstitious, then one must abstain from them. Such is what Propertius reports concerning the Scythian or Promethean herb; and what Pliny and Pomponazzi handed down concerning powder sprinkled on the body, in which a she-mule has rolled herself, or the drinking of a goat's urine, or a toad tied in the hide of a freshly killed animal, or the genital member of a wolf.

Third, if the remedies are morally base, they are plainly to be avoided and forbidden. Such is the remedy of Crates in Laertius, namely, hanging himself. Such too are the licentious baths, dances, banquets, and the worse things that tend to follow, in Rhazes and Paul of Aegina. Such too was that remedy of Faustina, which Marcus Antoninus the philosopher used: he ordered her gladiator lover to be killed, and ordered her to walk between the head and the neck.

Fourth, if superstition is mixed in, then these things belong to vain observance, which must be treated in the second part of this book; but if a pact with a demon intervenes, they belong to demonic magic, about which we have spoken in book 2.

Fifth, the best remedies are Christian ones: both ecclesiastical remedies, which have force against all harmful magics and which must be treated in the last book, and also certain moral remedies, by which the flesh is worn down and concupiscence subdued, such as works of penance, sleeping on the ground, hair shirts, scourges, and fasts. At times, even under mortal obligation, if the need is great, people are bound to use these, and also other remedies, which are placed partly in omitting and partly in doing.



[margin: a: Capitolinus and Suidas. (b) St. Antoninus, book 6 of the historical summary, title 13, chapter 6, section 4]

In omitting, they consist in avoiding the sight of the beloved object, idleness, and the other irritants of lust, about which Helinand has spoken very well. "Do you wish to extinguish lust?" he says. "Remove the wood from the fire if the blaze crackles. The pieces of wood are innumerable, but the chief ones are:


Idleness, sluggishness, sleep, meat, woman, wine,
Prosperity, play, songs, beauty, boy."



Concerning the first, there is that saying: "Every idle person is in desires." And Ovid says:


If you take away idleness, the bows of Cupid have perished;
His torches lie extinguished and without light.



Concerning the second, Martial says:


Why, it is asked, did Aegisthus become an adulterer?
The reason is ready: he was idle.



Concerning the third, Dionysius Cato sings in the Moral Distichs:


Always keep more watch, and do not be given to sleep.
For long rest supplies nourishment to vices.



Concerning the fourth, the Apostle says: "It is good not to eat meats."

Concerning the fifth, Helinand says: "Woman is said from softening, as is hammer, because just as a craftsman softens iron by a hammer, so the devil, through woman, softens and hammers the whole earth." St. Jerome says, "Lust subdues iron minds." Claudian says:


Iron hearts grow soft with wanton arrows.



Concerning the sixth, the Apostle says, "Do not be drunk with wine, in which is luxury." Virgil says:


And Venus in wine, fire rages in fire.



Concerning the seventh, Ovid says:


Minds very often grow wanton in favorable circumstances.



Solomon says in Proverbs, "The prosperity of fools will destroy them." St. Augustine says, "Prosperous circumstances weary the minds of the wise; they harmed Solomon more than wisdom itself helped him." Adversity, by contrast, sometimes draws one back from sins. Therefore the Lord says in Hosea 2: "I have hedged your ways with thorns, so that you would not find your paths and would not run after your lovers." The thorns are adversities.

Concerning the eighth, by the name of play he understands every amusement. For sadness is opposed to lust, as the poet witnesses:


She is not accustomed to come to sorrowful beds.



Concerning the ninth, by the name of song every melody is included, whether made by voice or instruments. Isaiah says: "The cithara and lyre and tambourine, flute and wine, are in your feasts; and you do not regard the work of God." Helinand adds: "It is difficult to find anyone of gentle voice and grave life, since gentleness of voice desires song, while gravity of life desires lamentation."

Concerning the tenth, there is this:


Rare is the concord of beauty and chastity.



And this:


There is a great quarrel between beauty and chastity.



Concerning the eleventh, Helinand says: "As much danger as sex brings in woman, so much does age bring in a boy. A boy's age is dangerous; society with him is more dangerous; familiarity with him is most dangerous. Hence we read in the Lives of the Fathers: 'Familiarity is not to be had with woman, boy, or heretic.'" Thus far Antoninus from Helinand.

The remedies that consist in doing are these: the occupation of the mind with more serious cares, the thought of death and hell, the reading of good books, prayers poured out to God, the aid of the Blessed and of the angels implored, and especially that of the Most Blessed Mother of God Mary, who, as the greatest lover of chastity, most greatly desires to free human beings from this plague of filthy love.

It is also useful to meditate frequently not on that external and soon-perishing appearance, which is fragile, fleeting, often defective and painted, and shadowed over only by false enticements, but to search out in thought the internal and deeper composition of the body. What was she before she was born? A drop of filthy and stinking seed. What is she now? A sack of dung. Remove the little covering of skin: what is more foul or more horrible than she? What is nearer to a corpse? A dungheap covered with snow is white; let the snow be dissolved, and "peace, peace" to noses and eyes, all will cry, and they will flee. Beauty is more fleeting than snow; it is not liquefied, but vanishes. Water receives snow; what receives this beauty except deformity and dread, like that of a mormolycium? When the soul has fled, what will this one be, whether Lais or Helen? Food for worms, a putrid corpse, stinking, to be dissolved by corruption, from whose spinal marrow a terrible serpent will be born. "Should I love this? Should I die for this?"

Suidas narrates concerning Hypatia the Alexandrian that when she could not by counsel break off the importunate solicitation of a pupil who was in love with her, she threw before him her own little cloths, stained with menstrual fluid. "This," she said, "young man, is what you love; but there is nothing beautiful in it."

Appa and Gela, daughters of Gisulf, duke of Forum Julii, defended their chastity by the smell of putrid flesh placed under their breasts. For the barbarians, thinking that Lombard women naturally stank in that way, left them untouched. See the Annals of the Bavarians, book 3, and Antonio Bonfini, book 8 of the first decade of Hungarian Matters. Thomas of Cantimpre also narrates that a certain pious man, when he could not drive from his mind importunate thoughts of a certain little woman who had been beautiful while she lived, opened her tomb, embraced the decomposing corpse, placed his face against her face, contaminated with decay and worms, and rolled about in this foul-smelling stench until the stench and horror overcame every memory of lust.

How much more effective is this than that ridiculous thing, which cannot be reported without the reader's pardon, prescribed by Jerome Cardano: "Let the man who is to be freed from love place the fresh excrement of his girlfriend in his shoe, and let him immediately put on the shoe." Let him use his own remedy. Away with these filths. Indeed I would believe that love is changed by a foul odor into disgust for as long as the stench lasts; afterward, I do not know, unless one fortifies and arms the mind with similar thoughts, as I have said.



[margin: a: Cardano, book 2, On Variety. (b) Nider, last book of the Formicarius]

Under these remedies are contained those which Nider set down from Avicenna, except the sixth, which he himself admits often does not succeed.


Question IV. On Hostile Harmful Magic

[margin: Grillandus, question 3, number 25]

Hostile harmful magic is so called when it brings harm, or is capable of bringing harm, to the goods of the soul, of the body, or of fortune, or when it was applied by a worker of harmful magic for the purpose of bringing such harm. The first case is such magic in act; the second, in power; the third, in intention. The things that intervene in these cases are, for the most part, cold, bitter, noxious, and contrary to human nature and to the welfare of human beings. For this reason Grillandus wishes them to be called evil poisons, contrary to the case in love-producing magic, in which he thinks that, for the most part, hot, sweet, pleasant things intervene, things pleasing to a human being and assisting natural heat and the power of lusting. For that reason, he thinks these are called by the law good or non-evil poisons, because they are not devised for the purpose of killing a human being.

Those who have read the preceding question accurately will readily believe that these statements are not always true. Therefore let us now discuss the chief kinds of hostile harmful magic; and because the discussion is long and varied, let us divide it into its sections.


Question IV, Section I. On Fascination



[margin: a: Legal citation printed in abbreviated form: l. 1, sect. haec adiect., D. ad leg. Corn. de sicar.]

So that the matter may be understood more conveniently, it must be noted that I think the word, taken broadly for fascination properly and improperly so called, can be divided into poetic or vulgar fascination, philosophical fascination, and magical fascination.

Vulgar or poetic fascination is the one chiefly disputed about. According to it, people are said to be fascinated by the very vision or active gaze of the fascinator, or also by some envious person who praises them, solely because he maliciously or spitefully looks at or praises another person from whom he is alienated in spirit.

This opinion produced many other opinions. First, this danger is said to threaten beautiful people more than deformed people, and children more than those of greater age. Second, this danger is said to be removed by certain good-omened words: for instance, if one prays well for those on whom one looks with praise and admiration; or if a child wears some little shameful thing hung around the neck, from which the name fascinum was given to the male member, because such small figures were worn against fascination; or, when the custom has been changed into a somewhat more honorable form, if two fingers are extended with the thumb inserted so as to express such a figure, made of jet, ivory, or silver, as is done today in Spain, where they call it higa. Indeed, they think that if someone getting up very early in the morning stretches out his fingers in that way, this too serves as an amulet. They say this was done for a certain queen, by bad example. Or if you bind the forehead with baccar, or spit three times into the bosom. Finally, if, when you are taking some choice food greedily, you offer part of the food to the person who is looking at you too intently. These, they say, will be safeguards against being fascinated.

Third, they think this fascination also pertains to brute animals, to hens, lambs, and horses, and they report that animals thus fascinated have sometimes fallen down. To this belong those passages of the poets. Virgil says:


I know not what eye is fascinating my tender lambs.



Likewise:


Bind baccar around the forehead,
Lest a wicked tongue harm the future bard.



And Theocritus teaches that against this fascination people were accustomed to spit into their bosom:


So that I may not be fascinated, three times I have spat into my bosom.



Some are accustomed to refer to this that passage of Albius Tibullus, book 1, elegy 2:


Him the crowd of boys, him the crowd of youths, would stand around;
He spat into his soft bosom and his own.



But the preceding verse refutes them, for it teaches that the person of whom he speaks, as though insane and frenzied, was surrounded by a ring of boys and others. Yet they, lest some harm should befall them from the sight or touch of the insane man, thought that they were taking care of themselves by spitting. Theophrastus, in the book On Characters, in the description of the superstitious man, is witness that this superstitious aversion was customary. But since Tibullus introduces a lover using magical arts, if you say that the same person is described both as a lover and as mad, you will not wander from the truth. For Plato, in the Symposium, taught that the madness of love is fascinating, because love is drawn in and increased by mutual gaze and concentration of the eyes.



[margin: Plutarch, Symposiacs, chapter 7; Heliodorus, Aethiopian History, book 3]

I think no one will deny that this fascination, with its remedies, is superstitious. Basil, Chrysostom, Jerome, and others to be cited condemn it. Richard also produces, in Quodlibet 3, question 12, two articles by which an anathema is not obscurely pronounced against those who hold it. But apart from acts of harmful magic, no Catholic skilled in theology, or follower of true philosophy, will admit the opinion that disease is brought on by praise alone. For what we have said about the power of words and about the power of imagination proves that neither words nor imagination has this power with respect to a distant body, as certain people truly assert in Algazel, book 5 of the Physics, chapter 9.

To flee to the natal star of the fascinator is ridiculous; for all who were born in that hour would be fascinators. To attribute an effective power of one soul upon the body of another is the condemned delusion of Avicenna. Nor do those satisfy the matter who flee to difference of temperament and substance, because among things of the same species there cannot be so great a conflict and dissimilarity of substance. For a basilisk does not harm a basilisk, nor a viper a viper, but they harm a human being and other animals. And for one animal to be so noxious to another, this must arise from a vehement antipathy of nature; but that arises from a specific difference, which is followed by a difference of temperament.

What then? The defenders of this fascination contend that one can even be fascinated by benevolent and very dear persons. Words of Plutarch and Heliodorus were suggested to me by our most friendly Andreas Scottus, joined to me by common fatherland and religion. I do not now have Greek copies at hand, and therefore I shall give the passage from his translation:


You surely are not ignorant, says Plutarch, that some people think even friends, familiars, and parents have a fascinating eye; indeed, women do not show children to them, nor do they allow them to be looked upon too long by such people. How then will that evil seem to be produced by envy? What, by Jove, will you say about those who are said to fascinate themselves? For you have heard this too; or if not, you have at least read these verses:

Eutelidas had beautiful hair along his neck;
But a savage man, when he saw him in the water of the stream,
Envied him; and immediately ugly disease invaded him,
And the grace of his form was corrupted by envy.

For they narrate that when Eutelidas seemed beautiful to himself and was captivated by his own appearance, he fell into disease, and lost his good condition together with his beauty.



You see a story like the story of Narcissus. If any such thing occurred, I think some contagious exhalation of the spring was fatal to each of them. But hear what Plutarch judged concerning the matter. He thinks that in these cases the effect arises from true envy, as also seemed right to Heliodorus. Plutarch says:


I say boldly that all affections of the soul, if they remain long, generate evil habits in it; and when, according to nature, they have taken on force, once moved by any cause whatever, they often carry human beings, even unwilling, into their own proper and accustomed disturbances. Consider it this way: timid people fear even helps themselves; angry people are morose even toward those dearest to them. Lovers and incontinent persons cannot abstain even from bodies that are very holy and nearest to death. For the force of custom is wonderful in drawing an affection toward what is proper to itself. And one who is prone to falling must necessarily strike against something. Therefore it is not worthy of wonder if those who have induced in themselves a habit of envying and fascinating are moved, even against their familiars, by the property of their disease; but when they have been moved, they do what they are accustomed by nature to do, not what they will. Just as a sphere must be moved spherically and a cylinder after the manner of a cylinder, according to the difference of form, so also an envious disposition moves an envious man against all things. Moreover, it is likely that such people harm familiars and dear persons more severely.



Indeed, that seems less likely to me. Why? Because they look at them more frequently? That would amount to something if we did not use habits when we wish, and if habits did not differ from those first motions of the soul, which Plutarch confuses. Nor does he obscurely put a bridle upon the freedom of the human will in these words, as is plain from the geometrical comparison. He also departs from the other philosophers, who clearly require a malicious envy contrary to love. Heliodorus alone agrees with Plutarch, though he doubts the fact:


If there are people who fascinate even those dearest to them and those toward whom they are well-disposed, that is not wonderful, since they are envious by nature; they do not do what they will, but what they are naturally accustomed to do.



Each presupposes that a natural harmful power is in them. I ask what kind it is, physical or moral? If it is only moral, it is not elicited when they are unwilling. If physical, either it preexists, or it is then born. If it preexists, why does it not first harm the subject in whom it is? If it is then born, by what new efficient cause? For they are well disposed toward this person. The others grant freedom of choice in this matter and say that the look is harmless if they look with no evil mind, as Tostatus notes on Numbers. But Plutarch proceeds more philosophically in this matter; yet they do not philosophize more happily about self-fascination.

These are Plutarch's words:


The good man Eutelidas, and all who are said to fascinate themselves, seem to me not to suffer this without reason. For, as Hippocrates says, a very good habit is dangerous, and bodies, when they have advanced at the same time to the highest vigor, do not stand still, but fall and turn into the contrary. Therefore when they have taken on complete increase and see themselves better disposed, so that they admire and inspect themselves, their body is near change.



It would be near change, Plutarch, even if they did not admire and inspect themselves, according to Hippocrates.


And by the fault of the habit they are drawn into worse condition and fascinate themselves.



How by the fault of the habit? You said it was by ill-will. Must we therefore believe that anyone is accustomed to wish evil to himself or to envy his own goods? Grant that people may have envied others; never will the force of envy extend so far as to expel self-love from the soul.

But this very argument of Plutarch shows what he has included under the name of fascination. For he adds:


This is done by mages through effluences that remain around waters or certain other mirrors. For the breath exhales upon the objects; and from this it happens that, by what they harmed others, they themselves are ill affected. And since perhaps this happens to children, the cause is falsely attributed to those who look at them.



Thus Plutarch means that spirits diffused from the eyes enter the water, and vapors are reflected back into Eutelidas from the water once corrupted by those spirits. It is not credible that spirits of this sort emanated from a well-conditioned and healthy body, as Eutelidas's was. That is the condition of the sick and of poisoners, and it flows only from virulent or corrupted humors. I should not believe that children are affected in this way and fascinated because they pour forth from themselves certain spirits or I know not what qualities, which return into them from corrupted air from which they had gone out. Yet Plutarch truly pronounced that the cause is falsely attributed to those who look, that is, insofar as they look. For he did not mean to deny what he had earlier asserted, that some people are visually contagious.

First Conclusion

If, therefore, we speak of this fascination properly so called, which I have called poetic or vulgar, and which people wish to be done by sight itself together with malevolent imagination, something sufficiently indicated by the Greek name itself, I say that it is not something natural, but fabulous and superstitious.

Certain excellent physicians teach this conclusion very well, such as Julius Scaliger, On Subtlety, exercise 349, and Franciscus Valesius, Sacred Philosophy, chapter 68; and theologians such as Richard, Quodlibet 3, question 12; Abulensis, in the places soon to be cited; Haly Abenragel in the Perspectiva; Ciruelo, part 3, On Superstition, chapter 5; Leonard Vairus through almost the whole of books 2 and 3 On Fascination; and Laurentius Ananias, book 4 On the Nature of Demons.

It is proved first by the authority of St. Basil, in the homily On Envy, who despises this as a woman's trifle. Second, because, since vision is an immanent action and happens by reception inward or by passion, not by a transitive action nor by emission of rays, no suitable natural cause of this fascination can be assigned. Finally, because neither Hippocrates, nor Galen, nor any of the ancient physicians, if we believe Valesius, a physician of much reading and approved experience, made any mention of this fascination, even though they treated very fully all kinds and causes of diseases. Therefore I cannot sufficiently wonder that certain learned theologians committed to writing that this is confirmed by physicians and philosophers and cannot be denied when experience proves it.

They praise, however, one physician only, if that man was indeed a good and skilled physician: Marsilio Ficino, in the work On the Immortality of the Soul, which was composed not from the teachings of the followers of Aesculapius, but from the teachings of the Academics. Clearly those men did not distinguish vulgar fascination from philosophical fascination, or proper fascination from improper.

Second Conclusion

Philosophical or physical fascination can be called fascination only improperly; properly, it is contagion or infection.

For understanding the conclusion, it must be known that it can happen that someone is harmed by the gaze of another. For that saying of the poet is true:


While eyes look upon injured eyes, they themselves are injured;
And many things harm bodies by passing over to them.



This is taught concerning blear-eyed people in book 1. Such injury occurs especially when the gaze is mutual, though it can also happen when one person merely looks at the eyes of the one who harms, by way of suffering an effect, which is not our present subject, or when only the harming person looks upon the one to be harmed, which is the matter now at hand.

Plutarch discusses this as follows:


We know people who chiefly harm children by sight, since they turn and move into worse condition a habit that is moist and weak; this happens less to those who have hardened and are already compact. Yet Phylarchus writes that those who live around Pontus, once called Thybii, are destructive not only to children but also to men. Those who received their look, habit, and speech wasted away and grew sick. The matter is well known, as it seems, to those who had trade with them and brought out slaves from there for sale. But perhaps this malice of theirs is not so wonderful. For touch and rubbing clearly have a certain beginning of suffering; and just as feathers of other birds, when put together with eagle feathers, diminish and perish, the down rotting by a certain hidden force, so there is nothing absurd in the touch of a human being also being partly useful and partly heavy and noxious. Now that some people are harmed by looks, as I have said, is rejected as false because its cause is very difficult. Yet, I say, in some way you have found a certain trace and path of the cause, since you have reached the effluences of the body. For odor, voice, and the flow of breath are certain vapors of living things, and they move the parts by the senses and affect them once they have entered. It is far more likely that things of this kind emanate from living things, because their breath, because of heat and motion, has something like a pulse and shaking; and, when the body is shaken by that breath, it constantly emits certain effluences. It is especially fitting that this should happen through the eyes. For since sight has manifold motion, and casts forth the fiery element itself with the breath, it diffuses a certain wonderful force. Hence many things happen to a human being both to suffer and to do through sight, since things seen turn and affect him with modest pleasures and delights. Indeed, sight gives a beginning also to loves, which are the greatest or most vehement affections of the soul. Hence the lover melts and is dissolved when he looks upon beautiful eyes, before he approaches them. Therefore one may rightly wonder that there are people who think a human being can suffer and be vexed through sight, but cannot act and harm. For the opposing sight of beautiful people, and what goes out from their eyes, whether it is light or effluence, melts and consumes lovers with pleasure joined to pain, which they call bittersweet. For neither from touch nor from hearing does it happen that a human being is so wounded and affected as when he looks upon some people or is looked upon by them. Such a diffusion and kindling happens from sight that I plainly think those ignorant of love who think it strange that Median naphtha is set aflame by fire from a distance. For the beautiful, even when they look from far off, kindle fire within the souls of lovers. Often, too, we see help for jaundiced people. They are cured by looking upon a small bird, in which there seems to be such a force and temperament that it draws out and receives the disease through sight, as though it were an outgoing effluence. Hence the little bird cannot bear to endure a jaundiced person, but turns away from him and keeps its eyes shut, not because, as some think, the birds begrudge him the cure, but because they are struck as though by a blow. Of all diseases, blear-eyedness is contracted most greatly and most quickly by living together. To such a degree sight has a swift power of bringing in and rubbing upon others the beginning of disease.



From these words of Plutarch, note first that for him this fascination is like the harms that are brought in by touch and rubbing; that is, it is nothing other than a certain natural contagion. Thus it appears that he does not admit that vulgar fascination. His comparisons teach this, concerning the little bird, blear-eyedness, and love, although these arguments do not satisfy me, and in book 1 I have brought forward truer ones.

He then adds why the look of envious people is more noxious than that of others:


The body is affected by the affections of the soul. For thought about venereal matters stirs up the genitals; and in dogs, because of their ferocity, when they fight against wild beasts, sight is often extinguished and they are blinded. Sorrows, greed, and jealousy change colors and mangle bodily conditions. Envy, no less than these affections, is accustomed to penetrate into the soul and fills the body with malice; painters try elegantly to express this when they paint the face of envy. Therefore whenever human beings affected by envy in this way fix their eyes, and those eyes, placed nearest to the soul in order, have drawn in its malice, they attack as with shafts dipped in poison. Therefore, I think, nothing happens against reason or belief if they harm those whom they behold. For the bites of dogs are more dangerous if they bite when stirred by anger; and the seeds of men, they say, are more efficacious if they come together with love. In general, the affections of the soul strengthen and make more vehement the powers of the body. For this reason some think that amulets of this kind, which are called protections against fascination or evil-eye, help against envy, because the sight is drawn away by absurdity, so that it does not press upon the affected persons.



There is something in this last part of Plutarch's teaching, but he has not touched the chief point of the difficulty. He does not show by what means that malicious or hot affection can pour its noxious quality into another. Heliodorus, in the Aethiopian History, book 1, translated by Scottus, borrows the rest from Plutarch and explains this point excellently and clearly enough:


The matter stands thus. This air poured around us, entering deeply through the eyes, nostrils, breath, and other passages, and bringing with it from the exterior qualities whatever sort it has flowed in, also impresses the same sort of condition on the things in which it is received. Therefore when someone, stirred by spite, looks upon beautiful things, he fills the surrounding air with a harmful quality and hurls his own breath, full of bitterness, upon anyone nearby. Since that breath is subtle, it penetrates even to the spirit and the very marrow, and for many people envy becomes a disease and has received the proper name of fascination. Now consider also this, Charicles, if there is any other indication of this account: how many people disease of the eyes seizes, and how many the wasting of plague seizes, though they never touch those who labor under those diseases, nor share the same bed or table with them, but have only drawn in the same air.



You see that he proves this fascination of envy from the contagion of plague, because each arises from bad exhalations or vapors by which the air is corrupted. He continues:


Let the origin of loves also be for you an indication of this account, if there is any. Things seen give loves their origin and, like sudden affections, are hurled through the eyes into souls. This happens for a very suitable reason. For since, of our passages and senses, sight has the most constant motion and is very hot, it exists readier for receiving those outflows that are all around, and so with fiery breath it draws in the passage of loves.



Soon after he adds material about the little bird and the basilisk, concerning which we treated in book 1.

You have the account of fascination explained according to the mind of the philosophers, which recent philosophers and theologians defend. Their brief and agreeing opinion is this: that the superstition of Avicenna, Algazel, and the gentiles, which we have rejected, is nothing; that no alteration is made in another by sight itself, insofar as it is sight; but that alteration is produced by some poisoned quality remaining in the putrid humors or in the faulty complexion of the one looking. This quality is communicated to the vital spirits, which are stirred up by a sharper imagination and more intent attention of the mind and, seeking a way out, come to the eyes. When these spirits flow out from the eyes, not by sight itself, but by the spirits stirred up and bursting forth together with sight, they infect the nearest air with their own evil poison. From this part of the air another part is infected, and in this way it reaches the part of the air nearest to the person who is to be infected, say a child. This nearest air insinuates itself into the eyes of the one to be harmed and, from his eyes, which are a very tender part and more quickly infected, penetrates into the inner parts of the body.

This is the opinion of Alexander of Aphrodisias in the Problems, and of Aristotle, Problems, section 20, unless you say that Aristotle spoke here from the opinion of the common people. It is openly the opinion of St. Thomas, First Part, question 117, article 3, reply to objection 2, and Contra Gentiles 3, chapter 103, whom Ferrariensis follows there, and Aegidius Colonna in his book Against the Errors of the Philosophers, and others. Richard, in question 12, Abulensis, Paradoxa 4, question 16, and in other places prove it not badly by examples. These are Richard's words:


For we see that a person suffering in the eyes sometimes harms by his look the person who looks upon him. This happens because eyes infected with an evil quality infect the intermediate air, and the infected air infects eyes directed and fixed upon those eyes, because that infection is derived more directly, according to a straight line, to the eyes of those looking than to those not looking. The imagination of the person who looks upon diseased eyes and imagines that he is being harmed cooperates greatly toward this. I have experienced in myself that sometimes I could not hold the line of sight directly against the eyes of someone who was suffering a visible disease in the eyes, except with difficulty.



You see that this fascination which Richard admits is no other than, as I said, a certain infection. Moreover, he adds one circumstance, the imagination of the one who is harmed, which is very probable and proper to plague and to all contagious diseases, which are most easily drawn in by those who fear that they will be seized by them or think they have been seized.

Richard adds:


There is also another experience for this, which is had from the Philosopher, in the first book On Sleep and Waking, where he says this: just as sight suffers, so it also does something. For in very pure mirrors, when menstruating women look into them, the surface of the mirror becomes like a bloody cloud; and if it is a new mirror, it is not easy to draw away this stain, but if it is an old mirror, it is easy. The cause, as we have said, is that sight not only suffers something from the visible object, but also does something and moves the air, just as shining things do; for sight belongs to shining things that have color.



What he says, that sight does something, must not be understood as though he meant that something is emitted by the very sight by which it is sight, but that, at the same time or concomitantly, certain spirits or vapors go out, which bring that harm upon mirrors. One can doubt whether these virulent spirits are sent out through the globe of the eye itself, as Richard and Abulensis wish, or only through the cavities of the orbits or the angles, from which blear-eyedness is accustomed to come out. To me it seems in no way likely that they go out through the globe alone. It can happen that some do, but very few and rare ones. I think far more go out through those cavities, and many more and more effective ones at the same time through the mouth and nostrils, because they are breathed into the object on which harm is brought or which is struck by contagion. Is not far more putrid vapor, more swiftly and readily, and also hotter and more inflamed, usually sent from the mouth into the body through the rough artery than through the eyes?

Perhaps it is also wholly consonant with truth, as Valesius contends, that from the eyes are sent into others neither suffusions, nor cloudings, nor albugines, but only ophthalmias or blear-eyedness. Therefore the eyes send less of affections that are not their own but belong to others. Certainly it is not the eye but the hand and contact by rubbing the members that spreads scabies. Pestilence is not accustomed to be propagated by sight but by the breath of the mouth alone; therefore we flee not the sight of the sick, but contact and nearer approach. What Pliny narrated about menstruating women and the suffusion of the mirror I think true; but what he narrated about diseases of human beings or other marvels in book 7, chapter 15, and book 28, chapter 7, Valesius proves to be refuted by daily use and the experiments of married people.

Third, Richard proves the matter because by certain passions of the soul the eyes are, as it were, transformed and become fiery, so that people hardly know others or can themselves be recognized; and also because by sight alone they can draw others to love or lust. For he thinks that from sight alone, through the mediation of an image, passion is first stirred within, that it insinuates itself into the eyes, and that it inserts into the eyes some quality that entices toward lustful love. Thus he thinks there are women or men in whose eyes that enticement or attractive quality toward love inheres as a perpetual and immanent quality; but in others it is present only while the passion of love lasts, that is, so long as they themselves desire or love.

I wholly doubt this matter, and, with Richard's pardon, I would say that these things are not very likely. There is no need for us to imagine that another such quality is present other than the beauty of the eyes itself, or their comeliness, or some moral grace, which wounds the soul with this arrow of Cupid by attractiveness, liveliness, beauty, or other conditions worthy of being loved.

Nor does Richard's proof press us, which he joins in these words:


Sometimes you will see ugly women, and women having ugly eyes, and yet sometimes by their look they entice people more toward love of themselves than far more beautiful women, and they have a certain noxious efficacy passing over, that is, passing over with passion, which experience seems to persuade; whence it is dangerous for men to look upon such women.



I grant that it is dangerous, but because these women are alluring either by conversation, or by some grace of look, or by lust itself.

That lust which shines out from the eyes provokes people to that to which depraved nature invites them. Nor are those who love captured by beauty alone; for to each person what he loves seems sufficiently beautiful:


Whoever loves a frog thinks the frog to be Diana.



But the look of such women is more effective for evil when they are stirred by the passion of love or erotic madness, because then they direct their eyes more sharply, and that fiery light, more splendid, adds something of beauty, just as the voice of those who speak from the heart usually strikes the minds of hearers more strongly. "If you wish me to weep," says the poet, "you yourself must first grieve." If you wish to be loved, love; for love is a great magnet of love.

This is the reason why Ecclesiasticus 9:3 says, "Do not look upon a talkative woman, lest perhaps you fall into her snare." By these words it did not mean to prove that fictitious quality of Richard, who certainly calls this "fascination" in a wholly improper sense. For lovers too are said to be fascinated only improperly. Who has ever called Helen, Penelope, or women like them, courted by so many suitors, fascinatrices?

Let us come to Abulensis, who stands on our side and has accurately discussed the matter in three places. First, writing on Genesis 21, column 6 of the new edition, he distinguishes as we have distinguished and refutes that vulgar fascination which people attribute to the movements of an angry soul, because such movements pertain to animal passions and not to natural passions; but infirmity is founded upon some natural things, such as the harmony or non-harmony of the humors or other things in the body. He proves that physical fascination, however, can occur if it happens in a nearby body; but he rightly denies that it can happen in a distant body, because those spirits are expelled by natural power and are somewhat heavy, since they have the humidity of water. Therefore they cannot stretch out to a long distance except by a great power of expulsive potency, such as is not in the eye; and if it were in the eye, it would not suffice, because the noxious force would be very easily changed by the resistance of the medium.

He teaches all these same things in the said Paradoxa 4, where at folio 55, column 2, he expressly asserts that that vulgar fascination must not be granted, but rather the physical kind, which comes from some pestiferous quality existing in an animal by way of disease. He distinguishes between a nearby object and a remote one, at folio 51, column 4, and folio 57, column 2. With respect to the nearby object, he prudently adds that the nearby object must be disposed to receiving that corruption of fascination, which he teaches at folio 51, column 4, and this is certainly most true.

The same author examined this matter more expressly in his commentary on Genesis 21, number 9 and following. He teaches what I presuppose, namely that the visible species has no active or passive altering quality in the manner of the four natural qualities, because visual species are neither hot, cold, dry, nor moist, formally or effectively, nor even virtually. They can only make the thing whose species they are be seen. Therefore they can bring no harm by themselves; but something accompanies them from which the harm is drawn. That harm would no doubt follow even if the thing seen were not seen, and if the person seeing, with closed eyes, had not seen. The accompanying thing, however, is spirits, that is, certain subtle bodies, of hot and moist substance, which are resolved into certain vapors. If these are carried to some tender body and adhere to it, they are condensed by the coldness of the surface of the solid body to which they adhere, or of the surrounding air, and, having become visible, appear as bodies. This happens in the mirror into which a menstruating woman looks.

Therefore animals in which these poisonous humors exist are accustomed to send spirits through the pupils of the eyes, and these greatly harm those to whom they adhere. These spirits do not belong to the power of sight, but to the tactile power, which works through application and contact; and they harm by heat or moisture.

Those who say that harm is brought in by the very sight by which one sees must necessarily confess with the Platonists that vision happens by emission of rays. Abulensis has refuted this most accurately of all with eighteen strong arguments, question 11. Again, from question 14 onward through question 19, he afterward discusses the matter of fascination more closely. In question 14 he expressly affirms these words:


It must be said that very many of those who strongly adhere to Catholic truth say that fascination is nothing, that no animal is fascinated, that is, struck by the eye, and that no good or evil is caused by the eyes. The manner of these people, as they understand the matter, has the customary truth. For common people, who according to their name are without wisdom, suppose and assert that certain men are of evil eyes, adding that if such men, with a furious or envious eye, or in whatever way, wish to look at something in an evil manner, they will harm and kill it; and if they look at it with a kindly eye, they will do no harm. But these things are altogether false and discordant with nature.



You see the opinion of Abulensis concerning vulgar fascination. He rightly shows that if that poisonous quality is present, people will harm by looking even when they do not wish to do so, as Plutarch and Heliodorus rightly judged.

The same author, in question 18, signifies that this fascination is condemned by the Church:


We too, with the whole Church, reject fascination as common people understand it. For people who speak in the common way sometimes say that fascination happens in tender children, chicks, and little pigs, and similarly in other domestic animals, not knowing what fascination is.



Thus far he speaks of vulgar fascination. Concerning the physical kind, in question 14 he teaches that it happens by the contagion of the aforesaid vapors. In question 15 he teaches that certain animals have this naturally implanted, so that they can harm in this way; some harm all, others not all, but only those disposed to it. Such human beings, he says, do not harm when they wish and whom they wish; but if the required conditions on the part of the agent and the patient do not concur, they cannot harm those whom they wish. If, however, all these things concur, they harm even if they do not wish.

He adds one point that needs explanation, in these words:


Yet he who is of this kind has something in his own power: if he wishes always to keep his eyes closed, he will fascinate no one; or, when he wishes to guard himself from someone lest he fascinate that person, he closes his eyes and it will be impossible for him to fascinate.



This is true only on the supposition that those vapors proceed from the eyes alone; for if they proceed from the mouth or from elsewhere, nothing prevents such power from being ascribed even to the blind. He prudently adds in question 16 that although this harm is generally brought upon more tender little bodies, it can sometimes be brought upon harder ones, if this quality is very vehement and excessive, as we experience in basilisks and wolves with respect to all human beings. Finally, in question 17, he teaches that from this same cause some things can act upon more remote bodies than others can. All these things are certain and need no other proof.

Let these things suffice for proving that there is some natural or philosophical fascination, and that those who defend fascination, such as Ronseus, epistle 48; Franciscus Suarez, Metaphysics, disputation 18, section 8, chapter 26; the Coimbra course on the books of the Physics; and others, have spoken only of this and not of that prior poetic and vulgar kind.

The other part of the conclusion introduces a question about the name: whether the harm that corrupted humors and those spirits bring about ought to be called fascination. I hate every dispute over words, when nothing bad follows from the use of the word. But just as is usually said about the word "fate," that the name is suspect even if someone has no bad meaning, so too, concerning the word "fascination," I would readily assert that, without addition or explanation, it is not to be approved. For there is danger that someone may take it otherwise than you have put it forward. The danger ceases if you speak so that it is easily perceived from the context and sequence of the argument that you have spoken metaphorically, not properly, as happens in the places from Sacred Scripture and the Fathers that will soon be brought forward.

In this question, however, when we ask whether fascination is granted, everyone immediately and deservedly takes the name as it is commonly used. For where the nature of metaphor or analogy does not suggest something else, it is received practice to take words in their proper signification, especially among physicists and metaphysicians. Therefore Tostatus very devoutly declares that it is quite troublesome to him to confess publicly that some fascination can occur; he confessed this only of the physical kind. He says this not because truth ought to lie hidden, for truth desires to be placed in public, but because simple people, powerless to distinguish true things from false, when they heard that fascination was possible, would suppose something unsuitable and would turn to various superstitions.

He speaks most wisely. What then? It is surely fitting for a true philosopher and theologian, so far as can be done, not to confuse the proper meanings of words, lest he owe laughter to grammarians or confess that he speaks improperly. That Macedonian proverb is good: a mattock should be called a mattock, a spade a spade, a traitor a traitor. Nothing is clearer, nothing more ready, nothing more suitable for teaching others. Who would bear it if you called a fire by the name of a flood because it inundates everything with flames? If you attach alien names to diseases, who approves? You do this when you impose the name of fascination upon contagion.

What is fascination? Tostatus defines fascination as follows: when someone sees another person, and though he is not bodily joined to him, nor doing anything to him, nevertheless harms him. Do not all include in the name of fascination, as its instrument or efficient cause, the very sight itself, and beyond this require malice of soul? Thus fascination properly so called is truly nothing other than, as Valesius defines it, a passion inflicted and conceived through the eyes, proceeding from a certain malignant affection of the soul of the one who looks. Certainly Aristotle, Plutarch, Heliodorus, and Pliny confirm this. But these things are lacking in this physical contagion; rather, it refers all effectiveness in acting to the humors. Therefore physical and common fascination differ. Since common fascination is properly fascination, as the one to which the name was first given, and physical fascination is called so only figuratively, by a certain analogy and with the name taken broadly, it follows that this latter is called fascination improperly. By the same right, every contagion brought by mouth, breath, nostrils, or rubbing of the members could be called physical fascination.

The notion of the name resists this. For fascination is not derived, as some have thought, from fando, because it is induced by incantations, but it is Greek in origin. Fascino is formed from baskaino, with two letters changed. Baskainein means "to envy," which, Cicero being witness, people used for "to see too much," because those who envy someone cannot turn their eyes away from the felicity that is hateful to them. Baskania is properly envy. In Deuteronomy 28:56, where we have, "she will envy her brother," the Greek has baskainei, which St. Augustine, in Hebrew Locutions, translates "will fascinate"; the Chaldean, however, says, "will have an evil eye." Nor is that saying of the master of the house unknown: "Is your eye evil because I am good?" Matthew 20. This was said about envious contemplation of another's wage. And because spite especially shows itself in the eyes, even with Horace as witness, "No one here with an oblique eye files away my goods, nor with hidden hatred and poisonous bite," therefore perhaps Ecclesiasticus 21:25 pronounced that nothing is created more wicked than the eye, that is, more envious. Unless you prefer to refer it to the fact that the eye is accustomed to be the window of sin and concupiscence and the indicator, or rather the most alluring procurer, of evil affections of the soul.

Yet nothing in this proves fascination.

Nor do the other passages of Sacred Scripture or the authorities of certain Fathers prove fascination. For they took fascination in the widest sense, for any grave deception, so that it even comprehends magical tricks, about which I shall speak shortly.

Thus Wisdom says, Wisdom 4:12: "The fascination of vanity obscures good things." In Greek it is baskania kai phaulotes, that is, a vile, trifling, and worthless fascination, in a Hebrew manner of speech. For it means this: that by the vilest dregs of earthly things, and especially by trifling and flattering praise, we are so blinded and mocked that we are utterly blind to true goods, and take goods for evils and evils for goods, preferring earthly things to heavenly and perishing things to everlasting.

It uses the name of fascination because the common people of the Jews believed that that false fascination happened, so much so that the impious circumcised do not hesitate to attribute an eye of this kind of fascinator to Sarah. Abulensis refutes them in Genesis 21. St. Bonaventure, commenting on that verse, "he saw that one," says that there is an allusion to fascination and therefore says, according to the way in which malicious human beings are said to fascinate children by praising them. He sufficiently indicates how much weight he gave that notion.

Peter Nannius Alcmarianus partly embraces the sense we have given in his notes. With respect also to that opinion, St. Paul spoke metaphorically to the Galatians, chapter 3, verse 1, when he wrote, "Who has fascinated you not to obey the truth?" That is: who, envying your salvation and true faith, has so maddened you that you grow dark before the clearest light and so suddenly and lightly have fallen away from that faith which was so manifestly delivered to you by me, as though Christ crucified for you had been set before the eyes of each of you by the brush of preaching?

This is the true meaning of the passages of Sacred Scripture. St. Jerome did not obscurely reveal his judgment, that he regarded that common notion as a fable. He says:



[margin: Matthew 6 and following]


Worthily of Paul, who, although unskilled in speech, was not unskilled in knowledge, we ought to explain this: not because he knew there is a fascination that is commonly thought to harm, but because he used the speech of the street, and, as elsewhere, so also in this place, took up a word of daily conversation. Fascination is said properly to harm infants and little children, and those who do not yet plant their step firmly. Whether this is true or not, God will see; for it can happen that demons serve this sin, and that when they know some have begun or advanced in the work of God, they turn them away from good works. Now this is the point: we think the example was taken from the opinion of the common people, so that in the same way as tender age is said to be harmed by fascination, so too the Galatians were newborn in the faith of Christ, etc.



Jerome is so certain that this does not happen naturally that, if it happens, he judges that it happens by the work of a demon.

The mind of Chrysostom is the same, writing on the same chapter 3. For he warns us that when we hear of envy or an evil eye, we should not think that the cast of eyes naturally harms those who see. He gives the reason: the member of the eye itself cannot be evil; rather, by this expression Christ notes spite of soul. For the function of the eyes is simply to see; but to see perversely belongs to an inwardly depraved soul. He adds that these things are not said as though spite could harm another by itself, but to show that those who taught those things came to it through envy. You see that he has blocked every entrance for the common opinion: he removes the organ of the eye, removes vision, and removes envy itself.

He expressly rebukes the common opinion about old women who fascinate in homily 8 on Colossians. St. Anselm, on the same chapter 3, does explain "has fascinated" as "has harmed with a spiteful look," and says, "with respect to envy, it has harmed you tender ones, and grieving over the progress of your perfection and faith, has hurt you by only spreading its color; just as someone is said to diminish another person's goods by only looking at them, so he has wasted you away by his own spiteful appearance, so that you do not believe the truth of my preaching, but the falsehood of his teaching." Yet he adds another interpretation, namely: "or, just as enchanters fascinate and delude human beings so that they believe what is false to be true, so I do not know what false persuasion has enchanted you by its deception and changed you by its words." You see that he speaks of the common opinion with "is said"; but of magical fascination absolutely, just as St. Jerome spoke, whom he imitates. Primasius also uses the very words of St. Jerome, taken in summary, just as Theophylact uses those of Chrysostom. Sedulius passes over that whole matter and is content to interpret "has fascinated" as "has envied."

Cajetan refers it to magical delusions of the senses; Catharinus to the physical fascination that I described, not to the common kind. But the truer, or at least more convenient, explanation is Cajetan's, whom Adam Sasbout, or Leonard Hasselius, followed. For the commentaries on the Epistles of Paul and Isaiah attributed to Sasbout after his death were selected and arranged from the lectures of the said Leonard Hasselius, as those who have compared them know, and remember that Sasbout was his hearer.

Tertullian seems to ascribe this common opinion to the pagans alone and to attribute the name "fascinum" to spite or hatred. Because they thought danger threatened the beautiful, he therefore recommends a head covering for virgins as a remedy, since by it the gaze was kept off. He writes thus in the book On the Veiling of Virgins, chapter 15:


Indeed true and whole and pure virginity fears nothing more than itself, and does not wish to suffer even the eyes of women; it has other eyes itself. It flees to the veil of the head as to a helmet, as to a shield, which protects its good against the blows of temptations, against the javelins of scandals, against suspicions and whispers, and against rivalry itself, or spite. For even among the pagans there is something to be feared, which they call fascinum, a rather unhappy outcome of praise and excessive glory. This we sometimes interpret as the devil. For hatred of good belongs to him. Sometimes we assign it to God. For his is the judgment of pride, raising up the humble and casting down the exalted. Therefore the holier virgin will fear even in the name of fascination; on the one side the adversary, on the other God; the spiteful ingenuity of the former, the judging light of the latter, etc.





[margin: Abbreviated marginal note preserved as printed: for. de dia.]

See: he recognizes the thing, but gives a cause other than what was commonly supposed, namely that these things happen by the demon acting and God permitting. Nothing is truer. Therefore this is the opinion of the orthodox Fathers. They will not favor those who either attack physical fascination, like Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa, whom Sixtus of Siena refutes in Bibliotheca, book 6, annotation 267, or those Cinglian heretics who attribute too much to that common opinion: Calvin on Exodus 22, Arctius in Problems on Fascination, and Lambert Daneau, chapter 2 On Sortileges, who calumniously abuse the authority of certain Fathers.

Third Conclusion

A certain and more frequent fascination depends on the harmful magic of a demon, who cooperates, by a pact, with a witch or sorcerer wishing to harm. It can be defined as follows: fascination is a destructive quality brought in by the art of demons, on account of a tacit or express pact of a human being with a demon.

This is proved by the authority of St. Jerome and of the other Fathers already cited, by St. Thomas, Abulensis, Ferrariensis, Suarez, and the other theologians praised above. It is proved by daily experience and by the confessions of sorcerers. To this, I think, many things seen by various writers should be referred, though they have to be referred to other species. For those wicked people are accustomed to make a pact that, when they look spitefully or angrily at people, the demon will bring destruction upon them. Those ignorant of the matter afterward think they have suffered these things by the sight itself. Among such cases, the good poet Hieronymus Vida, Bombyx 2, narrates what happened in his own time:


For I remember that I myself saw on a Tuscan rock
A savage old man; harsh words flourished in him,
His face was heavy, his eyes suffused with blood all around,
And his forehead foul with filth, with white hair bristling on his head.
That man, by a savage look, O crime, killed every kind
Of creeping thing, delicate lives, and little flying things.
Indeed, if ever he entered gardens where the new year,
Having completed its circuit, put off ugly old age,
And the tree had grown white everywhere through the fields with flowers,
He gave slaughter to the gardens and ruin to the trees;
And the farmers sorrowfully wept over the fallen hope of the year.
For wherever he directed his terrible line of sight,
There all could see the flowers suddenly grow faint, as though blasted.



Who would believe that things of so diverse a species were killed naturally by one humor and by breath alone? But that Davus, mixing himself in, was throwing everything into confusion.



[margin: See the addenda, alchines or Telchines; the marginal cue is abbreviated and partly Greek]

Such also was the fascination of the Telchines, from whom envious people and fascinators are commonly called Telchines by St. Gregory Nazianzen and Synesius. In Gregory Palamas, Telchinodic wasting means the same as wasting brought in by a fascinating and deceptively mild countenance. They say, though these are fables, that the Telchines were nine brothers, changed from Actaeon's dogs into human beings on the island of Rhodes, attendants of Rhea, and accustomed to turn themselves into various species: now into men with the feet and hands of trunks, now into fish, now into snakes, now into demons. I would believe they were plainly notable poisoners and tricksters, and envious fascinators, as Hesychius says; or rather true evil demons, very harmful, flattering lost human beings for the worst end, as Eustathius writes on Iliad 13. St. Gregory Nazianzen indicates that they were envious demons, and after him Tzetzes; therefore they were also called palamnaioi, as though destructive by the work of their hands.

Such also seem to have been the Pontic Thybii, of whom Plutarch mentioned above, and Pliny, book 7, chapter 2, in these words:


In Africa Isigonus and Nymphodorus report that there are certain families of fascinators, by whose praise tested animals perish, trees dry up, and infants die. Isigonus adds that there are people of the same kind among the Triballi and Illyrians, who also fascinate by sight and kill those whom they look upon too long, especially with angry eyes. Adults feel that evil more easily.



Gellius confirms this in the Attic Nights, and should be referred to the same point, as should St. Isidore the Younger in the Origins.

That these things happen by a pact begun with demons is shown by the fact that they wish these to be the marks of such fascinators: if in both eyes, or in one of them, there are two pupils; or if in one eye there is the image of a horse or a dog. I do not doubt that these are the marks with which Satan has branded his own possession. For in our times people have been discovered in whose eyes there was the mark of the foot of a young cock or a toad. As to what is said about a double pupil, I take it this way: that we believe it seems double, not that it is double.

They object from Aristotle, Pliny, and others that jet, hyena skin, and other natural remedies are prescribed; therefore the disease is natural. I respond that this argument proves only that improper physical fascination. Then too, these things also have power against certain dispositions of the body which the demon uses, and thus they indirectly resist the action of the demon.

It is commonly received that all magical tricks are called fascinations by metaphor. In this sense Jaquerius published a book that he calls The Scourge of Fascinators. In the same sense, judges are said to be fascinated by witches. On this matter the German inquisitors write:



[margin: The cited inquisitorial passage is from the Malleus, folios 340 and 559]


Such women workers of harmful magic are so great that they know how to harm judges by sight alone and the look of the eyes, so that they can bring no trouble upon them. In the Malleus, folio 340. Likewise, experience teaches us that we have known that a judge or some assessors were so alienated in their hearts from them that they lost any indignation they had had, and did not presume to trouble them in any way, but permitted them to go away freely. He who knows and has seen has experienced it, and gives true testimony; and would that they could not procure such things.



Thus they write at folio 559. I think God does not permit this against faithful judges who proceed rightly and justly, but only against unjust judges, or those of little faith, or the curious, etc.

It remains to see where that vulgar opinion about fascination by sight of the eye or by the mouth praising was born. The conjecture of Franciscus Valesius pleases me. Perhaps it arose from the fact that children who are somewhat fatter, more shining, and more beautiful than usual are commonly looked at more attentively by women and men who meet them, praised, touched, moved about, and taken into arms and hands. But that saying of Hippocrates is very true: a condition that has reached the highest point of goodness is dangerous. And that saying of Cornelius Celsus is true: "Those who are more shining than usual ought to regard their good condition as suspect." Therefore, since little infants, because of the tenderness of their natural condition, when they seem to be in excellent health, often fall unexpectedly into some great danger of life, the common people do not understand the cause of so sudden a change. Because they do not understand this cause, they cast the blame, with a suspicion toward evil, upon the eyes and words of those looking and praising. Since pretty and plump little children have many such people every day, some wrinkled and deformed old woman is easily found among them. Because that class is foul, harsh, and hateful, the harm is attributed to her rather than to the others.

This opinion of the common people was gradually followed, as is the curious levity of mortals, even by certain more learned superstitious people, or by those eager to display their ingenuity by defending anything whatever. Finally it went from infants to lambs, in which the cause is not very dissimilar. Then, creeping forward through the boldness of ignorance, the fable extended to horses, crops, and other things.



[margin: Luther's words are cited from the commentary on Galatians, chapter 3, in German, as cited by Godelmann]


Question IV, Section II. On Poison-Workings

In the second place there offers itself to us poison-working, properly so called. Wierus recognizes no such kind, because he thinks that witches cannot harm except by true and natural poison. Lerchemerus the Lutheran is not far from him. But against this man I could set his master Luther, and against the other that reverend teacher of his, as he is accustomed to call him, Agrippa, "a traitor of the traitors," if any authority belonged to these fellows of darkness.

Certainly Luther in this matter magnifies the power of the demon too much. He says that the demon reigns in the whole world, and at once explains what this kingdom is in these words:


We are all subject to the Devil in our bodies and in our goods, and we are guests in the world, of which he himself is prince and God. Therefore the bread which we eat, the drink which we drink, the clothes which we use, indeed the air, and everything by which we live in the flesh, is under his rule.



So he, blasphemously. Therefore now the demon is prince and God to him, who certainly was part of the world? We acknowledge one God, judge of demons, and the prince and lord of the world as its founder and ruler, and so Lord and God. Therefore we have learned that Luther's body and all his goods are subject to the Devil. But we have learned that the demon had no right over Job's goods or body, except what was expressly granted by God for that time. Therefore, for Lutherans the air and all things by which they live are under the Devil's rule. We confess that the Lord's are the sheep and oxen, the birds of heaven, the beasts of the forests, the whales, the fish, and whatever he created, and that none of these belongs to the demon. "All things are mine," said the Lord. Luther excepts all things that are in the world and adjudges them to the Devil.

He believed Satan when Satan said in Luke 4:6, "They have been handed over to me, and to whom I will I give them." But he lied. Those things which were handed over, were not handed over to him by full right. What he received, he received on sufferance and by a defined power.

Blessed Paul calls demons "rulers of the world," but St. Augustine explains it:


Lest perhaps, when he had said "of the world," you should understand demons to be rulers of heaven and earth, he said, "of this darkness." He said "of the world," that is, of lovers of the world; he said "of the world," that is, of the impious and unjust; he said "of the world," of that concerning which he said in the Gospel, "The world did not know him."



I know that by Blessed John the demon is called the prince of the world, John 12:31 and 14:30, and by Blessed Paul the prince and ruler of the world, Ephesians 6:12, and by the same apostle the god of this age, 2 Corinthians 4:4. But Luther ignorantly took "world" and "age" as referring to all things that exist in the world, though it is said by metonymy only of evil human beings. Since they serve the world and the age, they are named by the name of world and age. And because they dedicate themselves as slaves and bondsmen to the Devil, he is their prince and ruler. And because they worship him, he is called their god, just as the belly is the god of gluttons in Philippians 3:19.



[margin: Daneau, chapter 3, On Sortileges. The adjacent authorities cited in the text include Cyril, Ambrose, Augustine Against Faustus, Irenaeus, Tertullian Against Marcion, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and Primasius]

Cyril and Ambrose, on the Epistles of St. Paul, and St. Augustine, book 22 Against Faustus, chapter 29, embrace this reading and interpretation; certain other Fathers do not disapprove it. Yet the more common punctuation is that it should be said, "in whom God, the God of this age, has blinded the minds"; and thus the Devil is not called God, but the one and true God is. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, book 3, chapter 7, and book 4, chapter 48, Tertullian in the fifth book Against Marcion, St. Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and Primasius prefer this on the same chapter 4.

But none of the Fathers called the Devil prince or god of the other bodily things in the way Luther said it. In this Luther quite openly turned aside into the error of Marcion and Manichaeus. Nor did Lambert Daneau the Calvinist speak carefully enough when he said that the Devil can corrupt whatever in these lands is corruptible by nature unless it is preserved by God. He ought to have said, "if God permits it to him." For if God withdraws preservation, the thing itself is corrupted of itself, not by the demon. But let these matters be set aside.

Conclusion

With God permitting it, witches by their harmful magic afflict many mortals with very grave diseases or with death.

This opinion is proved, first, by the authority of St. Augustine, book 10 of The City of God, which you have in the canon "Nec mirum," section "Magi," 26, question 5; also in sermon 207 On Time, in the book On the Divination of Demons, chapter 6, and by the Council of Constantinople in Trullo, canon 61.



[margin: Pontifical and civil-law authorities: Innocent VIII, Alexander VI, Hadrian VI, Leo X, the title On Malefici and Incantations, the Code On Malefici and Mathematicians, the Institutes on the Cornelian law, Novel 65 of Emperor Leo, and the Carolina constitution. The historical example from Thevet is given as Africa, book 7, Cosmography, chapter 13]

Second, it is proved by pontifical law: the same canon "Nec mirum"; the constitutions of Innocent VIII, Alexander VI, Hadrian VI, and Leo X; and the title On Malefici and Enchanters in the seventh book of the Decretals.

Third, it is proved from civil law: the law "Multi," Code, On Malefici and Mathematicians; the law "Eorum," in the same title; the section "Item lex Cornelia," Institutes, On Public Judgments; Novel 65 of Emperor Leo; and the Carolina constitution. Finally, the laws and practice of Italy, Spain, France, and Germany confirm it.

Fourth, it is proved by the histories of all nations. I shall touch on a few. Villamontius narrates something most criminal of all crimes: at Venice there was a sorcerer who bought the souls of certain men condemned to the galleys. He promised them liberation from that foul servitude of punishment, and counted out ten gold pieces for the soul of each. They sold and assigned that soul to the demon and the sorcerer by a chirograph marked with their own blood. Then, lest they could withdraw, he killed them suddenly after touching them with a certain poison. Villamontius adds that he was present at the punishment taken from that man. Who ever heard such things even in story?

Andrew Thevet also narrates that in Africa, in the town of Guzola, a certain Elzana killed more than eight hundred people by evil arts within the space of two years.

Sprenger narrates in the Malleus, part 2, that two midwives were burned in the dioceses of Basel and Strasbourg. One of them had killed forty infants, and the other innumerable infants recently brought into the light, by secretly inserting large needles into their heads.



[margin: Godelmann, On Witches, book 1, chapter 7; Cardano, On the Variety of Things, book 15, chapter 80]

In the time of Domitian certain people began to prick whomever they wished with needles smeared with poison, and many of those wounded died without any feeling of pain. Xiphilinus narrates from Dio that the same thing was done under Emperor Commodus.

Johannes Nider writes in book 5 of the Formicarius that in the territory of Bern certain sorcerers of both sexes devoured their own murdered infants, and that the same was done by others in the district of Lausanne. Godelmann adds:


In the previous year, a certain count of Upper Germany handed over to Vulcan six women poisoners, who had killed one hundred and twenty infants. In the year 1553 two women poisoners were captured at Berlin; they had tried to make ice for the destruction of crops. Those women stole the little child of another neighboring woman and cut it up and cooked it. It happened by divine providence that the mother, looking for her infant, came in and saw the pot and the limbs of her lost infant set in it. When the women were captured and examined under torture, they said: if the cooking had gone forward, then there would have been a great ice, so that all crops would be destroyed.



Cardano writes that around the year of the Lord 1536 at Salo about forty men and women conspired, among whom was the executioner, so that, when a plague had earlier raged but was now growing mild, they might make an ointment with which doorposts of gates would be infected when touched. They also made a powder which they secretly sprinkled over clothes. The matter was hidden for some time, and many were carried off. But when they had taken away the brother and only son of a certain man named Neri, and when hardly any but the masters of houses or sons were dying, and when at the same time people noticed an androgyne insinuating himself into houses, and that those whose houses he entered especially perished, the conspiracy was detected. All were killed with the most exquisite torments. They also confessed that they had resolved, at the solemn procession of a certain saint, to kill all the citizens by anointing the benches, and that more than twenty pots had been prepared for this use. Others afterward attempted the same thing at Geneva, and paid the penalty.



[margin: Grillandus, question 3, number 25, and question 3, number 29]

Grillandus teaches that these things happen either by taking something inwardly, or by an outward application through contact. Of the things that occur by being taken inwardly, he recognizes two modes. The first is through food or drink, when poisons, most often ground into powder, are mixed into them. He recognizes a second mode which occurs through anointing:


When the person to be harmed, whether male or female, is sleeping, they anoint him with their liquids, waters, oils, or fat, or with other similar anointings containing many and diverse poisons, sometimes on the thighs, sometimes on the belly, head, throat, breast, ribs, or some other part of the body of the person to be harmed. The sleeping person feels nothing. The force and power of that anointing is so great that, little by little, while the warmth of the sleeper lasts, it enters inward into the flesh and goes to the inmost parts of the heart and the viscera of the harmed person. From this, a little afterward, immense pains are caused in his body, as soon as the harmful magic or "making," as they call it, touches the intestines of the harmed person. From there follow the greatest howlings and very frequent laments.



To this should be referred strigation, when they suck the blood of little children after the veins have been opened by a fingernail or needle, or otherwise by the work of a demon. Spina writes that this is evident from the small scars left behind and sometimes, after the flight of cats that have appeared, from drops of blood remaining near the crying children.

A third mode should be added: by inhalation. Of all such poison-workings this is the worst. It does not need a vehicle of humor or of grosser matter, which are more easily met. Rather, by its thinness, it is quickly drawn in by the mouth and often penetrates to the heart. This is the reason why that famous mountebank and poisoner, in a certain city of Italy, conquered when he contended with another antagonist about the efficacy of theriac. The other had poured into him a liquid poison which could be most effective, and he immediately met it by taking an antidote. But he, in turn, placed a little box at the mouth of the other man, whom he had ordered to gape. A living toad was in the box. Then, by quickly half-closing and repeatedly half-opening the little box, he introduced its poisonous breath and finished the man in a brief moment.

Plainly such a man is worthy of a Christian people and of a well-ordered republic, which permits contests of this kind.



[margin: Spina, question 8, on strigae]

Sorcerers themselves also sometimes infect or kill by breathing on people. Certain writers of doubtful faith, cited by the perfidious Bale, narrate that Clement VII was carried off by the smoke of a poisoned funeral taper.



[margin: Sprenger, Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 11]

Sprenger narrates that a certain woman between Breisach and Freiburg had quarreled with a neighbor. Soon afterward, when at night she was doing something before the door of the house, a certain hot wind was blown into her face from the house of the other woman, who lived opposite; from this she suddenly contracted leprosy. In the same diocese and in the territory of the Black Forest, while a witch was being placed upon a pile of wood prepared by the lictor, she said to him, "Behold, your reward from me," and at the same time breathed into his face. Immediately the wretched man was covered entirely with horrible leprosy, which joined him to many others within the space of a few days.

I see that these inhalatory poison-workings have not been well understood by some people. Bodin refers their force to the poisonous nature of the breath itself. But there can be no such antipathy of one human being against another, as I taught in the preceding section, unless perhaps it is from food, as we read of Aristotle's girl, nourished on aconite. But then her breath would not harm only the one whom the witch wished, but would be harmful to all mortals.

Daneau attributes it to poison carried in the mouth. Bodin attacks this with an argument to which, he says, no answer can be given, namely that this poison would harm the sorcerer himself before it harmed another. You see the knot, reader, as insoluble. But laugh at what you see. What if Daneau should say that the sorcerer first fortified himself with contrary antidotes? Plainly that straw Achilles of this windy man would fall. In the same way that Italian in Paris, known to Bodin and so dear to Catherine de' Medici, used gloves, little balls, or sweet-smelling powders to kill others by smell alone while himself unharmed. He boasted that in this way Queen Jeanne d'Albret of Navarre had been killed by him, the viper's poison penetrating through the nostrils into the brain, if anything is to be believed on the support of Calvinism from Calvinist historians, the French Memoirs written in French, tome 3, and Richard Dinothus, book 5 of The French War.

The true cause is that these things are done most often by pact through a demon, while the magician breathes in vain and thinks these things happen by his own breath. There is indeed a marvelous efficacy in certain poisons, which could produce sudden leprosy or death; and the demon, who knows antidotes, could prescribe them to his own people, so that they themselves, unharmed, could transfer plague into others. But this should be thought to happen rarely.

Grillandus writes that the things taken inwardly are made by compositions and mixtures of many kinds of poisons: some from leaves of herbs, stalks, or roots; from poisonous animals, fish, or reptiles; from stones and metals; with a mixture which is more useful to be ignorant of. They are sometimes reduced into powders, sometimes into liquids, and sometimes even into ointments.



[margin: Grillandus, question 3, numbers 16 and 17; question 5, number 7]

Grillandus says that other poison-workings are extrinsic. Such are, first, those which are done by words alone. In these I have already taught that, by pact, all things are done by the demon at the appointed sign. Such also are those in which, as he says, they secretly sew sortileges composed under some waxen form into the cloak of the person to be harmed, or hide them in his bed, or in some underground place after a pit has been made, or under the threshold of the door over which the person to be destroyed is going to pass, or in some other underground place after a pit has been made. He adds that some take the remains of those whom they wish to infect; others exhume the dead and use either their clothing, flesh, fat, or bones; others borrow certain things from hanged persons.

I find that this was not unknown to the ancients. Thus Horace sings of Canidia burying in a pit and covering with earth a freeborn boy, after many cuts had been made and his badges of birth had been snatched away, so that she might prepare:


A cup of love from the dried marrow and parched liver,
after he had changed his long meals two or three times,
dying at the sight of food;
when he projected from the ground with his face,
as suspended bodies project from the water by the chin,
until the pupils, once fixed on the forbidden food,
had wasted away.



There you have child-murder, and there you have the philtering harmful magic.

Elsewhere, with respect to hostile harmful magic, Horace says of the same woman, using bitter ashes in sacred rites:


O old woman, not worn out by the filth of your fathers,
and skilled in scattering among the graves of the poor
the ninth-day ashes.





[margin: Horace, Ode 17]

She observed this day, therefore, from the three threes, just as another observed threads marked with three colors.

But Lucan most openly supports what I have said. First he depicts Erichtho as dwelling in naked tombs and inhabiting burial mounds after the shades have been driven out. Then he adds, first about the killing of human beings, and then about the magical instruments which I mentioned:


She buries living souls in the tomb, and bodies still ruling their own members;
death enters unwillingly when the Fates still owed them years.
With funeral procession reversed, she carried bodies back from the tombs;
corpses fled death.
She snatches smoking ashes of youths and bones from the midst of burning pyres,
and the very torch which parents held,
and fragments of the death-bed flying with black smoke,
and garments flowing into ashes,
and limbs smelling of funeral embers.



These things she customarily snatched from pyres. He soon adds what she takes from tombs:


But when bodies are preserved in stones, from which inward moisture is drawn off,
and the bodies harden with the extracted decay of the marrow,
then she ravenously rages against all the limbs,
plunges her hands into the eyes,
rejoices to dig out the frozen orbs,
and gnaws the dry growths of the pale hand.



He then speaks of hanged persons:



[margin: Lucan, Pharsalia, book 6]


With her own mouth she broke the noose and the fresh knots,
tore hanging bodies, scraped off crosses,
plucked out viscera beaten by storms,
and marrow not cooked through, the sun having been admitted.
The iron driven into the hands, the black gore dripping through the limbs,
the condensed poison, she took away;
and she hung from the sinew while the bite held fast.



Then of the unburied:


And whatever corpse lies on the bare earth,
before beasts and birds she sits,
and does not wish to cut the limbs with iron or with her own hands,
but awaits the bites of wolves,
intending to seize the limbs from dry jaws.



For they thought that what had been snatched from beasts was more effective than what the witches themselves had cut off. He then continues, showing how she even slaughters the living and abuses their blood and entrails:


Nor do her hands cease from slaughter;
if there is need of living blood,
the first throat that opens bursts forth.
She does not shrink from murder;
if her rites demand warm blood,
and her funeral table demands quivering entrails.



He also adds the following about offspring cut out or abortive:


From the wound of the belly, not where nature called it,
the fetus is drawn out to be placed on warm altars.



He adds that, if she needs the soul of a young man or of a man violently killed, so that she may call it up, she kills without distinction those whom she wishes:


And whenever there is need of savage and brave shades,
she herself makes the Manes. Every death of human beings is in use.
She tore the flower of the cheek from a young body,
and cut the left lock from a dying youth.
Often too, in the dear funeral of a kinsman,
the dire Thessalian lay upon the limbs,
fixed kisses on them, cut off the head,
opened the mouth by seizing it with her teeth,
and, biting off the tongue sticking in the dry throat,
poured murmurs into the frozen lips,
and sent some secret wickedness down to the Stygian shades.



You see that this most careful poet tried to omit nothing, as is his custom.

Lucius Apuleius in the Milesian book 2 has the same sense:


For not even the graves of the dead are said to be safe from Lamiae; but from tombs and pyres certain remains and cuttings of corpses are sought for the destructive fortunes of the living. Chanting old women, at the very moment of the funeral preparation, with swift speed anticipate the burial of another.



Another person adds to these words:


Indeed, they spare no living persons either, and someone, having suffered something similar, was mutilated with his face and nose deformed in every way.



See the hostile harmful magic about which Lucan had spoken concerning the same Thessalian women. Apuleius then narrates something which seems very probable to have been true:


Therefore Telephron began: "I, as a young ward, having set out from Miletus for the Olympic spectacle, since I desired also to visit these places of this famous province, after traveling through all Thessaly and under ill omens, came to Larissa. While I was wandering through every place and looking, with a very slender allowance, for relief for my poverty, I saw in the middle of the forum a certain tall old man. He stood on a stone and proclaimed in a clear voice: 'If anyone wishes to guard a dead man, let him bargain about the price.' I said to someone passing by, 'What is this I hear? Are dead men accustomed here to run away?' 'Be silent,' he answered. 'You are quite a boy and a stranger, and deservedly do not know that you are in Thessaly, where witch women everywhere bite off the faces of the dead, and those are supplements for their magical art.'"



Telephron asks what the guard must do, and the man answers:


"First of all one must stay awake through the whole night with eyes open and unmoved, always fixed on the corpse; the gaze must not be turned aside anywhere, indeed not even obliquely. For the most wicked shape-shifters, turned secretly into any animal whatever, creep in and easily deceive even the eyes of the sun and of Justice. For they put on birds, and again dogs and mice, and indeed even flies."



Here is the first harmful magic, a feigned metamorphosis and a secret entrance. The man continues:


"Then with dire incantations they overwhelm the guards with sleep."



Here is the second, the sleep-inducing harmful magic which I had reserved for this place. He continues:


"No one can define what hiding places those very wicked women contrive according to their desire. If anyone has not returned the body whole, whatever has been cut off or diminished from it must all be supplied from his own face."



Apuleius afterward inserts a very long narration foreign to our matter, and therefore I pass over the whole of it. The end of the matter was this. Telephron, hired for a thousand denarii, undertakes the watch. While he keeps vigil, he sees a small weasel fixedly staring at him. He drives it away, but is overcome with sleep. Meanwhile the witches, after taking off his nose and ears, exercise a substitute cruelty and apply wax shaped exactly like the parts removed. When Telephron hears this the next day from the talkative corpse, he begins to test himself, and:


When he touched his nose with his hand, his nose followed his hand. When he felt his ears, both fell off.





[margin: Porphyry, Life of Plotinus. See Justin, Apology to Antoninus; Athenagoras, Apology; Theophilus, book 3 to Autolycus; Origen, books 6 and 7 Against Celsus; Tertullian, Apology, chapter 7; Minucius, Octavius; Epiphanius, Heresies, chapter 26; and Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, book 5, chapter 1]

Thus, disabled in exchange for a thousand coins, he could not bear to return to his homeland; but, with the hair on both sides of his head uncovered, he concealed the wounds of his ears, and he decently covered the disgrace of his nose with a linen cloth tightly glued on.

The words of Fabius in Declamation 14 also apply here:


A deed which is said to disturb the gods above, to shake down the stars with charms, to search tombs and pyres, and, with corpses amputated, to arm the impious hands themselves for crimes.



I explained the hands of corpses when I was inquiring into sleep-inducing harmful magic. Beware lest for "themselves" you put "impious"; you will corrupt the text, not correct it.

The Gnostic heretics, imbued with the Magian discipline of Zoroaster, of whose books they also brought certain ones to light, loved human feasts, as Justin calls them, or Thyestean banquets, as Athenagoras and Theophilus call them, or the sacrament of infant-murder and then a meal, as Tertullian says. For they repeatedly stabbed an infant covered with meal, licked the blood, and divided the limbs among individuals, as Minucius, Epiphanius, and Eusebius narrate. The gentiles most falsely rolled this calumny upon all Christians.

In poisons only applied externally, very frequently the demon himself inflicts the harm. This seems more truly to happen in the poison with which, as Jubertus, a physician of Aquitaine, reports, if a stirrup is anointed, the rider himself must perish. I do not believe that this happens by the natural force of the poison, because I do not believe that the activity of any poison is so great that it immediately diffuses itself through so many coverings. Unless, perhaps, the things handed down about Stygian water are credible: that it penetrates every metal and, I believe, is contained only in the hoof of an ass. Certainly I should believe that only ass's ears were born from an ass's hoof. Grillandus reports certain things favoring Jubertus's statement, but in those also I recognize the concurrence of the Devil by pact, not the force of poison.

Among these external things are the deep burial of pots under a threshold. Certainly their natural force does not attain the effect.

I find another species of hostile harmful magic, through a weapon imbued with an evil charm, in Meierus, in these words:


First of all Aurelianus tried by crime to extinguish for himself the whole royal stock, and by diabolical arts and harmful magic to advance toward the seat of the kingdom. The duke delivered his sword, dagger, and ring to a certain apostate monk and his associates, so that they might be dedicated by diabolical tricks and enchanted for accomplishing harmful magic through them. That monk, between Mongeya and Ligniacum, near the river Marne, summoned two demons to himself by his arts. He handed over to them the sword, ring, and dagger so that they might work with them. Those instruments, initiated and enchanted by the demons and returned to the monk, and through him to Aurelianus, enchanted and maddened his brother King Charles so subtly that scarcely anyone could perceive it. The first enchantment was done at Beauvais, and it was so poisonous that the king's nails and hair fell off. The second harmful magic was at Le Mans; in it there was so great a force that no mortal could judge whether the king was alive or not. For he lay without any sense or vital breath, so far as could be seen. But after he began to return to himself, he said, "I beg you, take away this sword which pierces my body, and my brother Aurelianus does this to me."



I pass over the fact that a French booklet printed at Paris about Henry III narrates almost similar things concerning a ring given in our times by a brother to his brother King Charles IX. Perhaps this was then fabricated by royal enemies and should be condemned with slanderous booklets.

I suspect that two matters which I once observed in civil law should be referred to this harmful magic. I only suspect it, but more strongly about the former: namely the peculiar crime of the Arabs which they called scopelism. We know that Arabs today are devoted to harmful magic, and Seneca teaches that they were so of old when he introduces Medea seeking poisons from Arabia. And that immense terror which was struck into even strong and powerful lords of fields by stones set up could scarcely have arisen from any other source. Therefore I suspect that the reason why those detected or convicted of scopelism were punished with death was not that there was anything of sacrilege in this crime, as Jacob Menochius thought in his work on arbitrary judgments, but that a crime of harmful magic lay beneath it. Otherwise mere threats of death, however frequent the crime, would not have been punished so severely; and the lords would have warded off the danger by armed force.

Let students of law consider this when they read the law "Cum quaedam," Digest, On Extraordinary Crimes. These are its words:



[margin: Menochius, On Arbitrary Judgments; Digest, On Extraordinary Crimes]


In the province of Arabia they call the crime scopelism, and the nature of the act is this. Many people are accustomed to scopelize the farm of an enemy, that is, to place stones as a sign that, if anyone cultivated that field, he would perish by an evil death through the snares of those who had set the stones. This thing has so great a terror that no one dares to approach that field, fearing the cruelty of those who made the scopelism. The provincial governor is accustomed to prosecute this matter severely, even to capital punishment, because the thing itself threatens death.



Thus Ulpian. Our Pineda, in his copious commentary on Job, interprets that passage of this crime: "But with the stones of the regions will be your covenant," chapter 5, verse 23. Read him. It is not yet clear to me whether the passage should be taken of this crime.

I also have a suspicion about harmful magic in the crime of purse-workers, concerning which the jurist says that by this name are called those "who, practicing forbidden arts, subtract one part from purses and take away another part." For I think that not just any cutters or snatchers of purses, balantioklephtai, are called purse-workers, but those who use forbidden, that is magical, arts as an aid to this; such as those who in gaming are called by the Spaniards "loading the die." For the other common pickpockets are simply counted among thieves, just as the one about whom Virgil says:


And the juice and milk are stolen from the flock and the lambs.



And as that man in Plautus says:


I offer him a great cup; he drinks it.
He lays down his head, mixes his elbow.
I take away his ring.





[margin: Pietro Gregorio, Syntagma Iuris, book 37, chapter 14, number 7]

Nor do I agree with Pietro Gregorio, who refers these two examples to purse-working in book 37 of the Syntagma Iuris, chapter 14, number 7.



[margin: Nider, last book of the Formicarius; Remigius, book 2, chapter 7; Apuleius, book On the Ass or Metamorphoses]


Question IV, Section III. On Abortion, Difficult Childbirth, and the Drying Up of Milk

Concerning this threefold harmful magic, besides Grillandus, John Nider can be a witness in the last book of the Formicarius:


In the town of Boltigen, in the diocese of Lausanne, a certain man named Stadelein, a great sorcerer, captured by the aforesaid Peter, the judge of the place, confessed that in a certain house, where a husband and wife lived together, by his harmful magic he had killed about seven children successively in the womb of the aforesaid wife, so that she always miscarried, and likewise had killed all the offspring of the animals in the same house for many years, so that none of them gave birth to a living young one in those years.



Afterward, from the same man's confession, Nider shows what the instrument of the harmful magic was:


He said that he had placed a lizard beneath the threshold of the door of the house, and predicted that, if it were removed, fertility would be restored to those dwelling there. But when that serpent was sought under the threshold and was not found, perhaps because it had been reduced to dust, the dust or earth placed beneath was carried away, and in that same year fertility was restored to the wife and to all the beasts of the house.



Nicholas Remigius shows that sometimes abortion is brought about by breath alone.

On difficult childbirth, and indeed perpetual difficult childbirth, Apuleius writes as follows:


The same woman condemned the wife of her lover, because she had wittily uttered a reproach against her, to perpetual pregnancy. Her womb was closed, the fetus resisted, and she was sentenced to endless pregnancy. As everyone counts, that poor woman is being distended by the burden of eight years, as though she were going to give birth to an elephant.





[margin: Baldwin Ronseus, Medical Hunting, letter 50; Grillandus on milk-drying; Johannes Beetzius, Praeceptorium, first precept, last exposition, chapter 7]

A Greek writer, Pausanias, agrees with the Latin one. In his Boeotian matters these words are found:


The Thebans say that Pharmakides were sent by Juno to be an impediment to Alcmena while giving birth; but while they were restraining Alcmena's delivery they were deceived by this stratagem of Historis, the daughter of Tiresias. From the place where they could easily hear her, she shouted that Alcmena had already given birth. Deceived by that voice, they immediately went away, and Alcmena at once brought forth the child.



On the third kind, besides Grillandus, one may read Sprenger, who is older than Grillandus:


On certain nocturnal and more sacred occasions, as if by the prompting of the Devil, for the greater offense of the divine majesty, they place themselves in some corner of their house, holding a pitcher between their legs. And while they fasten a knife or some instrument into a wall or column, and put their hands to milking, they invoke their own Devil, who always cooperates with them in all things. They state that they wish to milk from such-and-such a cow of such-and-such a house, the healthier one and the one more abundant in milk. Then suddenly the Devil receives milk from the udders of that cow, brings it to the place where the witch sits, and makes it flow as though from that instrument.



In past years a witch was burned in the city of Trier who confessed that she was accustomed to milk from a wall, through a spigot, the milk which she sold to very many people.

Baldwin Ronseus, in Medical Hunting, letter 50, teaches that leather bags were usually sewn by witches in the likeness of a duck, which people commonly call Lutelaten; that these were used for milking milk from other people's cows; and that the bags went by themselves empty, or were set by the witches in meadows, and soon returned full to the witch's house. He confirms this by a true narration of an event, which you have, reader, in book 6, chapter 2, section 1, question 3, related by me in his words.

Other witches deprive herds and whatever flocks they wish of milk by herbs, words, or by touch alone. Biebrana, a witch of Laon, by threats alone so dried up the breasts of a neighboring woman that, until the witch's death, although she bore many children, she always lacked milk.

I shall close this section with the words of Grillandus:


Certain poison-workings are done to dry up the milk of one flock or of a fertile herd of cows, so that they yield absolutely no cheese, although before they had yielded it in the greatest abundance; and similarly they can bring on abortions of a whole flock or herd. I once saw and had at Rome a case in fact: two witch women, by these harmful magic acts, had caused many fetuses of sheep to perish by abortion and had utterly dried up the mothers.





[margin: Decretals, title On Archers; Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 16]

On this harmful magic of turning away milk, and on its remedy, a certain amusing narration exists in the Praeceptorium of the Carmelite Johannes Beetzius, on the first precept, last exposition, chapter 7:


A certain old woman, full of evil days, wishing from envy to impede the milk of her neighbor's cow, took a little knife and went to the door of the house in which the cow was. Placing herself opposite the brightness of the moon, she said: "Here I cut one shaving into the little milk's expectation, and another besides; so I take the milk from this cow." Hearing these words, the owner of the cow seized a staff and, running after her and striking her, said: "Here I strike one blow, and another as I can, and the third besides; so I keep the milk with the cow." This was the best remedy.



So writes Beetzius, a learned man, who lived nearly one hundred and thirty years ago, among the more illustrious men of the Carmelite order.

I found in the same author, in the same place, a case similar to this harmful magic, about the turning away of grain, narrated in these words:



[margin: Related canon-law references include "Ad abolendam," "Excommunicamus," the bull of John XXII, and Leo X in the Lateran Council]


A certain woman went around a measure of grain, saying the verse, "You shall tread upon the asp," etc. Afterward, coming to her house, she had a pipe in the loft. Taking it in her hand and saying the aforesaid words, all the grain of that measure fell before her through the pipe into the loft, and in this way grain was stolen from the field. She was finally detected by a certain bishop and burned.



Thus he writes, though barbarously, yet in good faith. Who does not recognize the demon as the carrier of this grain? Why, then, do they laugh at the poet's verse?


And he saw sown crops transferred elsewhere.



Or at the prohibition of the Twelve Tables: "Nor shall one draw away another person's crop."


Question IV, Section IV. On Archers, Assassins, and Makers of Harmful Magical Images



[margin: Olaus Magnus, book 3, chapter 17; Covarruvias, book 2 of Various Resolutions, chapter 20; William of Tyre, Sacred War, book 20, chapter 31; Jacques de Vitry, Oriental History, chapter 14]

There are, above all, sorcerers of this class whom a canon calls archers or ballistarii. Pope Innocent III calls their art deadly and hateful, and forbids it under the penalty of anathema to be practiced against Catholics and Christians. I fear that the ordinary interpreters of law have not coined for us a sufficiently probable interpretation of this pontifical sanction, for they take it to refer to those who attack Christians in an unjust war with bows and arrows.

But what is peculiar here in those using bow and arrows? Is it that they act from a distance and, as it were, by ambush? As though it were to be distinguished in an enemy whether he kills by deceit or by courage. As though a robber sins less if he kills from nearby with a dagger than if he kills from afar with a gun. What then? It has long seemed to me that by this canon a certain singular kind of sorcerer is struck: those called archers or ballistarii, whom Sprenger accurately describes. They enter into a treaty with the demon. By pact they assign to him dominion over soul and body; he in turn promises to arrange for the future that they will pierce with unerring aim whomever they wish, however far away.

These are the solemn or ritual acts. They render homage to the demon. Then, on the Friday of the next Holy Week, during the time of Mass, they choose for themselves some sacred image of the crucified one, at which they aim their missiles as at a target; or, as Peter Binsfeld testifies, they fire lead bullets by shooting a gun behind their back. It is not clear whether they add any words then to this apostasy of work. Afterward, when a fixed number of missiles has been shot at the image of the crucified one, they believe that on one day they can kill the same number of people, whomever they choose, wherever they may be, even remote and enclosed. For the demon promises that he will carry the missiles there and fasten them in the enemy's body. Yet this is under this law: if the sorcerer has at some time seen the person to be killed, and then again with a new actual consent, as they call it, wishes him to be killed.

Finally the demon promises that he will give them such skill in shooting with crossbow or firearm that they will be able to knock down a denarius placed on someone's head without injury to the head. Sprenger adds two examples of such criminals. One was a certain Puncler, whom peasants at last killed, obstinate as he was, with digging tools. The second was another man who was discovered in the crime and paid the penalties by public execution, because by a miracle he could not move his foot from the place where he had pierced a crucifix, from which, when the matter was uncovered, blood was gushing out.



[margin: Cardano, De varietate rerum, book 15, chapter 80; Grillandus, question 5; Accursius, Salicetus, and Angelus on the law "Multi," Code, On Malefici; Damhouder, Criminal Practice; the German inquisitors in the Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 12; Alfonso de Castro, On the Just Punishment of Heretics, book 1, chapter 15; Binsfeld, On the Confessions of Witches, and others; final abbreviated item preserved conservatively as printed, epi. Hippolyteles]

I think the canon mentioned should be taken of this kind of person. Nor is it an objection that magical sorcerers are excommunicated by other canons also. For since the most execrable sacrilege especially enters into the harmful magic of these men, and since it is more harmful than all the rest, it rightly seemed worthy to impose a special penalty on those who would give this service to unbelievers against the faithful.

Olaus Magnus mentions another kind of archer: namely, that the Lapps and Finns make magical darts of lead, the length of a finger, and send them through whatever distant places into those on whom they desire vengeance. The victims, when a cancer has arisen in the leg or arm, die within three days from violent pain.

As I have now explained the canon concerning archers, so, unless I am mistaken, Covarruvias excellently explained another canon of Innocent IV, in the title On Homicide in the sixth book, against the common opinion. Theologians and canonists, because of ignorance of histories, were extending it to all murderers who had arranged for someone to be killed by hired men. In reality, as Covarruvias taught from Volaterranus and Paulus Aemilius, mention is made only of a certain kind of human beings and a people, to whom the name Assassins belonged. Of these, eyewitnesses wrote best: William, bishop of Tyre, in whose jurisdiction they lived, and Jacob of Vitry, cardinal and bishop of Acre. Moschus, the shepherd of the flock at Armentieres, a learned and upright man, rescued this writer from the moths and caused him to be published for the public good.

Not very different from the archers is the kind of sorcerers who fashion certain images. They either prick these with needles, melt them by fire, or break them, and in this way bring certain death by wasting disease or by another kind of death upon those whom such images designated.



[margin: Paul Aemilius and Gaguinus, book 7; Horace, Satires, book 1, satire 8]

Jerome Cardano, blind leader of the blind Wierus, denies this whole matter. He attacks Hector Boethius, Francis Pico, the inquisitors of Germany, and St. Augustine himself, not with arguments but with pure abuse, as a man of little piety. But you may more easily despise the barking dog than restrain him. Jurists and theologians recognized images of this kind, and the ancient poets confirm them, whose fables always drew their origin from some truth. Therefore Buchanan is wrong, when in book 6 of the History of Scotland he denies that this kind is found among the ancients.

It is confirmed not by one historian of the Scots only. They bring forward Hector Boethius as a witness, narrating marvelous things about King Duff, but also many others, by whose examples that Scottish narration is supported. To reject all these as liars is Cardanian and Wierian, that is, rash and full of shamelessness. I do not deny that from this arose that story about Meleager's death and the fatal brand of Althaea. But without fable, clearly and with the veil lifted, Ovid sings of Medea the witch:


She curses the absent; she fashions waxen likenesses.
And she drives slender needles into the wretched liver.



This is skillfully said and entirely according to the art. But Horace was unskillful because he transferred to the calling up of souls what belonged to this harmful magic. For, describing the apparatus of the Lamiae Sagana and Canidia, he says that two statues were made by them: one of wax, representing the person to be imbued with harmful magic, and one of wool, which took the witch's place in afflicting the other:


There was a woolen image, and the other was of wax.
The woolen one was greater, to restrain the lower one with punishments.
The waxen one stood suppliant, and in servile fashion,
as though soon to perish.



Seek the history of Duff from Boethius himself, book 11 of Scottish affairs, and from Cardano and others. The annals of France report that things similar to these were attempted by the wife of Enguerrand Marignani against the king of France, and that, when detected, she paid the penalties. Why did Cardano and Wierus not refute this also? Is it because, when something cannot happen in one place, it then cannot happen elsewhere? Another waxen image, of which Sprenger speaks, will be treated in the following section.

Concerning the same images Meierus narrates thus in book 16, under the year 1462:


Three men from the household of the Count of Stampa were captured at Brussels, together with a certain perfumer, who were said to have prepared a certain fascination by three male and as many female images for fascinating the younger prince Charles. They were guarded for a long time at Quercetum in Hainaut, along with Charles Neyerius, who was brought back after flight and was himself from the household of Stampa. The perfumer uncovered the conspiracy.





[margin: Zonaras, tome 3; Glycas, Annals, book 4]

But why were there so many images for killing one man, namely three male ones? So that, if it did not succeed through one, it might be accomplished through another? I think the female images were of the avenging Furies, by whom the male images representing Charles would be badly handled, as is gathered from the verses of Horace already cited. Or perhaps there was a single image and rumor increased the number. Certainly, when Gaguinus treats the harmful magic of Pierre de La Voute, in book 7, he mentions several images; but Aemilius and others record that there was one.

Take a more recent case. In the year 1574 a certain nobleman was beheaded at Paris, with whom there was found a waxen image marked with various characters; the heart and the head had been pierced through. In the same place two others were captured, one of whom was plotting the death of King Charles IX, the other that of Henry, Duke of Guise, by this very harmful magic of waxen piercing. Crespet narrates it, and adds that when he was at Avignon he saw a knife fixed in a wall, with which, according to the judge's sentence, a certain magician had been flayed, because by pricking a waxen image in this way he had taken a supreme pontiff out of the midst.

I also observe that magicians sometimes abuse statues made long before, because the demon accepts them as a sign of harmful magic. I think such was the case which John Curopalates narrates in his history, folio 24 of the Venetian edition: a certain John Morochazarios, teacher of Emperor Theophilus, though he was a heretic and magician, was raised to the patriarchate of Constantinople. When the treacherous and hard nation of the Bulgarians made an incursion into the borders of the Roman Empire, relying on three leaders, he gave this counsel: three huge bronze hammers should be made and handed to men ready in hand. With these, he said, he would go at night to a certain three-headed statue which formerly stood in the euripus of the Hippodrome.

He did it. He went there. He ordered each man to strike one head violently so that, as if by a single blow, they would knock them to the ground. He himself, dressed in lay clothing so that he would not be detected, muttered certain magical words and took away all the power of the statue. Of those three men, two with the strongest blows cast down two heads of the statue; the third, with a weaker hand, only bent the remaining head and did not tear it off entirely. Those leaders experienced a corresponding outcome. A violent sedition followed in their army, and from it arose an internal battle. Two leaders fell; the third, wounded with a large but not fatal blow, returned home with the remains of the army.

This image was not, as it seemed to most foolish little Greeks, fated for those Bulgarians. Rather, the magician used it as a sign and by agreement, and in place of a magical image.



[margin: Julius Caesar Bulengerus, On the Roman Circus, chapter 6]

Zonaras and Glycas write that Simeon, leader of the Bulgarians, brought war upon Crobat, and that this was troublesome to Romanus Lecapenus. But a certain astrologer named John came to him and announced that he should send someone to cut off the head of the statue placed above Xerolophus; that statue, he said, was fatal to Simeon. He sent someone; the statue was beheaded; the hour was noted. Not long afterward it was learned that at that very hour Simeon had died in Bulgaria from pain of the stomach. What I read in Curopalates, I have read also in Cedrenus.

I think no one is so thick-nosed that he does not immediately perceive that these two statues, by magical murmuring, took here the place of those waxen images newly made, and that the life of those four leaders was devoted by John and John, unless in both places it was the same John, as I suspect, in the heads of the statues. If they were able to do this in statues made long before, when there was no thought either of Simeon or of those barbarian leaders, why would they not be able to do it in a newly fashioned waxen image, and in one fashioned under the name of a given person? Why, if by a head cut off or broken, not by the whole body melted? If it happened in Greece and France, why could it not have happened in Scotland and Germany?

Moreover, from those passages of Cedrenus, Zonaras, and Glycas it appears sufficiently that many statues in the Byzantine circus were of magical workmanship, which were thought to predict the events of the empire of Constantinople, marked with certain letters or characters. When the brothers of the empress Eudocia had read them, they predicted many evils threatening Byzantium. The history is narrated, though known to few, by Himerius the chartulary, whom Suidas mentions. Julius Caesar Bulengerus, from a manuscript codex, commended it to posterity in the book On the Roman Circus, chapter 6; let those who wish seek it there.

A diligent man of much reading will deserve well of this age and following ages if, with the same diligence, he gives Himerius, Gregory the Monk, and others not yet published to the public good, as he gave the oration of St. Chrysostom To the Hippodrome.

Finally, it is a solemn practice today among our witches to baptize these effigies in the name of Beelzebub and to give them the name of the person to be killed.



[margin: Jerome on Matthew 4; Chrysostom, homily 54 on Matthew 17; Thomas, first part, question 115, article 5; Burchard, book 19 of the Decretals, chapter On Magical Matters; Le Loyer, On Specters, book 1, last chapter; Grillandus, question 3, near number 13]


Question IV, Section V. On Various Diseases Inflicted by a Demon

Avicenna, Galen, and Hippocrates deny that any diseases can be inflicted on mortals through demons, for Caesalpinus attributes the same view to Hippocrates. Pomponazzi and Levinus Lemnius followed them. They do not deny this because they believe demons do not wish it, for they did not deny that demons are evil; nor because they judge the power of demons to be less than that of human beings or animals, which would be most absurd. Rather, they deny it because all diseases can arise from natural causes.

But this reasoning is not sound: diseases can arise from natural causes; therefore demons cannot be bringers or senders of diseases. Certainly Codronchus, Caesalpinus, Fernelius, Valesius, and other excellent physicians cited in the previous book think otherwise, as do St. Jerome on Matthew 4, St. Chrysostom, homily 54 on Matthew 17, St. Thomas, first part, question 115, article 5, and other theologians. Jurists too acknowledge the same, among whom Burchard does so in book 19 of the Decretals, chapter On Magical Matters. Peter Le Loyer, book 1 On Specters, last chapter, and Grillandus, often cited, prove it excellently. For me now, the firmer testimonies of Holy Scripture suffice; those who do not admit them must be held as pagans and atheists.



[margin: Job 2; Gospel passages including Matthew 9 and 17 and Luke 9; Julius Firmicus, Mathesis, book 3; Apuleius, Apology; Malleus, part 2, question 1, near the end]

The Devil struck Job with a most evil ulcer from the sole of the foot to the crown of the head. Sacred Scripture ascribes other diseases also to the demon as efficient cause. In one case, the Devil deprived someone of the use of ears and tongue and at the same time made him epileptic; St. Matthew calls him lunatic, not because he was not demon-possessed, but because he was both beset by a demon and, at the times of the full moon, gravely afflicted by the demon with the falling sickness, since then the brain, filled with humors, was more apt to be stirred up. Some people are indeed lunatics without being possessed by a demon, and Julius Firmicus spoke of lunatics in this sense. But our Evangelists were treating one who was at the same time an energumen.

Demons also delight in the disposition of epileptics, and therefore not rarely insinuate themselves into them. Through them, at the time when they collapsed, demons were accustomed to give responses. Apuleius, a great magician, is said to have been accused because, after witnesses had been removed, in a secret place, with a little altar, a lamp, and a few accomplices, he caused his slave Thallus, enchanted by a charm, to fall down, and then roused him when he was not aware of himself. This slave was suffering from the falling sickness. The Madauran abused him while he was ignorant of it, so that he might receive an answer from the demon. Apuleius treats this accusation in such a way that he seems to confess it; certainly he does not refute it.

If we hear more recent writers, Sprenger reports that a certain witch inflicted the epileptic disease on certain persons by means of eggs buried beneath bodies of the dead, especially those buried from their sect, then exhumed with certain ceremonies and given in drink or food.



[margin: Luke 8:27; Luke 13:11; First Kings 16:14-15 and 23]

In St. Luke, the Devil vexed one man with that mad affection which physicians call lycanthropy. Its chief sign is that such people cannot be kept at home, but rush out into deserted places and wander around tombs. He afflicted another with a convulsion of the spine. In that passage the demon is called a spirit of infirmity, because, as the text adds, "Satan had bound her." For in Holy Scripture demons have their name from the effect: as a spirit of avarice is one that impels to avarice, and a spirit of fornication one that persuades toward uncleanness.

The demon also tormented Saul through black bile. The sacred history openly attributes this to the demon: an evil spirit agitated him, and it withdrew when David struck the harp. Today too, would that daily experience did not teach it. Many examples are available, but I will use only recent ones, which Sprenger reports as having been discovered by him in judgment. I willingly use the examples of Sprenger and Nider because, whatever heretics say, they were learned theologians and most practiced in the matters we are treating. Whatever things they handed down similar to these, our own age sees, and more recent writers confirm them all.

Then too, they lived almost a hundred years ago, when Luther's heresy had not yet been born. There was therefore no cause for inventing many things contrary to it. Finally, we see that Germany was then most full of open and frequent infestation by demons, so that I understand that the demons were then preparing lodging for Luther and Zwingli, and that they went before them as certain advance scouts, just as now Calvinists and Anabaptists go before Antichrist and are his forerunners. But let us proceed. Forgive, reader, a parenthesis not long. Because of the strength of love I cannot so lay aside the memory of lost brothers that they do not now and then run both into my mind and into my pen.

Sprenger narrates the following:



[margin: Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 12]


A certain honorable person, married to one of the household of the archduke, deposed in the presence of a notary according to the form of law. When in the time of her virginity she was serving one of the citizens, it happened that his wife was languishing with a grave pain of the head. For her cure, when a certain woman had come and by her charms and a certain practice had undertaken to lessen the pain, I carefully observed her practice. I saw that, contrary to the nature of water, when water had been poured into a certain dish, the same water ascended into another pot, with other ceremonies which there is no need to recount. Considering that the pain of the head in my mistress was not being lessened by these things, I said to the witch with some indignation: "You do nothing but superstitious things, and this for your own profit." Then the witch at once replied: "Whether I am superstitious or not, you will feel it on the third day."



The event proved it:


On the third day in the morning, while I was sitting and holding a spindle, so great a pain suddenly invaded my body, first in the inward parts, that there was no part of the body in which I did not feel horrible piercings. Second, it seemed to me nothing other than that fiery coals were continually being poured over my head. Third, on the skin of the body, from the crown of the head to the soles of the feet, there was no space the size of a needle where there was not a pustule filled with matter. Thus I remained in these pains, howling and wishing only for death, until the fourth day.



She continues:


At last the husband of my mistress ordered me to enter a certain stable. While I was walking very slowly, with him going ahead, and when we were before the door of the stable, he said to me, "Behold, a piece of white cloth above the stable door." I said, "I see it." Then he said, "Remove it as far as you can, because perhaps you will have health." Then I held the door with one arm as well as I could, and with the other I took hold of the piece. "Open it," said the master, "and carefully consider what has been put inside." When I unfolded the piece, I found many things enclosed in it, especially certain white grains, in the very manner in which the pustules were on my body; also seeds and legumes, whose like I could neither believe nor look at, together with bones of serpents and other animals. When I, astonished, asked the master what should be done, he ordered that all be thrown into the fire. I threw them in; and behold, not after the space of an hour or a quarter-hour, but in the very moment that those things were thrown into the fire, I recovered all my former health.



Sprenger adds:


A certain married and honorable woman came and, according to the form of law as above, deposed. "Behind my house," she said, "I have a garden, and adjoining it is my neighbor's garden. One day, when I saw that a passage was being made from the neighbor's garden into my garden, not without damage, I stood at the door of the garden and complained and murmured to myself both about the passage and about the damage. Suddenly the neighbor came up and asked whether I suspected her. Terrified because of her evil reputation, I said nothing except these words: 'Footsteps in the grasses show the damage.' Then she, angry because perhaps I did not wish to involve myself with her in quarrelsome words according to her pleasure, went away with a mutter. The words which she uttered I heard but could not understand. After a few days, however, a huge sickness fell upon me, with pains of the belly and sharp twistings from the left side toward the right and back again, as though two swords were fixed in my breast. Thus, by day and night, I disturbed all the neighbors with my cries."



As people flowed in from various places to console her, it happened that a potter, who had the aforesaid neighbor and witch as his mistress in an adulterous crime, came also in the same way as if for the sake of visiting. After compassionate and consoling words about her illness he went away. The next day, however, he returned hurriedly and, among other comforting words, added:


"I will make an experiment to see whether this sickness has happened to you by harmful magic. If it is found so, I will restore your health."



Therefore he took molten lead and, while she lay in bed, poured the lead into a dish full of water placed above her body. When a certain image and figures of diverse things had appeared from the hardened lead, he said:


"Behold, this sickness has happened to you by harmful magic; and one part of the harmful magic is contained above the threshold of the door of the house. Let us go and, when those things have been removed, you will feel better."



Her husband therefore went with him to take away the harmful magic. The potter raised the threshold and ordered the husband to put his hand into the hollow that appeared and draw out whatever he found. He did so. First he drew out a certain waxen image, the length of one palm, pierced through on all sides, having two needles opposite each other through the sides, just as the piercings she had suffered had passed from the left side to the right and back again. Then he drew out various pieces of small cloths containing very many things, grains, seeds, and bones. When these were thrown into the fire, she recovered, but not completely. For although the tortures and piercings ceased, and the appetite for eating returned entirely, she was not restored to her former health even to the present. When she asked why former health did not return, he answered, "There are also other instruments hidden elsewhere, which I cannot find." When she asked how he had recognized the first instruments put away there, he answered, "I knew these things from the love by which a friend customarily reveals matters to a friend."



[margin: Cornelius Gemma, Cosmocritics, book 2]

After these two examples Sprenger adds many other brief ones, born from the desire for vengeance: when little women are indignant that they are deserted by lovers who pass into marriage, they threaten revenge and soon carry it out.

But what Cornelius Gemma narrates surpasses all in wonder. After the end of book 2 of the Cosmocritics, he narrates at length the case of Catherine Gualter of Louvain, a girl of fifteen years, over whose cure he himself presided in the year 1571. After she had eaten a small morsel of food forced upon her by a heathen and coeval girl, she fell into entirely prodigious symptoms of disease. Gemma, a daily spectator of them, saw her discharge so many, such great, and such strange things that he himself would not have believed the eyes of others.

In the eighth month of the disease, with a great effort through the posterior, she ejected a living and perfect eel, as thick as a thumb and a foot and a half long. It had gills, eyes, and a whole tail as eels usually do. Three days before it broke out, a sound had been heard two or three times in the womb, not only by the girl herself but also by the bystanders, as of a sharp and thin sound produced from a reed. When she voided it, the girl clearly reported that she had first felt it draw itself out through the posterior with its head thrust forth, and then leap out with force. After the eel, which they had hung up dead and gutted in a high place safe from animals, it suddenly vanished.

Meanwhile the girl began to vomit an immense quantity of watery humor, not unlike human washing water and of an absurd taste. That vomiting lasted more than fourteen days, and each day she discharged more than twenty-four pounds, or three measures as they are commonly called. Besides this, she was in the meantime giving abundant urine twice or three times a day. There was no swelling of the belly, no outward inflation in the whole body. The girl herself was very sparing of drink and food, and scarcely drank one cup of wine, beer, or another liquid. The abundance of this watery discharge came to such a point that in the space of two weeks she could easily have filled two casks.

After this abundance of water, hairs began also to come out in heaps through vomiting of the belly, extremely numerous, the length of a finger, some longer and others shorter, of the sort that are plucked from dogs in spring. The quantity of hairs increased day by day, so that she could easily have filled several balls of a proper size with them. She ejected them all with great disgust and difficulty of vomiting.

After some days had intervened, other vomitings followed, which threw out large tufts of hairs with purulent material like sanies, sometimes similar to the dung of a dove or goose. In that filth were fragments of wood and beginnings of thin membranes. But the pieces of wood were so lively in appearance that they seemed like portions of obsolete trunks, broken and unevenly cut up, of the breadth of a fingernail, some of greater thickness, spongy within and covered outwardly with an older black bark.

A little later another vomit began, black as coal. You would have said it was true ink, or cuttlefish juice, or rather real coals crushed very small and mixed together, coming forth each day to the amount of two or three pounds, very often with hairs so abundant that they could not be enclosed in a walnut, all white, long, and rather hard. When these things had continued for three days, she once ejected two pounds of pure blood as though from a cut vein, mixed with nothing of another kind.

After the vomiting of blood, a black humor followed again, as if colored with ground antimony, altogether liquid, almost five or six pounds each day. This portent continued for a whole week with a constant law and space of hours. It ceased for some time when divine and human remedies had been applied. Meanwhile she was still discharging hairs, but fewer, gradually darker, and shorter day by day. Whereas at first they were yellowish-red, they slowly became livid, black, and finally very black, and were returned by vomiting as though cut into very tiny pieces. Sometimes with these there was also poisonous humor, and sometimes a thick humor very like mud.

Around the middle of September she vomited larger pieces of membrane, as though parts of the stomach. These had the appearance of a thicker, fleshy, tough tunic, stubborn when broken; and in them, as if in the membrane of a fetus, there appeared also channels of veins furrowed in a branching propagation, sometimes of the length of half a palm. Immediately after these came others much thinner, but wholly black, showing only the traces of veins, not unlike the allantoid membrane. Lastly there came tunics of a third kind, wholly without vessels, the thinnest of all, so that they retained the place of the amnion.

But there was in these another reasoning of substance and figure far different from that in the wrappers of lamb fetuses. For with this thinness there was a marvelous solidity and a pattern of figures greater than any miracle. The fragments varied, but three rare ones among the rest exceeded the breadth of two palms. They were interwoven with deep furrows without inscriptions. Cutting across one another mutually from top to base, they formed lattice-work in the shape of a rhombus. Gemma says he has nothing to which he could better compare it than the slough of a viper, although he has seen nothing so far to which it could rightly be compared.

This especially was to be wondered at in the matter: along the lengthwise course there appeared, as it were, a rather deep channel, engraved with transverse and rare fibers, just as in the rough artery of the lung. That region was altogether hollow and circular. At one end of one membrane it became gradually narrower, representing the trace of a snake's head with a mastoid apophysis or nipple-like process. At the end of another it gradually widened and displayed something swelling and uneven, not unlike a forked tip. All the parts fitted to one another expressed clearly enough the whole length and thickness of the eel. Gemma thinks that the little nipple-like tubercle was a way of respiration, perhaps through which it was nourished by the solids and liquids necessary for its nutrition.

After she ejected these membranes, almost innumerable stones followed, which she belched up in the evening and at a fixed period of hours with great storms and faintings of soul. Their form was of the kind that is commonly found among ruins of old buildings. The stones were solid, angular, unequal both in appearance and in size, which sometimes approached the quantity of a walnut, not without manifest danger of suffocation. They sometimes seemed covered with lime and joined in various ways, so that they could not be distinguished from those pulled down from walls. Once, in Gemma's presence, she ejected an angular stone scarcely to be lubricated with the size of a double chestnut. She threw out that rock with a great effort of breath; and he saw her clearly vomiting, and heard the sound of the falling thing into the basin, to the great horror both of his soul and of the crowd poured around on every side.

Immediately she also secreted a large piece of wood, the length and thickness of a thumb, but with less difficulty. This was rather porous, notable for straight fibers, and a certain more notable seam, as it were, ran through the middle of the whole length. Meanwhile, however, hairs also continued through intervals, but in smaller number, fewer in order, and blacker.

Another thing was added which went beyond all belief. She returned a triangular bone, solid outwardly, hollow and spongy within, such that it was plainly evident to be a fragment of the leg of an ox; and the girl's parent said that she had seen such a thing the day before among her cooked meats. Without delay, on the following day, bony joints, ankle bones, ranks of fingers, a kneecap, and things of various appearance and size came forth. Sometimes, however, hairs and stones were mixed in, and last of all pieces of glass and bronze.

After narrating these things, Gemma rightly judges that, by God's permission, the demon was the minister of these marvels, though he used natural causes, and even preserved order as far as he could. I wish Gemma had thought the same in the same work about another woman who, in the bloom of life, was tortured for nine continuous years by unspeakable pains of the intestines. First she passed rudiments of a thicker tunic; then immense pieces of a tree, many of them the thickness of a thumb and a little longer; and likewise almost everything belonging to the appearance of a tree: leaves not unlike laurel leaves, roots, barks, and even things which presented the appearance of kernels enclosed in some down, but not clothed with any shell. I would prefer to refer this to prodigious effects of demons rather than to natural observations of diseases.

To the same effects produced by God's permission I would refer the bodily torments of Blessed Angela of Foligno, which she describes in these words:



[margin: Life of Blessed Angela, chapter 19; Dubravius, History, book 2; Mattioli, preface to Dioscorides]


The torments of the body are innumerable, stirred up in many ways by many demons. For I scarcely believe that the infirmities and sufferings of my body could be written. There does not remain in me any member which does not suffer horribly. I am never without continuous pain and sickness. I am weak and frail, full of pain, so that I must continually lie down. There is not in me a member which is not struck, twisted, and punished by demons. I am always sick, always swollen, and full of pains in all my members, so that I can move myself only with great pain. I am weary of lying down, and I cannot even eat sufficiently.



From this you learn that this holy widow was set forth to the female sex as an example of patience, just as Job was set forth to the male sex.

I have already taught about perpetual alienation of the mind when I discussed philters. The mind of Stradio too was alienated for a time by a drink from a maiden poisoner, as Dubravius records in book 2 of his history. Mattioli, in the preface to Dioscorides, narrates an example not unpleasant to hear about mountebanks, undoubtedly magicians of Bohemia:


They mix into wine the powder of a certain root, by whose taste the throat is convulsed. The man on whom they wish to play a trick they order, as if for the sake of tasting, to put his finger dipped in that wine into his mouth. Then, immediately, the unwilling man presses his finger, wet with wine and put into his mouth, with his teeth, not without pain and crying. Meanwhile the mountebank, as if consoling the sufferer with blandishments, anoints the temples and pulse arteries with another medicine. Then he throws a coin on the ground and urges him to pick it up. There the man, bent forward, first cannot pick it up; soon, by the force of the ointment, made mad, he falls down and at once swims in the manner of one who fears being drowned in water, and cries out, saying at the same time that he is overwhelmed by waves. Therefore the mountebank raises him. The man, as though about to avenge the injury, first seems to rebuke the sorcerer with sidelong and fierce gaze, then to attack him; at last he pursues the fleeing mountebank until finally, when the poison of that medicine has been wiped off, he receives his soul again and is restored to his mind. When he returns to himself, he is seen, like someone who has escaped shipwreck, to wring out his hair and garments as if wet, to stretch and dry his arms, and to blow his nose.





[margin: Lucian, Philopseudes; Hippocrates, On the Sacred Disease; Levinus Lemnius, On the Hidden Miracles of Nature, book 2, chapter 1]

I do not understand how the power of ointment alone can do this, without the work of a demon intervening.

We can prove that the gentiles formerly thought the same from the diseases which they ascribed to their gods, that is, to demons. I have already handed down examples concerning those called "Ceres-struck" or "Demeter-seized," concerning the lymphatic, the panic-stricken, and similar people. Therefore those who were fanatic and spoke in various languages during illness they called demon-possessed, or people beset by Hecate or by heroes. Therefore Levinus Lemnius at last gives up his hand and admits that demons are accidental causes of diseases of this kind. If by an accidental cause he means an external cause, yet efficient, then he agrees with us.

It remains to explain in what manner the demon inflicts diseases. Franciscus Valesius taught this accurately: the demon is an external cause, because he comes from outside to inhabit the body and bring diseases upon it. If diseases depend on matter, he moves internal causes. Thus he excites melancholic diseases. First he stirs up the black bile which was in the body, and drives sooty vapors into the brain and the cells of the internal senses. Then he increases the black bile by applying burning causes, or by holding back that humor so that it is not purged. He brings on epilepsy, paralysis, and similar injuries by carrying a thicker juice, by blocking a ventricle of the brain or obstructing the roots of the nerves. He is the cause of blindness or deafness by heaping harmful excrements toward the ears or eyes.



[margin: Franciscus Valesius, Sacred Philosophy, chapter 28]

Often also, in order to induce hatred, love, and other disturbances of soul, he moves images so that they may cling more firmly in the imagination. To excite bodily affections, he selects a spirituous substance from the blood itself, separating and purging it from the thickness of matter. Then he uses those spirits as the proximate instrument of the soul for acting most effectively and most swiftly. I say that from the most poisonous things he draws out a certain quasi-quintessence, as alchemists do from gems and gold, and with it infects the vital spirits themselves; and in this way he imbues the person with a harmful magical disease.

Caesalpinus prudently noticed this in the book On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 16. When the demon does this, human art with difficulty can, or usually does, apply sufficiently celebrated and effective remedies. For the more subtle and thin this matter is, the sharper and more effective it is toward death. It usually anticipates every delay.

Nor is there any obstacle to his sometimes bringing these very harms by himself, without such matter or an internal acting cause, if he impedes or injures the senses, holds back or withdraws the animal spirits, and in a thousand other ways which he knows. But diseases which do not depend on internal causes, but only on an external impediment, injury, or harmful breath, he very often works by himself. This is the case when the instruments of harmful magic, anointings, signs, things buried, or similar things have no natural force for the poison-working itself, but serve only as signs at which, by pact, the demon acts. The same Antonius Caesalpinus taught this in the cited work, chapter 17.



[margin: Caesalpinus, On the Investigation of Demons, chapters 16, 17, and 8; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapter 4; Solinus, Polyhistor]

Then also he can make some force upon a human being by external things, as Caesalpinus teaches in chapter 8. For example, when an angry witch caused a cooked apple to be glued to the hand of another person so that it brought a very bitter torment and could not by any art be dissolved or unglued, as you may read in Nicholas Remigius, book 2 of Demonolatry, chapter 4. Why should we not believe it, since we also read that the Corsican stone Catochites is endowed with such a force that it glues separated bodies together and holds fast the hands placed on it? See Solinus in Polyhistor. I shall treat in book 6 how harmful magical diseases are to be distinguished from others.



[margin: Sprenger, Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 3]


Question IV, Section VI. On the Marvelous Ingestion and Egestion of Solid and Large Things into and from the Body

Most diseases inflicted by harmful magic are prodigious; but the most prodigious of all, it seems to me, is when a sick person casts out through the mouth or the lower throat thorns, bones, pieces of wood, stones, fragments of glass, needles, knives, and other iron tools, balls of hair, cloths, bristles, lantern horns, and things of this kind, which it seems impossible could have been put into the body either by eating or in any other way.

Sprenger has one example of this concerning a woman of Saverne. There a certain midwife, gravely angry because she had not been called to the childbirth, came at night with two other witches to the woman who had given birth, and said that for revenge she wished to put certain things into her intestines, whose pain she would begin to feel only after half a year. She said this and touched the woman's belly with her hand. At that touch the woman who had given birth seemed to herself to have her intestines drawn out, and certain things put into them which she then could not distinguish with her eyes.



[margin: Johannes Langius, epistle 38; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 3, chapter 4; Surius, tome 3, May 3, Life of St. Peter of Tarentaise, chapter 23]

Afterward, hardly six months having been completed, so dire a torture of the inward parts suddenly invaded her that, in Sprenger's words, neither by day nor by night could she refrain from disturbing everyone with her cries. And because she was most devoted to the Virgin and Queen of mercy, fasting on bread and water every Saturday, she believed herself to have been freed by her intercessions. Hence one day, when pus was trying to bring nature's work to completion, all that uncleanness broke out from her body. Calling her husband with her son, she said, "Are those things phantasms? Did I not say that after the space of half a year that matter would be known? Or who ever saw thorns, bones, and pieces of wood, all at once, which I had eaten?" For there were thorns of roses, the length of a palm, mixed with many other innumerable things.

Another example is related by Benivenius about a Florentine woman; a third by Johannes Langius about Ulrich Neuses, a rustic; a fourth about a girl of Leuwensteten in the German history printed about this matter in the year 1562. Nicholas Remigius adds three examples to these. I shall write down an eighth, altogether admirable, against which no trifles, calumnies, or decorations of the caviling Wierus will suffice, from the life of St. Peter of Tarentaise, written by Geoffrey:


There is said to be a town of St. Symphorian, a few miles distant from the city of Lyon, where a faithful man, a diligent receiver of religious faithful, by a great reputation both of way of life and of opinion, once drew the abbot to his house for hospitality, almost by force. He had a young daughter laboring under a pitiable affliction. For a certain evil magical woman, led by wickedness and the envy of the mother-in-law, had acted so that she would waste away in desperate sickness and could in no way bear either the presence or the sight of her husband.



The narration continues:


Her mother, persuaded by womanly affection to cast out Satan by Satan, summoned a certain famous sorceress. She came, explored, recognized the matter, and the little woman, bringing in an iron-bound box, offered a drink infected with herbs and words, grinding tree barks. She also bit the arm of the wretched woman with her own teeth. A marvelous thing, a new thing, and, unless I am mistaken, hitherto unheard: she indeed recovered from that sickness, but meanwhile, feeling as though needles were proceeding from her heart, she was tortured cruelly until, through the bite of the arm, over which no scar had formed, an occult force drew out the needles. The cruel remedy suited such an author. More than thirty needles in this manner had come out at intervals of time: some, as is commonly said, from a little case; some presenting holes suitable for receiving thread.



Then the abbot arrives:


The aforesaid abbot came to the house where these things were being done. The person is celebrated; this work of his, and other things not unworthy of admiration, are narrated, but the name must still be spared while he survives. To him the anxious father displayed his pitiable daughter, and not without tears explained the mournful tragedy. At the same hour credibility is given to the words, and the woman, feeling a needle, lamented with groans. It had already come to the hole, the accustomed blood had already gone before, part of it had already begun to come out. And one of the lay brothers, coming near, serving the same abbot, drew it out bloody, and it was preserved for many years as testimony.



The miracle then changes:


The abbot prayed, touched the place of the wound, and in the power of faith promised that no iron or steel would thereafter proceed from there. It was done; but the matter was changed, and the malice was not yet altogether extinguished. Small wooden stakes, such as people commonly call brocas, made from oak or ash wood, began to go out instead of iron needles, thicker than thorns and a little longer. Yet not all were of one length or thickness, just as the needles had not been. In this way, within a year and a few months, pieces of wood came out of the woman.



The conclusion is this:


At last the reverend bishop Peter came, to whom the fullness of the miracle was divinely reserved. The woman is brought before him as he celebrates the solemnities of Mass, just as he had ordered the evening before. At the same hour the seventeenth piece of wood came out of the woman's body, which the chaplain drew out under the eyes of all. Therefore the bishop absolved the woman as she confessed, and, giving her the sacred Eucharist, ordered her to be secure thereafter from any further coming forth of whatever material. Thus, freed from all deceptions, she cleaved to her husband and bore sons. And, as is said, surviving even today, she proclaims the power which she happily deserved to experience in herself.





[margin: Medical citations on bodies producing or expelling objects: Galen, book 2, To Glaucon; Celsus, book 5, chapter 6; Aetius, book 16, chapter 10; Levinus Lemnius, book 3, On the Hidden Miracles of Nature, chapter 40; Alexander Benedictus, books 2 and 3; Ananias; Antonius Benivenius; Grillandus, On Sortilege, question 3; Cardano, On the Variety of Things, chapter 80; Alexander of Tralles, book 4, chapter 6; Benivenius, On the Hidden Causes of Diseases and Cures, chapters 24 and 80; Johannes Langius, epistle 38, and the German history of the girl of Leuwensteten]

The father is said to be Peter of Fraxineto, known and even honored among his fellow villagers, so that if the novelty of so great a thing has made anyone doubtful, perhaps it may be possible to prove what he has refused to believe. So far Geoffrey, abbot of Hautecombe. The Cistercian and Clairvaux abbots entrusted to him the business of writing this life, when Pope Lucius had commanded them to see that it be written faithfully. But, opponents will say, the writer was a monk. I believe he would deserve more faith than the most lying ministers and preachers of those opponents.

Caesalpinus says in On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 17:


This happened this year at Pisa, and I saw it while many looked on. A certain woman possessed by demons, often, sometimes during the adjuration and sometimes afterward, cast out bodies both of a size and a form altogether unsuitable to have been swallowed: very long iron nails, bones, stones, woolen balls, coals, and many other things. In the bedding, moreover, in that region on which the chest lay, especially where the heart rested, many little balls were found made of feathers, artfully shaped in diverse figures, most of them like roses with continuous rows of very fine feathers, now bound with thread, now with glue; other kinds were found in the pillow on which the head rested.



Why say more? In past years almost similar things happened to a woman of Douai and to a maidservant of Lille. We have enough examples. Let us consider the cause, which is sufficiently hidden and concealed.

First, I admit that certain things sometimes coalesce in human bodies from corrupt humors, such as tophi, little stones, hairs, little bones, shells, thorns, balls of hair, and such things. The demon could create these things in the ulcers themselves, or in suitable boundaries of the parts of the body, and ancient and recent physicians agree that this can happen naturally. Many know with me the son of a count who, almost nineteen years ago, at Luxembourg, was drawing fairly large little lizards out in his urine. Although many attributed this to the poison-working of his adulterous wife, whom he afterward ordered killed by an assassin, it could nevertheless happen naturally from corruption of humors and a defect of the kidneys. That woman was devoted to Calvin's sect and was more familiar with the minister than was proper; therefore the suspicion of the crowd was not alien either to her morals or to her institute.



[margin: Binsfeld, On Malefici, question 7; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapter 4]

Second, I think that needles, knives, scissors, and metallic things of this kind, shaped artificially, cannot be generated naturally in the human body from any putrefaction, because natural heat does not seem able to produce metals there except over a space of very many years. Much less does it seem possible that such varied humors should come together by chance into a fixed analogy and artificial arrangement, unless we call back the madness of Democritus and Epicurus, which constructs all things from the chance concurrence of atoms. Nor have I yet read anyone who attributes this power to nature.

Third, I say that demons can work all these things in many ways through sorcerers. First, they can so deceive the senses that someone thinks these things are put into the body or cast out, when in reality the demon only causes true knives and the other artificial material which is vomited up, or even the very humors which are ejected, to appear as knives and the rest; or he condenses and colors the air in this way. This is very likely to happen when those things which seemed solid and dense are seen a little later to vanish.

Moreover, without fiction, things of this kind can be secretly put into the mouth by the demon, whence they are soon cast out. They can also be inserted and enclosed in other bodily parts. Wierus, a man without shame, denies this, although I do not see why he denies it. For trustworthy physicians and surgeons, some of whom he himself praises, testify that they have seen such things excreted from bodies or cut out, and that they handled them with their hands. To maintain that all these men, to a man, are deceived - what is that except to cast off all shame vigorously?

Of the modes of insertion which I find, only two please me. The first is the one Binsfeld did not omit: that the demon may sink a human being into deep sleep and remove the sense of pain; then skillfully cut the member, place the hard matter there, and finally with the same subtlety so close the wound that no scar or trace is left. Skilled surgeons sometimes do this.

Perhaps you will say: this can happen in fleshy parts, easily dilatable and quickly healed, examples of which Nicholas Remigius lists; but not in others in which that facility is not proper, for example in the intestines, the mouth of the stomach, the throat, the arteries, and such organs, which are very narrow and are not dilated except for their natural functions. Or, if they have been divided by cutting, they cannot be reunited.

I answer that this happens with more difficulty in these parts, but absolutely it can happen as in the others. For although medicines fit for closing and reuniting them are unknown to us, nevertheless they are most known to the demon. Besides, although they do not dilate of their own accord except for their natural effects, nevertheless, when some force is applied, they can be dilated and compressed beyond the usual order.

Ambroise Pare, an eyewitness and celebrated in the praise of surgery, brought forward two histories to give credibility to this matter. The first is about a student who had swallowed an ear of grain; when it had descended through the trachea into the lungs, nature expelled it whole, with the transverse lobes of the lungs unharmed, the muscles of the ribs also intact, and the membrane which girds them uninjured. The second is about a shepherd to whom robbers, forcing open his mouth, had given a half-foot-long knife with a horn handle of thumb thickness down his throat. He retained it in the body for six full months, and at last, when an abscess had formed in the groin, the surgeon extracted it from there. Plainly the knife had to come through all the narrowest passages from the throat to the groin. Remigius added a third narration about a fool among the Armoricans, who, after the point of a sword three fingers long had been driven through his mouth into his throat, voided it through the anus on the twelfth day. Was that knife not rolled through so many turns of the most delicate intestines, and through that which from the thing itself is called the small intestine? In these cases there was never any mention or suspicion of harmful magic. If nature and chance could do this, why could not that most skillful artist, striving for it by purpose, do the same?



[margin: Paracelsus, On Occult Philosophy; Baro Lichtenberg, On the Chief Articles of Magic; Ludovicus Milichius, On the Magical Demon; Nicholas Remigius, Demonolatry, book 1, chapter 3]

The other mode belongs to Sylvester Prierias. Certain more recent writers have followed him: that the demon possesses skill in dividing and breaking up the most solid things into the smallest parts, even into the form of powder, and in joining them again, applying, wherever there is need, natural active powers; and that he does this so swiftly and subtly that, because of the excessive speed of motion, the eyes of those looking cannot observe any of these things. Thus people think that they are put in and cast out whole. These two modes are probable.

I am greatly surprised that a certain third mode has pleased so many, since it is plainly improbable. They hold that the pores of the body are extended by the demon, and that through them these harder and larger things are inserted; then that the pores are closed again; and finally, when the opening is repeated, the things thrust in are expelled, when it seems good to the demon. Thus they say that the pores of a scabbard are penetrated by lightning without injury, that the steel blade is liquefied, and that in throwing a stone is hidden under water, yet when the hand has been withdrawn no path is seen by which the stone entered the water.

This opinion supposes, with Buridan, that the penetration of bodies is natural, though St. Thomas, Scotus, Durandus, and others who philosophize better maintain that this can be accomplished by God alone. Therefore they err first in this. If they say that bodies or bodily dimensions are not penetrated here, they are forced to invent an incredible dilation of pores, even in parts of the body that are not porous, though these pores are by nature so narrow that they cannot be stretched without notable injury.



[margin: Seneca, Natural Questions, book 3; Isidore, Etymologies]

Nor is there anything similar in those most dissimilar things which they bring as their reason. Lightning is something most subtle and thin, endowed with a natural force by which it consumes harder and resisting things, but passes through soft and yielding things without injury. But iron, wood, and stones are dense, hard things, and by no means apt to insinuate themselves into pores in this way. Water is a liquid body, moist, thin, flowing, giving place to any solid thing and capable even of boats; it can be condensed by the impulse of things thrown into it and, once they are removed, is apt by its own force immediately to come together and reunite. Just as it is condensed without the separation of its parts, so it is rarefied and extended without any new medicine of those parts. Children know how alien these things are from the members of the human body, and so do those who are not yet fully washed.

[margin: Mengus on the scourge of demons; Polydorus; Peter Tyraeus, discussion on demoniacs; 1 Corinthians 5]


Question IV, Section VII. On the Harmful Magic of Devoting Someone to a Demon

I presuppose what is certain among Catholics: that energumens are often invaded and possessed or beset by demons, that is, demons enter into human bodies and at the same time receive some power of vexing or afflicting them. Both are required for someone to be an energumen. After Mengus and Polydorus, Peter Tyraeus has discussed this very learnedly.

It is established from Sacred Scripture that the apostles once had the power of handing human beings over to the demon, and that other holy people have sometimes received that power from God, formerly and today, using it only most prudently and with great charity and justice. This would not be difficult to prove, if it belonged to this place.

But someone could doubt whether demons possess those whom they possess by actually entering their bodies. For Blessed Hildegard writes in the book of her revelations that, concerning a certain energumen, she saw in a true vision that:



[margin: 1 Timothy 1; see Tyraeus, the cited work, final question]


By God's permission she was beset and overshadowed by a certain blackness and smoke of diabolical globosity, which oppressed the whole sensitive power of that rational soul and did not allow it, when the intellect was raised up, to breathe. It covered and poured itself over her like the shadow of a human being or of another thing, or like smoke set opposite something. From this she lost right senses and actions, and often cried out and acted unbecomingly.



Hildegard continues:


And when I was thinking and wishing to know how the diabolical form, that is, substance, entered a human being, I saw and received an answer that the Devil does not enter a human being in his form, as he is, but shadows and covers him with the shadow and smoke of his blackness. For if his form were loosened, it would be scattered like straw by the wind. Therefore God does not permit him to enter a human being in his own form. But by pouring himself over the aforesaid things, he turns the person to madness and unbecoming acts; and through him, as through a window, he cries out and moves his members outwardly, while nevertheless he is not within them in his form, and the soul meanwhile is, as it were, put to sleep and ignorant of what the flesh of the body is doing.



So she writes in Theodoric the abbot's Life of her, book 3, chapter 20. But this passage shows that the theologians' statement is very true: often those who have grown accustomed to many revelations, even true ones, think they have by revelation what they have from reasoning and opinion. Many things indicate this.

First, at the beginning, only obsession is truly described, not possession. Second, this inquiry was not very necessary and was rather curious. Third, what she says is suspect: that God does not permit the Devil to possess bodies according to his essence, as he is accustomed to be in his own place. For the common distinction of theologians establishes this difference between the obsessed and the possessed: in the possessed, the demon is present as he was sometimes in idols. Inflations and many other things seen in possessed persons indicate this.

Fourth, there is no reason for it. The demon's form or his spiritual substance is not so contrary to the body that, even against his will, it immediately destroys the body by the mere entrance. Fifth, the soul is not always put to sleep when the demon besets or possesses an energumen. This is evident because we often see such people remember all the things they have done. Finally, the saints and all theologians have always spoken and thought in such a way that they say the demon enters the body of the possessed person and goes out from it. He does not, indeed, enter it so as to inform it, or as a part to integrate the body, as they say, but only so as to use it as a place or as an organic instrument, as the bishop Abulensis explains at length on Exodus 7, question 16.

Therefore Caesarius spoke more correctly in book 5, chapter 15: demons are not united substantially to the soul, nor are they in the soul itself, but by application alone and oppression, by energy or operation, they are present to the soul, and in this way are united to the human being and, as it were, glide into him. He alleges Gennadius, book On Ecclesiastical Dogmas, chapter 82, as holding this. Yet Gennadius never denied that demons can be in the body as in a place and lurk in its cavities, and Caesarius expressly confirms this from Sacred Scripture. For a thing is not rightly said to go out unless it has been within. But the Savior orders demons to go out of a body, Matthew 8 and 9. Therefore they were within.



[margin: Abulensis on Exodus 7, question 16; Gennadius, On Ecclesiastical Dogmas, chapter 82; Matthew 8 and 9; Anastasius of Nicaea; Life of St. Hilarion]

It remains now to ask whether sorcerers can and usually do so devote others and, as it were, hand them over to a demon. From the confessions of many it is established that they think they do this. They confess that they have sent demons into the bodies of beasts or human beings; and the demons themselves, when they are exorcised, are accustomed to give as pretext that they were sent by this or that person. I shall pass over the more recent examples brought by Remigius and others, and write down only two recorded by people whose credibility cannot be rejected.

Anastasius of Nicaea writes of Simon Magus:


When many people tried to call him an impostor, he addressed them, and then, under the pretext of a banquet, sacrificed an ox. When he had received them at the banquet, he subjected them to various diseases and demons.



St. Jerome sets before us a demon cast out by Blessed Hilarion, whom a magician had sent into a virgin:



[margin: The discussion of Simon Magus is compared with Annals, tome 1, year 68]


When she had been brought by her parents, she was handed to the old man at the monastery, immediately howling and the demon confessing. "I have suffered force. I was brought unwillingly. How well I used to deceive people at Memphis in dreams. O crosses, O torments, how I suffer! You compel me to go out, and I am held bound under the threshold. I do not go out unless the youth who holds me dismisses me." Then the old man said, "Great is your strength, you who are held by a thread and a little plate. Say why you dared to enter a girl of God." "So that I might preserve her," he said, "that virgin." "You were preserving her, traitor to chastity? Why did you not rather enter the one who sent you?" "Why," he answered, "should I enter him, who had my companion, the demon of love?"



See how the magician had truly sent in the demon. I think that many of the things which Anastasius narrates, from whom Glycas borrowed the same material, and especially the example now under discussion, could truly have been done by Simon Magus, with God permitting. Therefore I cannot agree with the most learned writer of the Annals, who judges those marvelous things about Simon handed down by Anastasius to have been only impostures shown to human beings through image and sight, when they had no truth in themselves. For in those things there are many which can and do usually happen, as we have shown rather copiously in the preceding book on demonic magic.

In the year 1581, in the Vivarais town of Annonay, there was a witch named Boyarona, who sent demons into several people by various means and in more than one way, by which they were most grievously tormented. Among these were her son and her daughter. She handed them over to be possessed, each by three demons, through nuts prepared for another person but, in childish fashion, nibbled by those who were carrying them. Another witch called La Gochonne did similar things, so that in those regions everything was full of energumens through votive harmful magic. Claude Charon, an eyewitness and a learned and prudent man, narrates it in On Antichrist Revealed.

Baptista Codronchus, the physician, admits that this is accustomed to happen in book 3, chapter 7, On Harmful Magical Diseases. But this sending in of evil spirits does not come from a faculty of compelling them, since no such faculty belongs to magicians over demons. Either demons go of their own accord to the one possessed by pact, pretending to obey, or inferior demons are driven to this by a superior demon wishing in this matter to gratify the sorcerer. In either case, however, God's permission is required as the cause without which this could not be done.



[margin: Tyraeus, cited work, chapter 29; Johannes Caesarius, book 5, examples 11, 12, and 16; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapters 9-13]

God is accustomed to permit this only because of some grave sin of the possessed person, and not rarely because of the imprecations of angry parents. Johannes Caesarius supplies three examples of these. Ovid says of Medea, "She devotes those absent." And by experience it is known today that very many strigae have made a pact with the demon that, against whatever beast or human being they utter curses, at once they begin to be tormented by disease, or are suddenly removed from the midst by another destruction. Remigius, book 2, chapters 9, 10, and the three following, teaches by very many examples that this devoting by them is generally not empty.



[margin: Canon-law and theological references on binding magic: chapter Si per sortiarias, 23, question 1; the whole title De frigidis et maleficiatis, around book 4, distinction 34; Thomas Aquinas, Prima pars, question 58, article 2; Enriquez, On Marriage, book 2, chapter 8; chapter Laudabile, De frigidis et maleficiatis; Enriquez's related cross-references to chapter 8, number 2, and chapter 7, number 9]


Question IV, Section VIII. On the Harmful Magic of Binding

No harmful magic is more frequent today than this one; so much so that in some places hardly anyone dares to celebrate the solemnities of marriage in broad daylight, lest some evil person mock the vows of the spouses. If this is done because, the fewer people there will be present and aware of the matter, the more they escape snares, such caution does not belong to this discussion. But if it is because people believe that magical efforts before dawn have less power, the matter is not free of superstition.

But let us come to the harmful magic itself. They are accustomed by evil words to render a human being, as the canons say, frigid and bewitched, that is, unfit for the act of marriage. That they can and usually do this is proved first by the authority of canons; then by the common opinion of theologians; then by the practice of the Church, which after a three-year trial and after seven sworn witnesses have joined hands, is accustomed to separate people so affected; then from the opinion of the old rabbis and of the Berosus now extant, who thought that Ham had been struck by Noah with such harm; then by the examples soon to be related and by daily experience; and finally by reason.



[margin: Ananias, On the Nature of Demons, book 4]

This can happen naturally by castration, crushing, rupture, drying, chilling, and similar causes. Since the demon knows these, he can use them. Then it often happens that a man who cannot with one woman can with others, or that someone who can with all the rest cannot with one woman alone; likewise that he cannot with her alone whom he especially loves and is passionately devoted to; likewise that, when only the binding has been removed, one becomes capable who could do nothing before. Variation of this kind cannot come from a natural cause. Therefore it comes from a supernatural or prodigious cause; not a divine one, therefore angelic; not by the work of good angels, therefore of evil ones.

The forms or modes which the Devil uses for this are almost infinite. The author of the Demonomania wrote that more than fifty are found. Certain magicians, with certain words uttered, only tie a little strap; but meanwhile the demon performs the harmful magic and renders either man or woman impotent. Ananias truly said that this rages against women as well as men; yet we see this evil creep more easily and more frequently into men. Perhaps this is because, where more work and more instruments are required, some defect and impediment more easily occurs. Or is it because, since there are more female witches than male sorcerers, more men are harmed? Most people hold that one can be bound either for a day, or for a year, or forever, or until the knot of the little strap is loosened.

I find seven proximate causes of this impotence handed down by more learned men, causes which the demon abuses.

The first is when he makes one spouse hateful to the other, or both hateful to each other, through calumny or suspicion, or by sending some disease. Thus, according to Stesichorus, either Venus or Medea, by casting in a drug, made all the Lemnian women smell gravely from the mouth, and their husbands despised them. Myrtilus, in the book of Lesbian affairs, wishes this to be Medea's deed. Or they do this by disturbing the imagination, so that people believe something vehemently hateful or frightening is in the mate. Thus Valasca, maidservant of Libussa of Bohemia, turned women away from the love of their husbands by poison-working, so that, after entering into a conspiracy, each killed her own husband, brothers, father, and sons in one night; then, with the fortress of Vissegrad taken, they almost cut down the army of Prince Primislaus.



[margin: Natalis Comes, Mythology, book 6, chapter 7; Aeneas Sylvius, History of Bohemia; Baptista Egnatius, book 3, chapter 2; Peter Enriquez, On the Sacrament of Marriage; Soto; the author of the Demonomania; and the author of the book On Witches]

Sometimes they make the spouses love each other most ardently, but, when it has come to intercourse, suddenly inflamed with hatred, one beats or tears the other with nails. Theologians and jurists know this kind. Then the demon first kindles the ardor of lust by placing the form of the spouse before the concupiscible power. But when the spouses come to embrace, he presents that same spouse as hateful and deadly, causing the organs of generation to appear either of wholly inappropriate size or of horrible and more than usually foul shape.

The second cause is when he impedes the bodies from being able to approach each other mutually. Thus he divides them or holds them in different places, or, when there is an attempt to join, throws in a phantom or some other intervening thing. To the former seems to belong that verse of Propertius:


We were hated; what god has overwhelmed me?
Or what herb, gathered from Promethean ridges, divides the beds?



To the latter belongs a certain narration, full of admirable novelty, whose trustworthiness may rest with its authors. St. Antoninus narrates from Vincent of Beauvais that in Rome, in the times of Emperor Henry III, there was a certain wealthy and noble young man who had recently married a wife and received his companions at a lavish wedding banquet. After lunch they went out into a field to play ball. The bridegroom, leader of the game, asked for the ball, and lest his wedding ring slip off, he put it on the finger of a bronze statue of Venus which was nearby. All were seeking only him; therefore he soon grew tired and withdrew from the game. Returning to the statue to recover the ring, behold, he saw the statue's finger bent back all the way to the palm of the hand; and however much he tried, he could neither bend back the finger nor draw out the ring.

He returned to his companions and told them nothing about it. In the dead of night he returned to the statue with a servant and found the finger extended as at first, but without the ring. Pretending away the loss, he returned home to his new bride. When he entered the marriage bed and wished to join himself to his bride, he felt himself impeded, and he sensed something cloudy and dense rolling between his body and that of his wife. He perceived it by touch, though he could not see it. By this obstacle he was kept from the embrace. He also heard a voice saying, "Lie with me, because today you have espoused me. I am Venus, on whose finger you put the ring, and I shall not give it back."



[margin: Vincent of Beauvais, Speculum Historiale, book 26; Antoninus, History, tome 16, chapter 7]

Terrified by so great a prodigy, says Antoninus, he did not dare or could not report anything. He spent that night sleepless, deliberating much with himself. So it happened for a long time that at whatever hour he wished to lie with his bride, he felt and heard the same thing. Yet he was otherwise strong and fit, at home and in military service.

At last, prompted by his wife's complaints, he brought the matter to his parents. After taking counsel, they disclosed it to a certain Palumbus, a suburban priest. He was a necromancer and powerful in harmful magic. Enticed by many promises, he gave the young man a composed letter and said:


Go at that hour of the night to a crossroads where four roads meet, and, standing silently, watch. Figures of human beings of each sex, every age and condition, will pass by: horsemen and foot soldiers, some happy and some sad. Whatever you hear, do not speak. After that crowd there will follow a certain man of taller stature and bulkier form, sitting in a chariot. Silently hand him the letter to read, and immediately what you seek will happen.



The young man fulfilled everything as he had been taught. Among the rest he saw there a woman in the dress of a prostitute, riding a mule, her hair loose and tossed over her shoulders, bound above with a golden band, carrying a golden rod in her hands with which she guided the mule, almost naked because of the thinness of her clothing, displaying shameful gestures. The last lord of the crowd, terrible in appearance and gouging the young man with his eyes from a proud axle set with emeralds and pearls, asked the reason for his journey. The young man said nothing in response, but stretched out his hand and offered him the letter. The demon, not daring to despise the known seal, read the writing and, with arms raised to heaven, immediately said, "Almighty God, how long will you endure the wickedness of the priest Palumbus?"

Without delay he sent attendants from his side to extort the ring from Venus. After she had long resisted, she scarcely at last gave it back. Thus the young man, having obtained his desire, possessed the long-sighed-for loves without obstacle. But when Palumbus heard the demon's cry to God about himself, he understood that the end of his days was marked out. Therefore, when all his members had been cut off voluntarily, he died by a wretched punishment, after confessing unheard-of crimes before the Roman people.



[margin: John Major, on book 4, distinction 34; Paul of Burgos and Soto; Sylvester, word "maleficium"; Abulensis on Matthew 19]

In these words you see both the harmful magic of division, and an impious cure through another harmful magic, and the serious repentance of the sorcerer.

The third cause is if the vital spirits are prevented from passing to the members of generation, and thus the emission of seed is impeded. John Major rightly discussed this impediment.

The fourth is if the procreative seed is dried up and withdrawn.

The fifth is if the man's member becomes flaccid, at least when someone wishes to exercise the act of marriage.



[margin: Sprenger, Malleus, part 2, question 1, chapter 7; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapter 5; Herodotus, book 2; Paul Aemilius, Life of Clotarius; Francis Guicciardini, History of Italy]

The sixth is if other natural drugs are applied, by which the power of performing is taken away in any way. These more common causes are known and available to almost all among the doctors.

The seventh cause is rarer: namely, the closing or excessive constriction of the woman's parts, or the retraction, concealment, or true removal of the man's genitals. Sprenger and Remigius set forth various narrations from their own time about a calamity of this kind in the male. As for retraction and concealment, perhaps that could happen naturally, although I doubt and incline to the negative opinion. As for removal, I am certain that it is always a mere illusion, even if, as elsewhere in the Malleus, the witch shows those members in birds' nests. For she cannot take those things away except as human beings do, by cutting or some similar separation; and once they have been taken away she cannot restore them any more than human beings can. Therefore these modes, as they concern men, are illusory. As for women, just as this constriction can arise from natural diseases, so I think it can also be caused by a demon, both with respect to tightness in bones and with respect to tightness in fleshiness.

I said that there is a twofold impediment: one with respect to all persons, another with respect to one definite person only. In the former way I find that Amasis king of Egypt was punished; the latter is what the doctors call respective harmful magic. Thus we read that King Theodoric was affected: he could have intercourse with concubines, but could not with his wife alone. In the same way Galeazzo Sforza was struck by fraud so that he could not enjoy marriage with Isabella of Aragon.



[margin: Later canon-law and theology references on whether the impediment can be perpetual: chapters Requisisti and Si per sortiarias, 33, question 1; Cardinalis on that place; Abbas and others on De frigidis et maleficiatis; Navarrus, Consilia, book 4; the Master on book 4, distinction 34; Thomas, Durandus, Paludanus, Richard, Major, Soto, Vitoria, Ledesma, Palacio, and others cited by Enriquez at chapter 8, section 2, letter O]

I said, secondly, that one impediment is temporary and another perpetual, calling perpetual that which will last until death and cannot be removed by any natural remedy or otherwise lawfully. I know that with the Gloss some deny that any such perpetual impediment can be introduced by the Devil. But I also know that this statement of the Gloss is commonly rejected by the more learned canonists and theologians as repugnant to the sense, though not the words, of the text itself. Then too, why could the demon not impede intercourse repeatedly as he does once? Why could he not do it as often as God permits? Finally, the foundation of the Gloss is false, namely that this can always be removed by the author of the harmful magic. Later, in the last book, we shall teach that sometimes witches cannot heal what they have harmed. Nor would I doubt that the demon can destroy more than he can repair. What if he has cut off a member? He will no more be able to restore it than to restore life once taken away.

From these things I think, reader, you easily understand that Michael Montanus rashly takes these harmful magic acts away from the demon in book 1, chapter 21, On the Bones, so as to ascribe them to the powers of imagination. No one denies that imagination can render someone impotent for sexual acts. But to ascribe to imagination alone effects so varied and multiple - not even Orestes would say this in his lucid intervals. What place is there for imagination in a man otherwise strong, desirous, and hoping that he can, indeed not doubting it, the first time he is deceived by hope?

In the last place, there seems to be counted among this kind of harmful magic what Saxo Grammaticus reports in these words:


Men in the city of Karentia, when joined with women in intercourse, used to stick together in the manner of dogs, and could not be separated from them even after lingering for a long time. Sometimes both, suspended on poles from opposite sides, presented to the people a ridiculous spectacle by their unusual union.





[margin: Saxo Grammaticus, History of Denmark, book 14; Strabo, book 14]

Indeed these were beasts and not human beings. For among human beings, so bitter a calamity of human beings should draw out not laughter, but sobs and tears. Alas, what do sins not deserve? What retribution do they not extort from the most merciful God? It may be that the work of demons intervened here, and that God, using that hand as the hand of executioners, exacted this most dire kind of punishment from deserved guilt. If similar judgments were exercised today against adulterers and concubinaries, what poles would suffice? Certainly more people would love continence and turn away from obscene lusts.

It may also be that they were mere tricks of the demon. If they were not tricks, scarcely any natural reason can be given, unless you say that both the viscosity of seed and the dispositions of the member which are in beasts accustomed to stick together in this way were introduced into these human beings by the demon. I think this does not surpass his industry and powers.

What if the spring of Salmacis had something harmful magical thrown into it? Certainly what Strabo reports of it, namely that it made those who drank from it soft, I would refer not so much to a change into Hermaphrodites, as Ovid does, as to emasculation and, to use Varro's word in another sense, womanization. For to those people, alien to the law and faith of Christ, this seemed, as if by necessary consequence - dreadful to say - that he who could not act should begin to suffer.



[margin: Ovid, Metamorphoses, book 4]

Among the rest, this is no small benefit of the Christian faith: that, with the worship of demons, those monstrous crimes urged and encouraged by demons, and deeply rooted in paganism, have at last in most regions utterly passed away.

[margin: Godescalcus Hollen, Praeceptorium, folio 20, letter A; Andrea Cesalpino, On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 10]


Question IV, Section IX. On the Harmful Magic of Hatred

I showed this above in Valasca. I shall add other examples. Godescalcus Hollen, an Augustinian, in the Praeceptorium, folio 20, letter A, writes thus:


I know a woman who wished to make a divorce between two people who loved each other mutually, for which she was to be paid. She wrote two unknown characters on little papers, with other pious words, and gave the papers to be carried; and yet no division followed. Second, she wrote these same things on cheese and gave it to them to eat. Then she took a black chicken and divided it down the middle; she offered one part to the Devil with a certain rite of sacrifice, and gave the other part to those two to eat. Then the greatest hatred followed between them, so that one could not see the other.



He adds: "From where did this come, unless because the demon then had his offertory?" So he writes.

I judge that the poet had regard to this kind of harmful magic when he introduces a certain woman saying to the demon:


You can send brothers of one mind into battle.



Andrea Cesalpino, On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 10, writes that witches are accustomed to bury heads and skins of serpents under a threshold or in the corners of a house, in order to reconcile people to hatred. But these little bits are only signs of an agreed pact. For the demon is the author of the harmful magic of hatred. Natural drugs cannot accomplish anything except to affect a human being with dark and troubled blood and a certain grave melancholy; likewise to burn up the humors excessively or induce harmful cold. From this would arise a certain ferocity, peevishness, cruelty, and hatred of humankind in general, such as exists in those who labor under wolf-madness.

Afterward the demon directs this hatred toward a definite person, throwing into the imagination every image suitable for hatred, placing them as if before the eyes, and recalling them to memory with marvelous causes of bitterness, so that when they recur to the mind a person can scarcely fail to be most gravely irritated and inflamed, even against those whom he deeply loves when that disturbance has ceased.

Johann Baptista Codronchus narrates a memorable example of this harmful magic in book 3, chapter 8, On Harmful Magical Diseases:


In the town of Sepino, in the jurisdiction of Naples, there was a certain man named Jacob, whose wife treated him with such great hatred that from the first day on which marriage had been contracted between them, they could not live together, much less be joined with one another. And if at any time Jacob wished to approach his wife, the wife was stirred with such fury and rage that she would sooner throw herself headlong through a window than endure him. When this had been told to a certain religious man, who had been received by them as a guest, he, doubtful about the matter and having difficulty giving credence to it, ordered the woman to be summoned immediately for the sake of testing it. Her husband hid himself in the inner part of the house, lest his presence make the wife refuse to enter.



The woman came. Asked about the cause of her hatred against her husband, she first lamented her lot and miserable fate, and said that she could give no reason for it. Indeed, she said that she burned with such great desire and love for her absent husband that she could not express it in words. But when she wished to approach him to speak with and see him, immediately there appeared to her imagination her husband painted with so many deformities, so many shameful things, and so many horrible monsters, that she would rather undergo death than bear him. She asserted that her whole soul and all the powers and parts of her spirits were borne against her husband as against an offered evil and her own destruction. But when he was absent, she said, she burned with desire for him.

When that good priest, because of the woman's words, wished to make an experiment, he told the women accompanying her to bind her around the feet and arms with a strong rope around a bed in the form of a cross, so that her husband, with all resistance removed, might have free access to her. For that priest feared that, because of some deformity to be concealed, the wife was pretending herself to be so affected. The wife therefore allowed herself to be bound because of her desire for her husband, asking that her husband be admitted to her. When he entered, no wild beast has ever seemed so monstrous, no beast so savage, no brute so raging and furious as she was. She foamed from the mouth, gnashed with her teeth, twisted her eyes, and her whole body seemed agitated by Furies and full of demons. The women sitting by reported that her belly and stomach seemed to them, as they touched, to be filled with twisted ropes, and that her whole skin seemed reduced as if by whips or blows. There was no end of rage until the husband, exhausted by the struggle and moved by pity for her, went out from there.

At last, after three years, a certain woman practiced in poison-workings, who had taken the marriage of Jacob with that wife grievously and painfully, dissolved the harmful magic which she had committed. Thus Jacob enjoyed his wife and thereafter lived in the greatest peace and calm.

To this belongs the harmful magic of forgetfulness, by which men neglect their wives so that they seem not to remember them. I shall explain the matter by an example, confirmed by the same two witnesses.

In the Tuscan town of San Gimignano, a certain young man loved a witch woman so ruinously that he abandoned his otherwise beautiful and honorable wife, together with his children, and lived with his mistress, forgetful of his own people, until his wife, warned of the harmful magic, went there. After the instrument of the harmful magic had been secretly sought, she found under the roof a toad enclosed in a pot, its eyes sewn shut. When this had been snatched away, and its eyes loosened and afterward burned, the husband immediately remembered his own people, as if waking from sleep, and returned to his wife and children.


Question IV, Section X. On Incendiary Harmful Magic



[margin: Codronchus, On Harmful Magical Diseases, book 3, chapter 6; Cesalpino, On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 10]

They inflame not only the soul, but also bodies, houses, and towns, so that it easily appears that they are fuel of eternal fire.

[margin: Caelius Rhodiginus, Ancient Readings, book 15, chapter 13; Natalis Comes, Mythology, book 6, chapter 7; Seneca's Medea]

The crown of Creusa is well known, which Medea burned up by an impious gift. Caelius and Natalis the Venetian wish it to have been anointed with a drug made from moister asphalt and sulphur, as though these things could have such force that by a moderate anointing they could seize the whole royal house of Corinth. Why did they not add medicinal naphtha? Is its force not more effective? Why not the unquenchable little fires of eternal burning, as Martianus calls them? Why not the flame-spewing cattle of Aetha? Why not the seeds of flame of Medusa? Why not all the things which the tragedian makes Medea mix?


You see the torch of a pious sister,
of an impious mother,
of the stepmother Althaea.
Now stain Creusa's garments;
when she first puts them on,
let creeping flame burn her deepest marrow.
Fire shut in yellow gold lies hidden, obscure;
Prometheus, who paid for heaven's theft with his patched-up entrails,
gave it to me and taught me
to conceal its powers by art.
Mulciber gave fires hidden beneath thin sulphur,
and I brought bolts of living flame
from my kinsman Phaethon.
I have gifts from the midst of Chimaera;
I have flames snatched from the throat
of the bull burned by Coaeus;
mingled with Medusa's gall,
I ordered them to preserve silent harm.



All these things are indeed fabulous, but people commonly thought them most effective for an inextinguishable fire. The poet, however, knowing that that force would be exercised by the demon through pact, concludes with a prayer to Hecate, the divinity of magicians:


Add goads to the poisons, Hecate,
and preserve hidden in my gifts
the seeds of flame.



How hidden and enclosed? In the way they usually do today, so that at the beginning they are touched with impunity and, to sight and sense, nothing fiery appears:


Let them deceive sight;
let them endure touch.





[margin: Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapter 13]

Meanwhile are they idle?


Let heat drip into her breast and veins;
let her limbs smoke.



So it happens, and all things are burned:


Then at once the greedy fire,
as ordered, spread through every part of the royal house.
Now the whole house falls.
The city is in fear; may water suppress the flames?
And this marvelous thing happened in that disaster:
water feeds the flames, and the more it is checked,
the more the fire burns; it seizes its very remedies.





[margin: Erasmus, Epistles; Lycosthenes, Prodigies, under the year 1533]

No one here, I think, will be so much a philosopher that he does not recognize harmful magical force. Lest we think these things are fables, two recent events prove it, handed down by Nicholas Remigius:


A certain witch at Lixheim, named Jeanne Noire Armacuriana, had urgently demanded something from Francesca Huyna. When she could not obtain it, she blazed up into desire for revenge. Having received from the demon a little cloth in which certain small things like the slime of a defect were wrapped, she was warned to place it secretly in Huyna's house and quickly go away, because not long afterward it would suddenly catch fire, and she would be consumed with all her furnishings. Therefore she wrapped the little cloth in a ball and offered it for sale to Huyna, who was then doing something in the bakehouse, as thread for the cloth which she had heard Huyna was preparing. But when Huyna denied that she needed it, because she hoped enough would come to her from household work, that good woman threw it into the baking place which was nearby, adding that, if it did not happen to be of use then, she would restore it when she wished. She had scarcely set foot outside when that flour-cellar, which contained the deposited ball, began to blaze, and then the whole house burned with so headlong a flame and fire that no remedy could be brought to it quickly enough. The distinct and separate assertion of both, and the event itself as well, won undoubted trust for itself among all.



A smaller fire, but more ruinous, was the one described by Erasmus of Rotterdam and also attested by Lycosthenes in the Prodigies. Erasmus writes thus in the Epistles:


There is a town in Switzerland named Schiltach, which on April 10 in the year 1533 suddenly burned completely. The rumor is that the cause of the fire, as far as the townsmen of that place reported it before the magistrate of Freiburg, a city eight German miles from there, was as follows. A demon gave a sign by whistling from a certain part of the house. The innkeeper, suspecting it was a thief, went up and found no one. But the same sign was given again from a higher room, and the innkeeper went up there, pursuing the thief. When nothing appeared there either, the whistle was heard from the top of the chimney. It immediately struck the innkeeper's mind that it was something demonic. He ordered his people to be of good courage. Two priests were summoned. An exorcism was applied. The demon answered that he was a demon. Asked what he was doing there, he said that he wished to destroy the town. When the priests threatened him, he answered that he thought nothing of their threats, and that one of them was a fornicator and the other a thief. A little later he lifted into the air a poor little woman with whom he had had intercourse for fourteen years, although during that time she confessed and received the Eucharist every year. He placed her on the top of the chimney and handed her a pot. He ordered her to overturn it; she overturned it, and within an hour the whole town was burned.



Not very many years ago, certain incendiaries were raging through the Rhine region. They placed in other people's houses a sword, spear, staff, or something else devoid of heat or fire; and a few hours later a flame burst from there, as though from firebrands, and consumed the houses.


Question V. Which Persons Harmful-Magicians Can Harm



[margin: Apocalypse 20:2; Matthew 8:31; 3 Kings 22:22; Job 1:12 and 2:6; Job 41:34; Psalm 90:5-7 and 13]

Since that ancient dragon is bound until the day of judgment, he can harm no one unless God has permitted it, and only so far as God has permitted it. St. Leo says:


And since they have no power over anyone beyond what divine justice has permitted, whether it deigns to correct its own people by discipline or to exercise them by patience, they nevertheless work deceit with a most cunning art, so that they may seem, by the free choice of their own power, either to harm or to spare. And by the wickedness of simulation they deceive many, which is grievous to say, so that some fear to have them angry and wish to have them appeased, though the favors of demons are more harmful than all wounds, because it is safer for a person to have deserved the Devil's hostility than his peace.





[margin: Sprenger, Malleus, part 2, question 1, principal question 2; Augustine, City of God, book 21, chapter 14]

So Leo writes in Sermon 19 on the Passion of the Lord. To enter the swine the demon asked leave of Christ; nor could lying prophets be made for Ahab, nor Job be afflicted, without divine permission. With this observed, there is no power that can be compared with him who is over the earth.

Therefore, since harmful-magicians inflict evils through the demon, it follows that they can harm all those whom God does not forbid them to harm. Yet God defends all who sincerely hope in him: he delivers them from the snare of the hunter and from the harsh word, from fear by night, from the arrow flying by day, from the assault and the noonday demon; and he grants them the strength to walk upon the asp and the basilisk and to trample the lion and the dragon, that is, to overcome every force and escape every ambush of the princes of darkness.

I say first, then, with God permitting it, which I also presuppose in what follows, that the confederate of a lower demon could harm the confederate of a higher demon, not by his own power, but by the force of license received, because that higher demon cannot resist the divine will. Otherwise, if God allows them to act according to the ordinary law, only the confederates of a higher demon can harm those of lower or equal demons. For the ordinary law is the law by which God allows them to act among themselves as much as they can; but the strength and power of harmful-magicians depend on the power of the demon with whom they have a pact. Thus an old witch killed a young witch in Sprenger. Thus the contests of magicians often end with the death of one of the principal combatants, as I taught in the preceding book.



[margin: Leviticus 18:21; Psalm 105:37; 4 Kings 23:10; Jeremiah 32:35; Jaquier, Flagellum Fascinariorum; Sprenger, Malleus; Binsfeld on harmful magic]

Second, they very frequently are accustomed to harm little children, with God permitting it. With respect to the baptized, this is because they are thus preserved from many sins and are snatched happily into heaven, safe because malice will not change their understanding. God also permits this as a punishment of the parents, or for their testing, as St. Augustine bears witness. Before baptism has been received, God not rarely permits them to be killed, lest, because of the actual sins which he foresaw they would commit if they lived, they should acquire for themselves a heavier damnation; nor on that account is God cruel or unjust, because they deserved death for original sin alone.

Indeed, we see that demons lay snares very often for those not yet washed by the sacred water, and rejoice in their death, because the harmful-magicians who kill them then sin far more gravely and offend God more atrociously. For they destroy souls and bodies at once, wholly innocent and harmless, especially if they are their own children, whom witches often offer to the demon and kill, just as the Canaanites and worshippers of Moloch once did, and as the barbarian Temixtitan Indians have done in our own times. Monstrous crimes of this kind of child-murder are narrated about a certain Armorican baron by Nicolas Jaquier, and about a Swiss witch by Sprenger.



[margin: Grillandus, question 7, number 39; Ananias, book 4, On the Nature of Demons; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 1, chapter 2]

Why do they especially harm such a tender age? There are many causes. This age is weaker for resisting and less cautious for guarding itself; nor can they detect, reveal, or accuse the witches' attempts. They also seek from these children instruments for harmful magic. For they are persuaded that if they cut out and eat the hearts of infants in a fixed number, they will obtain endurance of all torments to such a degree that they cannot be brought to confession of their crimes. They also make from the little bodies of slain infants that famous ointment which Grillandus says is called in Italy the pagan ointment.

I say third that, without doubt, when they use natural poisons, they can equally harm good people and bad, with God nevertheless permitting it. In actual fact, however, they more often harm the bad and sinners than the just and good. For God often grants more right to the tyrant over slaves than over the sons and friends of God; yet even these he sometimes permits to be harmed because of the greater good of those who suffer.

Concerning judges and ministers of justice in particular, the question is asked whether they can harm these also. The opinion commonly repeated, and received also by some learned men, is that they cannot do so because of a special privilege granted to them. They use two reasons. They take one from experience and outcome, but that is neither perpetual and uniform, nor does it never fail. Ananias adds another reason: that if they could harm judges, they would seem to have some right over God himself, because they would have a right over those who perform God's office. That reason would have force if they could do this absolutely and not only within the limits of God's permission. But since this whole power depends on the nod of God permitting it, the reason is not very solid. Could not the Devil, the Jews, and the Romans do harm to Christ himself, who is judge of the demons, and even drive his members onto the cross? Was not Job a king and judge, and nevertheless stripped of all his goods and his body covered by the demon with a dreadful ulcer? Yet who would infer from this that the demon had any right over God himself? Surely no one, because all know that whatever power there was had been granted from above by God the Father of lights. So also it could be given by the supreme judge to the demon at this time, and yet no proper right over the judge would belong to him on that account, but only a delegated right.



[margin: Nider, Formicarius, final book]

Certain examples are put forward, among which is the author of the Formicarius:


As for public justice, all the harmful-magicians of whom I spoke above bore witness, by word and by experience, that by the very fact that they are captured by the officials of justice of the commonwealth, at once all power of their harmful magic is enfeebled. Hence, when the often-mentioned judge Peter wished to capture the famous Stadelein through his servants, such trembling was struck into their hands and bodies, and such a foul stench slipped into their nostrils, that they almost despaired whether they would dare to attack the harmful-magician. The judge said to them, "Attack the wretch safely, because, once touched by public justice, he will lose all the powers of his wickedness."



Thus Nider thought that this force by privilege did not belong to judges before the accused had been captured. Monstrelet also, in book 4 of his Chronicles, when treating of Edelin, seems to confirm this. Yet if a divine privilege had been granted to all judges, since God's works are perfect, and since capture itself is such a necessary and principal part of the execution of justice, I do not doubt that it too would be included. Therefore harmful magic would not prevail even to mock the officers who captured the accused. But I think that Peter's firm trust in God was of more help to him here than that supposed privilege.



[margin: Ananias, addendum to book 4, On the Nature of Demons]

What then? Sprenger himself reports, and we have reported it too, that even on the very pyre a witch condemned by the judge's sentence inflicted leprosy on the executioner by her breath alone, although she herself was not leprous. And when I was living in Paris thirty years ago, common rumor said that a famous magician, whom I often saw, named Master Gonin, when he had been condemned to the noose for various crimes, so mocked the judges that they saw, in place of him, the mule of the first president hanging from the gallows. I assert nothing; but I often heard this report spread abroad. Certainly that man survived the trial.

Ananias more prudently restricts this privilege to those judges who are worthy of the name, who keep God before their eyes and perform their office rightly and properly. For those whom greed blinds, whom ambition drags, whom cruelty or desire for revenge drives, and who, led by curiosity, devise many things wrongly, he says are often so attacked and assailed by the demon that at times they do not escape death. This seems very plausible to me, and fitting to divine providence and justice. Yet I do not think any charter of a special privilege exists even with respect to these. Therefore I judge that judges' piety, firmness of faith, and zeal for justice very often obtain this from God. Because these are lacking in some judges, God strips even them of this special shield and exposes them to harm.

There is also this: the demons themselves not only do not take it badly that these vilest slaves of theirs are handed over to the flames, but frequently almost put them into the judges' hands. Why then would a demon harm a judge when he has desired that the accused be condemned and killed? From where then, you ask, did this opinion arise? These harmful acts are of two kinds. Some do not have a natural power of harming; those are the kind they use more often. Others have a physical and lethal power; God does not permit the demon to suggest such things to witches against judges, who are the vicars of God. Or, if he does permit him to suggest such things, nevertheless he makes the witches offer other things instead, or use the natural things improperly, and so they become ineffective.



[margin: cross-reference to book 5, section 7, letter D; Grillandus, question 6, number 19]

When they have often experienced this, they confess that they cannot harm judges, whom they could harm if God did not impede them or restrain his concurrence with the harmful things. Seek more in book 5, section 7, letter D.


Question VI. Why God Allows Harmful-Magicians to Abuse Sacred Things in This Way

[margin: Grillandus, question 6, number 19]

Grillandus raises and solves this question, question 6, number 19. I think this is no small part of divine vengeance punishing human sins, and so I think that the solution of this question is the same as that of the following one. Yet I consider the chief cause to be the irreverence of priests and clerics themselves, who do not hold the vessels of the Lord in the honor they ought, nor present themselves chaste and pure from the stain of sins, as sanctified persons should. For in this way each provokes upon his own head the prophetic threat: "Incense is an abomination to me. I will not bear new moons, Sabbaths, and other feasts. My soul has hated your calends and your solemnities; they have become troublesome to me; I am weary of bearing them. I shall remove its hedge, and it shall be for plunder; I shall break down its wall, and it shall be for trampling." There are innumerable similar passages in the sacred writings.


Question VII. Why God Permits the Demon to Rage in This Way Through Harmful Magic



[margin: Isaiah 1:13; Isaiah 5:5; Trithemius, Questions, book 5, question 5; Jaquier, Flagellum Fascinariorum, chapter 18 and following; Surius, tome 2, folio 309]

Trithemius may be consulted on this matter, question 5, book 5 of the Questions, and Jaquier, Flagellum Fascinariorum, chapter 18 and following. I think the causes are the same as those for which God is accustomed to allow a person to be attacked and possessed by the demon. Many of these can be gathered from the observation of ancient history, and they can be reduced almost to two heads: the glory of God and the utility of human beings. Therefore it is not surprising if, as St. Cuthbert says in Bede, not only evil people are subjected to such torment, but by God's hidden judgment, sometimes even innocent people in this world are made captive by the Devil, not only in body, but also in mind.


Question VII, Section I. The Glory of God and Human Utility

The glory of God is increased in us by this, because certain glorious attributes of God are thus manifested to us. Constancy in his decrees is shown, because, just as he created the human being free, so he allows him to sin freely and does not impede this freedom. Sweetness in governing is also discerned, because, since he gave even to the demon free will, it would seem violent always to prevent what the Devil naturally can do and most eagerly desires. Therefore he sometimes permits him to accomplish it.

His clemency toward the human race shines out from this, because if the Devil were permitted to harm as much as he wishes and can, no one would be unharmed; indeed he would kill all human beings. Therefore God more often denies him the faculty of harming. In addition, God does not disdain to receive to repentance even those who have bound themselves to the demon by covenants and by giving a written bond. Is this not the height of clemency, when where sin abounded, grace superabounds, and the mercy of God is over all his works?

Wisdom shines out, because although God allows the Devil to use his natural powers, nevertheless he brings it about that this father of the proud is often overcome by weak little humans who savor the things that are of God, and that he casts himself down to bear and suffer the filthiest and lowest things, though he tried to place his throne above the north. Moreover, because God is accustomed to draw good from evils, he makes one person's sin become another person's merit.



[margin: Augustine on Psalm 77; Job 1 and 2; Deuteronomy 13:3; Augustine, tractate 7 on John; Leo, sermon 19 on the Passion; Clement of Rome, Recognitions, book 2; Dialogues, book 1, chapter 14]

Power shines out, because when he permits the demon to do greater things, for example, to turn water into blood and produce frogs, nevertheless he does not allow him to accomplish lesser things, for example, to generate gnats. This incidentally demonstrates that the demon is wholly subject to God and under law, and that he can do nothing without God's license. According to St. Augustine, he serves God as a lictor or executioner serves a prince.

Justice is finally proved, because in this way he punishes human crimes even in this life. Since this also benefits the human being himself, this reason belongs also to the other head and is mixed; therefore I have reserved it for the last place.

The second head was human utility, and this is manifold. First, in those who have been harmed by harmful magic, patience is exercised, constancy is strengthened, merits are increased, and people are recalled to repentance and to the use of the sacraments of the Church. Second, it becomes clear to each person whether he loves God or not. For those who do not love God then flee to forbidden arts; those who love God bear patiently and entrust themselves to the divine will and protection.



[margin: Marulus, book 2, chapter 12, and book 4, chapter 10; Fulgosius, book 6, chapter 9; Tertullian to Scapula and Cyprian against Demetrian]

Third, through these things true humility is acquired, as is confirmed by the example of a certain hermit in Severus Sulpicius. Fourth, they smooth an easy path to every kind of virtue. Thus it happened to blessed Julian: when, through the Devil's fraud, he had killed both his parents, this became for him an occasion of a better life. Does not affliction usually give understanding and preserve souls from sins that are imminent and already present?

Fifth, the Catholic faith is confirmed and propagated in this way. Faith is thus established against unbelievers and atheists, who deny that spirits and angels exist, for experience itself convicts them. Because such people existed when Christ the Lord was living on earth, more frequent mention is made of energumens in a span of three years than in the whole Old Testament through so many centuries. And because a similar error of the Peripatetics existed in the primitive Church, so many were then possessed by demons and freed.

Because today atheism is sprouting again from the root of Calvinism, so examinations of harmful-magicians, cut short in many places, are multiplying. Then, against the faithlessness of the heretics of our time, our faith is established when we see that the harms caused by the fraud of demons through magicians are in no way remedied by their co-initiates, as I may say with Florentel, but that demons hold the exorcisms of the innovators in the same place as they once held the Jewish exorcisms of the sons of Sceva. These seven, as imitators tend to do, imitated St. Paul in exorcisms; but the Devil, insulting them, cried out that he knew Jesus and knew Paul, but did not know them. The energumen leapt upon them and prevailed against them, as a master over slaves, and forced them to flee naked and wounded.



[margin: Acts 19:13; Staphylus, response against Smidelinus; Lindanus, Dialogues, book 3; Bredenbach; printed French acts of the possessed person and Faius's Energumenus or Alexicacus; Lindanus, On Fleeing Idols, book 1, chapter 14; Bredenbach, book 7, chapters 37 and 39]

Did not the demon at Wittenberg drive Luther into the greatest straits and a flux of the bowels? Staphylus, an eyewitness and at that time Luther's follower, narrates the story. Did not a demon at Birgellis in 1582 despise a Lutheran pastor and say that he was being beaten by a Franciscan, who easily cast him out? Bredenbach narrates the same story. Did not Doctor Simon, a Catholic pastor, at Augsburg in 1563 free an energumen whom several ministers of the Augsburg confession had tried to free in vain? The same writer is witness.

Did not a demon from the mouth of the possessed woman of Laon, mocking the Calvinists, cry out in everyone's hearing in 1566 that he had nothing to fear from them, since they were friends and confederates? The matter is more widely known in all Picardy than that it can be denied. Indeed, it was observed both when Luther died, that demons flew from the possessed at Gheel in Brabant to Luther's funeral, and when the iconoclastic riot occurred in Belgium in 1566, that possessed people at both Gheel and Amsterdam were again abandoned by demons so that the demons might be present with the Gueux.

The Calvinists, in turn, to show their grateful mind, left only a red demon, which I myself saw, in a glass window containing an image of the Last Judgment at the church of St. Medard in Paris. In St. Paul's church in London they left only the image of the Devil whom St. Michael trampled underfoot. At Antwerp, in the chief church, I saw only the statue of the Devil left, the one sitting by the evil thief's window. At Roermond they left only the image of the little purse-carrying demon who is usually painted beside St. Genevieve. Finally, at Leiden, when they ran out to overthrow the suburban Franciscan monastery, they carried before them, in place of a banner, an image of the Devil fixed to a long spear shaft, so that it might appear whose hired soldiers they were, and under whose authority they served.



[margin: Lindanus, book 1, chapter 15; Bredenbach, chapter 38]

Every day we see demons, harmful-magicians, and innovators borne against Catholics almost with common minds and hatreds; yet the gravest attempts and injuries of magicians and the Devil are either rendered void or abolished by Catholic prayers, blessings, sacred things, and sacraments, as will be proved at length later in the final book.

[margin: Lindanus and Bredenbach above the section break; Gregory, Dialogues, book 3, chapter 33, and book 1, chapter 20]


Question VII, Section II. Vengeance for Sin

I said that the cause of permission is the vengeance of sin, and this indeed is the most frequent cause. Sometimes God punishes the sins of others in this way, but this is rarer. Thus, because of blessed Eleutherius's excessive joy, the Devil again invaded the disciple whom he had left. Thus the Devil killed an infant because the parent had willingly listened to someone slandering a bishop. And not rarely children are atrociously punished by the demon because their parents have cursed them undeservedly. This happens both to take vengeance on the parents themselves and to provide examples. Caesarius supplies examples, and from him you have one concerning a husband, by whose unjust curse God was moved and permitted his wife to be afflicted by a demon.



[margin: Caesarius, Miracles; Genesis 3; Daniel 4; Psalm 77:49; Surius, May 25]

More frequently, and indeed for the most part, God punishes through the demon various sins belonging to the people themselves. I think it will be useful to many to enumerate certain ones here, so that those whom the foulness of sin does not move may be moved by the atrocity of the punishments.

The first sin, then, is pride, arising as contumacy against those to whom obedience is owed by right. Because of this the demons were thrown down from heaven, Adam was driven from Paradise, Nebuchadnezzar was so maddened that he believed himself a beast, and the Egyptians were punished by the sending of evil angels. Because of this parents were punished, those about whom John the Archpriest writes as follows in the life of St. Zenobius of Florence:


A certain pagan woman, noble and very rich, when her husband had died, had two surviving sons in this city. She had brought them up very delicately, and when they had already reached perfect age, on a certain day, being turned to anger, they beat their own mother savagely with many blows. The mother, impatiently abhorring this crime, cursed their bodies with dreadful imprecations, fell upon her knees, struck the earth with her hands, and with great groaning called upon Erinys and the other infernal plagues to madness against her sons. Demons heard her from the deep darkness; they attacked the young men and drove them into madness. Straightway, with doglike bites, they gnawed their own limbs. Servants ran together, a great cry arose, some brought ropes and others chains. The young men were bound, but they could not be restrained from their madness.





[margin: Augustine, City of God, book 22, chapter 8; the Louvain edition of new sermons of Augustine]

Another event that occurred not long afterward is narrated by St. Augustine, both the disease and the cure at the relics of St. Stephen being reported by an eyewitness, concerning ten brothers and sisters. So that you may see that those who curse, like parents, do not go unpunished, it is best to transcribe it from Paul's own little book, which he offered to St. Augustine. Paul therefore says:


When we were still staying in our native Caesarea of Cappadocia, our brother, older by birth than we, afflicted our common mother with grave and intolerable wrongs, to such an extent that he did not hesitate even to lay hands on her. We, all her children gathered together, endured it patiently, so that we did not even say a word to our brother on behalf of our mother, asking why he was doing this. But she, driven by the goads of womanly grief, resolved to punish her careless son by cursing him. When, after cockcrow, she hastened to the sacred baptismal font to call God's anger down upon the son I have mentioned, someone, in the likeness of our uncle, as it is understood, a demon, met her and first asked where she was going. She answered that she was going to curse her son because of intolerable insult. Then that enemy, because he could easily find a place in the heart of a raging woman, persuaded her to curse all of them. Inflamed by these viperous counsels, she rolled herself before the sacred font, seized it, and, with loosened hair and uncovered breasts, chiefly asked this from God: that, exiles from their homeland and wandering through foreign lands, they might terrify the whole human race by their example.





[margin: Alexander of Naples; Hebrew and Greek lexical note on the wording of Proverbs 30:17; Genesis 49:10 and Proverbs 30:17]


Soon effective vengeance followed the mother's prayers. That same brother, older in age and guilt, was at once seized by such great trembling of the limbs as your holiness saw in me three days ago. Then, preserving the order in which we had been born, within one year the same punishment seized us all. But when our mother saw that her curses had reached such efficacy, she could not bear the consciousness of her impiety and the reproach of human beings any longer. She tightened a noose around her throat and ended a sorrowful life by a more sorrowful end. We all went out, unable to bear our shame, and, leaving our common homeland, were scattered in different directions.



The account of their liberation follows afterward, after a long pilgrimage and visits to holy places. I could add a third example from the writings of Alexander of Naples. In any case the prophecy of the Wise Man will always be fulfilled: "The eye that mocks his father and despises the bearing of his mother, let the ravens of the torrents pluck it out and the young eagles eat it." Literally, the meaning is: let them be hanged on the gallows. By anagogy, both after death and even in this life, let them become portions and prey of demons.



[margin: 1 Kings 16:14; Lisiard in the life of St. Arnulf; Tobit 6-7; Mark 16:9; 1 Corinthians 5 and 7; Jerome, Life of Hilarion]

The second sin is hatred of neighbor, or envy. For as charity is the measurer of God, preparing a dwelling for the Holy Spirit, so the contrary vice builds a house and invites and introduces the Devil. Alexander proves this by the danger of a certain religious man, but Saul gives us firmer testimony: for this reason an evil spirit invaded him. Concerning hatred and desire for revenge, Bishop Lisiard supplies four examples in the life of St. Arnulf.

The third is carnal lust, and also conjugal intemperance. Because of this Asmodeus was permitted to kill Sarah's seven bridegrooms; because of this seven demons occupied Mary Magdalene; because of this Paul delivered the incestuous Corinthian to Satan. And because curiosity about adornment and outward dissoluteness was directed toward this sin, the girl in St. Jerome was exposed to a demon sent by harmful magic. Therefore we see that more is permitted to harmful magic against lustful people, and against the marital act, which most people seek with an affection that is not right and perform with a shame and manner that is not fitting, than against other sinners.

Therefore God was seen to punish a certain girl's curious comparison of her own body with a statue of Venus by demonic possession, as blessed Prosper narrates. To a clean heart the promise of God is clear vision; to an unclean heart the demon's sight and company are owed. The demon takes great delight in human obscenity. All witches are slaves of Venus, and no virgin remains among them, just as neither does celibacy remain among Calvinists and other haters of celibacy among the heretics. From this it appears that there is a great kinship among magic, heresy, and lust.



[margin: Prosper, On the Contemplative Life; Jerome and related patristic authorities in the margin]

When the sacrilegious violation of a vow, and a scandalous way of life according to one's state, are added to the filth of lust, it is less surprising. Yet I shall give an example. Though it is very well known to many in almost recent memory, it cannot be recalled without horror. I conceal the name of the place. In the county of Flanders there is a priory. Three people were dwelling there as monks in name only, gluttons and keepers of concubines. Each had his own woman, and there was no shame. Together in feasting and lust, on a certain day after a drinking bout had been prolonged late into the night, one of them, who was less criminal, said, "Enough has been given to Bacchus and the belly. Thanks be to God, at least." "Rather," another more impudent man interrupted, "I give thanks, and think thanks should be given, to the evil demon, whom we serve." When the table had been left amid laughter, each rushed to bed with his harlot.

They had scarcely lain down when, behold, into the dining room, through a door opening of itself, came a demon in the form of a huge, black, and savage hunter, and with him two little cooks. He walked about, looked around the beds with a grim face, and then said in a dreadful voice, "Where is the one who gave thanks to me? Here I am; I shall repay him." He dragged the terrified man from the bed, almost breathing out his soul from fear, and ordered him to be fixed on a spit and roasted well over a bright fire. They obeyed promptly; the miserable man was roasted and most plainly died, while the others almost died from fear, and the smell of the roasted body filled the chamber. At last the hunter turned to the survivors, trembling under the bedcovers and scarcely alive: "You too," he said, "deserve equal punishment, and the will is not lacking to me. I am forbidden by a greater power. I leave unwillingly and warn you: come to your senses, or worse things remain."



[margin: Surius, life of St. Stanislaus, May 8]

The apparitions disappeared. Yet the others did not recover their senses or speech until broad daylight. When they rose, they found their companion dead and, so that you may not think it an empty vision, fully roasted. I do not know whether in several centuries anything more useful for example has happened. I know the place and the order, but I wrap both in silence.

The fourth cause that presents itself is unjust and cruel affliction or killing of righteous men. For this reason Ariobaldus, duke of the Lombards, was so gravely punished in Jonas's life of St. Bertulph. Boleslaus, the impious king, because of the murder of St. Stanislaus, was struck by anathema, made insane, and devoured by his own dogs. Geila, wife of the duke of Franconia, had ordered St. Kilian killed. The matter was hidden, but God revealed the author in this way:



[margin: Surius, July 8; Serarius's commentary on the life of Gregory of Agrigentum; Cyril, life of Daniel Stylites; Surius, December]


One of those who had slain the holy men with the sword was suddenly seized by a demon and began to cry with a great voice: "Kilian, you persecute me bitterly. I am consumed by fire; I cannot hide what I have done. I see the sword stained with your blood hanging over me." Shouting such things for a long time and tearing himself with his own teeth, he passed from this present life to eternal punishments. Of such people it is written, "With double destruction you will destroy them, Lord." Another man, also conscious of the killing of the saints, turned to rage and sought himself with the sword; his entrails poured out, and through the torments of the present time he passed to eternal torments. What sense was yours, unhappy Geila, when you saw such things and were increased in torments? You raged more. Not long afterward that beast of whom we speak was seized by torments and cried with whatever voice she could: "I am justly tortured, because I applied torturers to the holy men. I am rightly racked, because I prepared tortures for them. You press me sharply, Kilian; Colman, you kindle fire; Totnan, you supply fuel. Let it be enough for you to have conquered; you avenge your injuries too much. You are called Kilian from the chalice, but you pour for me a cup too bitter." Having said these things, she was tortured miserably, so that she could scarcely be held by many. At last, with great torment, she went to the torments prepared for the Devil.



So far the author of the martyrdom of St. Kilian. To this also belongs the slanderous accusation of the same kind of people, as is clear from the woman who slandered St. Gregory of Agrigentum, as is read in the history of his life in Metaphrastes and Surius, and from another woman whom Cyril narrates in the life of St. Daniel Stylites, who falsely defamed the holy man. Shortly afterward the same author narrates there about a man, a woman, and children seized by a demon because of the father's slander. Cursing against saints also belongs here, as against Malachy, according to St. Bernard in his life.

The fifth sin is the opposition of acknowledged truth, as in the Apostle and in the canons, and also apostasy from the faith, which St. Cyprian proved by the example of a certain woman.



[margin: 2 Thessalonians 2:10; canon law; Cyprian, On the Lapsed; 1 Timothy 1:20]

The sixth, which in these times, alas, is very frequent, is blasphemy. Because of it St. Paul permitted Alexander and Hymenaeus to be handed over for punishment. Thomas Waldensis, an eyewitness, narrates what happened in his presence around the year 1384 in this way:


I report a history which I, present there, saw with the eyes of my flesh in the cathedral church of St. Paul in London. The venerable archbishop of Canterbury, Thomas Arundel, son and brother of earls of blessed memory, was sitting, in place of judgment, on the episcopal seat, with Alexander, then bishop of the church of Norwich, and others assisting him. He was putting forward certain words and questions about faith in the Eucharist to a certain tailor from the region of Worcester, who had been caught in heresy. Since the man could not be bent in any way and wished to call the most holy host nothing other than blessed bread, he was finally ordered to pay reverence to the host. The blasphemer answered: "Truly," he said, "a spider is worthier of reverence." Immediately, from the high summit of the roof, an enormous spider, horrible to see, descended and came directly by its thread to the mouth of the blasphemer. And while the tailor was speaking, the spider tried diligently to enter through his polluted lips. The illustrious prince Thomas, duke of Oxford and then chancellor of the kingdom, stood by and saw the prodigy. The archbishop at once rose with the others and explained to all the people gathered there what the avenging hand of the Lord was doing against the blasphemer.





[margin: Thomas Waldensis against Wycliffe on the Sacrament; Sophronius, Spiritual Meadow, chapter 47; Nicephorus, History, book 18, chapter 33; Bredenbach]

Is it not likely that a demon in the form of a spider beset that wretched man? Sophronius records a notable punishment for blasphemy against the Mother of God in these words:


In Heliopolis of Phoenicia there was a certain man named Gaianus, who in the theater blasphemed the holy Mother of God and offered the people a spectacle of blasphemy. The Mother of God appeared to him: "Do not, I beg you, do not wound your own soul in this way." But he blasphemed her again, worse than before. Therefore she appeared to him a third time and repeated the same thing. Since he did not correct himself, but added still more to his blasphemies, she appeared to him at midday as he slept, said nothing, and marked his hands and feet with her finger. When he awoke, he found himself cut off from hands and feet. Thus the unhappy man, lying like a useless trunk, confessed to everyone the reason and manner for which he had suffered this, namely that he had been mercifully tormented because of blasphemies.





[margin: Nider, Formicarius, book 5]

If those whom the blessed themselves punish in person are so treated, must we not believe that similar blasphemers are handed over by God to evil spirits for torment because of the same sin? Nicephorus and Bredenbach narrate that similar things happened at another time at Constantinople and at Neomagus.

The seventh sin, no less frequent, is execration or evil imprecation, by which someone conditionally devotes himself to the demon. What I shall add next teaches that this is not usually void. Johann Caesarius writes in book 11 that a little woman who devoted herself to the demon was lifted up on high by the demon and never appeared anywhere again. Johannes Nider relates the following:


At the time when I was enrolled as a student of sacred theology at the University of Cologne, a certain girl of fifteen or sixteen years, sufficiently well composed in manners according to the world, was being raised outside her parents' house, in the home of a certain kinswoman. When she accidentally broke a certain rather worthless earthen pot belonging to that kinswoman, the kinswoman was filled with anger at the negligence of the slip and against the guilty girl. The girl took this so much the harder because the vessel was very cheap. Therefore, moved to anger at the hour of taking food, she did not wish to eat, nor to present herself at table because of anger. Her kinswoman said, "You must eat." But the girl said within herself, as she later reported to me and to the exorcist, words of this kind, muttering: "If I must eat, let it be in the name of the Devil." So she approached the table, neglected the blessing of the table, which she knew well, and at the first morsel felt, as she thought, that a fly had been carried into her mouth. Since she could not cast it out by any skill, she swallowed it, and immediately she was possessed. Yet she always retained good use of reason, although she was often vexed enough by the demon.

When she was led back to her parents' house with great sadness, and for a very long time no one was found who could free her, at last a certain brother of our order, now master Gotfridus Schlussel, professor of sacred theology, taking pity on the calamity of the parents and the girl, entered upon her exorcism with this prior agreement: if she were freed, no earthly thing would be given to the exorcist, but the girl, in her accustomed chastity, if she freely wished, would serve God thereafter and not in marriage. The aforementioned father therefore said Mass, the possessed girl offered the customary oblation, she was present at the same Mass throughout, and she was seen to be vexed in no way. When the office had been finished, after exorcism had been performed for a sufficiently long time, and the limbs of the girl's body had been almost bruised by the exertion, the demon departed; and thus the girl afterward served the Lord in chastity.



You see here imprecation, and the blessing of the table omitted out of anger and contempt; you see the punishment; you see the liberation, with the offering of Mass, the purpose of virginity, and exorcism intervening. Let heretics laugh; do not despise safe and salutary things.



[margin: German legal disputation on witches, chapter on the malice of the Devil]

Shortly before, the same Nider had related another case concerning that notable judge of harmful-magicians, Peter, of whom we have spoken more than once:


After he had resigned his office and returned to the city of Bern, and was dwelling there, on a certain day he returned to the castle of Blankenburg, where his kinsman had been substituted in his office. In that same castle Peter wished to conduct certain business among people known to him. Then one witch and four men sharing her same wickedness, in a secret place, turned with all their strength the instruments of their art so that they might gravely injure or kill Peter by poison-workings; but these dealings of fraud were hidden from him. When night therefore came, Peter, blessing himself with the sign of the cross, went to bed. But he had resolved to rise during the night to write certain necessary letters, so that he might be able to leave that place early. When he awoke in the dead of night, it seemed to him unexpectedly that day was present. Deceived by the false light and angry with himself because, as he thought, he had neglected the night, and not arming himself as he should have done in the customary way, he put on his clothes, went down high steps toward the place where he had his writing tablets, and found the place locked. Burning with greater anger at this, and with murmuring, he climbed again toward his bed by the steps he had descended, uttering a single curse from indignation, by a very brief word, as if he were saying, "In the name of the Devil." And behold, immediately in the densest darkness Peter was hurled headlong down the aforesaid steps, suffering so gravely that a servant who was sleeping below the stove in an inconvenient place was awakened. Going out to see what was happening, and having lit a lamp, he found his master Peter alone on the ground, deprived of the use of reason, bruised throughout all his members, and pouring much blood from his body.



He adds that after some time, by the confession of one of the guilty persons, it was learned that four harmful-magicians, with one witch, had thrown Peter down the steps in this way. Note here also how harmful the neglect of the sign of the cross was to Peter. Three stories, very worthy of reading, were inserted by a certain German jurist into his disputation on witches. I shall transcribe them in just as many words, lest if I use my own words I should seem to have represented anything with insufficient good faith.


Elizabeth, daughter of the king of Denmark, Sweden, and Norway, was married to Joachim I, elector of Brandenburg. In order that she might have sustenance when the queen died, her husband assigned to her the town of Spandau, at the confluence of the Spree and Havel. While she was still living, a certain soldier traveling through the March, being detained by sickness, lay down in an inn and handed over a purse full of money to the hostess to keep safe. After several days, when he recovered, he asked for the purse. The greedy woman, because she found it hard to lose such a sum of money, deliberated with her husband whether she ought to return it. They formed a plan that the woman should deny the deposit. Therefore, when the soldier asked again for his property, she confidently denied that she had received anything. She pretended to be amazed at the impudence of the soldier who dared to demand something when he had given nothing to be kept. The soldier, moved by indignation at the matter, in turn accused the hostess of treachery. Therefore the husband, as though defending his wife, drove the soldier out of the house. The soldier, before the doors and irritated by the hostess's crime, drew his sword as though about to attack the man and struck the door. The host called upon the neighbors for help and complained that his house was being attacked. The officers ran up and led the soldier away to prison because he had committed public violence.

After several days, the senate of the town sent the account of the deed elsewhere and asked that the sentence be written out. It was established that houses had been attacked publicly; therefore sentence was brought that the soldier should be punished with the last penalty. When the day of judgment was now near, the Devil came to the captive in prison, told him what sentence the judges would pronounce, and promised that he would free him from this danger, on condition that he give himself to the Devil. The soldier steadfastly answered that he would rather die, although innocent. When the Devil had exaggerated the danger with many words and still had not bent the soldier's mind, at last he promised liberation without any condition. "When you come into court," he said, "say that you are unskilled in forensic business and need an advocate. I shall stand by you, covered with a blue cap and adorned with feathers. Ask, therefore, that they order me to plead your case." The soldier, who thought he would do this without impiety, said that he would use this counsel.

On the next day he was led into court, and the advocate covered with a blue cap was also present. When the accuser demanded that the soldier be punished by capital punishment because of public violence, the soldier answered that he was unskilled in forensic business and asked that this advocate of his be allowed to speak on his behalf. The judges granted it. There the Devil argued learnedly from law that a person from whom the quarrel and the beginning of the tumult had not arisen should not be punished with capital punishment. He said that the soldier had been violently driven out and robbed by the hostess. He ordered the purse to be sought and showed the place. When the host vehemently denied it, adding even dreadful imprecations that the Devil should seize and destroy him if he had done it, and when he repeated this imprecation with an invocation of the Devil several times, then the advocate, now abandoning forensic disputation, attacked the host, seized him by the thighs, and carried him with a crash through the windows and through the middle of the forum, while everyone shuddered; nor was the host's body ever found afterward.



Here you see greed as the cause of imprecations and injustice, and how God avenged it through his executioner. Things not unlike these are narrated by Cantipratanus:


When three drinking-companions had grown warm in a tavern, a conversation arose about the immortality of the soul and the punishments of hell. One of them, more impudent, said that he considered all this to be trifles and inventions of priests, and the others jokingly applauded him. Meanwhile there came in a certain man, great in stature and dark in body, and sitting down he asked, "What are these conversations? Why the laughter?" The insolent man tells him and adds that, if anyone were bidding, he would sell his soul for no great price, and would even contribute the money to the common drinking fund. "And you," said the stranger, "at what price do you value it for me?" Without delay they agreed on the price. This man devoted his soul to the buyer; the buyer paid. They drank vigorously with the money in hand. Then toward night the buyer said, "It is time for each one to go to his own. But tell me this by your law: if someone has bought a horse bound by a halter, does he not have the right to lead the horse away with the halter?" And with the word, he seized the seller, trembling before everyone's eyes, lifted him into the air, and dragged him with himself to hell, to see what he had refused to believe. This dealer was indeed a merchant of souls, of whom the king of Sodom was a figure when he said, "Give me the souls; take the rest for yourself."



With similar terror, but with better success, a Spanish soldier named Captain Bravo, whom I often saw here in Belgium twenty-two years ago, when I was still serving in the world, was warned by God. He was overly given to dice, and prone in gambling to cast dire curses against himself as well as against others. One day, when unlucky numbers leapt up for him while he sought gain in play, boiling with anger, he prayed most dreadful things upon his own head; and suddenly, in the presence of many who were there, he was lifted by an invisible hand up to the ceiling and, after a time, was set down on the floor with a face more like that of a dead man than a living one. He would have been happy if, just as he retained that deathly pallor during the whole remaining time of his life, so too he had cast off his greed for gaming.

The jurist in Silesia continues:


A certain nobleman, when he had invited guests and the hour of the banquet was already near, and the preparation made, but he was disappointed in his hope because the guests excused themselves and did not appear, burst out in anger into these words: "Let all the demons come, then, if no human being can be with me." Having said this, he went out of the house into the church, where the pastor of the church was preaching, and listened for some time so that he might digest his anger. While he remained in the church, horsemen, huge and black, came into the courtyard of the house and ordered the house-servant to call his master and tell him that guests were present. The terrified servant went to the church and told these things to his master, who, not knowing what counsel to take, consulted the pastor. The pastor broke off the sermon and gave this advice: that the whole household should leave the house. When this was being done and the male and female servants were hurrying away, they happened to forget an infant lying in a cradle and sleeping, and did not take him with them.

The demons began to feast and shout, to look out through the windows in the forms of bears, wolves, cats, and human beings, and to display cups filled with wine, roasts, and fish. When the neighbors, the nobleman, the pastor, and others saw these things, the father said, "Ah, where is my infant?" He had scarcely said this when one of the demons carried his infant to the window in his arms, as if about to show him to the parents. The nobleman, wholly terrified and anxious about the child's safety, asked a faithful servant, "Tell me, I beg you, what should I do?" The servant said, "Master, I shall commend and entrust my life to my God, and in the name of the Lord I shall enter, and by the help and favor of God I shall see how to take away the infant." "Good," said the nobleman; "may God be with you, help you, and strengthen your courage."

The servant, having received a blessing from the pastor and the others, entered. Before the room in which the demons were gathered, he fell on his knees, commended himself to God, and opened the door with this intention. He saw demons of horrible appearance sitting, standing, walking about, crawling, and running together against him with one rush and shouting, "Hui, hui! What is this to you?" Sweating, but nevertheless divinely strengthened, he addressed the demon who was carrying the infant: "Give the infant to me." "By no means," the demon answered. "This infant is already mine. Tell your master to come and receive the infant." The servant replied: "I am now performing the duty of my vocation, in which God has placed me, and I know that whatever I do in this duty is pleasing to God. Therefore, by reason of my office, and by the help, name, and power of Jesus Christ, I take the infant away from you and restore him to his father." Then he himself seized the infant and embraced him in his arms. The demons answered nothing except, while shouting, "Hui, rogue! Hui, rogue! Leave the infant, leave him, or we shall tear you to pieces." But he, not caring for the demonic threats, went away unharmed, and returned the unharmed infant to his noble father. Afterward, when several days had passed, the demons vanished, so that the nobleman could move again into the house with his whole family.



You see what punishments the father paid for an ill-considered word; you see that the demon's power was closed off from an innocent little boy. For when the writer says that the servant received a blessing from the pastor and the others, this means, indiscriminately, from the priest and clerics. I suspect this to be the invention of a Lutheran man, confusing the distinction of orders.

The third narration follows:


In Saxony, a wealthy maiden promised marriage to a handsome young man of poorer fortune. He, foreseeing what would happen, answered that she was very rich, and because of the fickleness of her sex would scarcely keep faith. She, on the contrary, began to curse herself with these dreadful words: "If I marry another than you, then may the Devil snatch me away at that wedding." What happened? After some interval she changed her mind, married another, and spurned the first bridegroom, who once and again reminded her of the promise and the dreadful imprecation. But she, disregarding all this, celebrated the wedding with the other bridegroom, leaving the former one behind. On the wedding day itself, while relatives, friends, and guests were joyful, the bride, her conscience awake, became unusually sad. At last two devils, under the form of two horsemen, came to the wedding house. They were received and brought to the table. After the tables were removed, a dance began, and the bride was joined to one of them, as to a stranger, for the sake of honor. When he had danced with her twice, he finally lifted her from the sight of parents and friends, with utmost groaning and lamentation, through the door and up into the air. On the next day her parents and sad friends sought the bride, to bury her if she had perhaps fallen; but behold, the same companions came to them, carrying back the clothing and gold, with these words added: "Power was granted us by God not over these things, but over the bride."





[margin: Caesarius, life of St. Engelbert of Cologne, book 2, chapter 14, in Surius for November; Polydore Vergil, English History, book 8]

Thus she was handed over, body and soul, to the Devil, because she violated the promise of marriage and despised the imprecation added to it. Caesarius gives another example concerning someone who cursed a martyr, called madness upon himself, was immediately seized by fury, and the next day was consumed in so horrible a way. To this also should be referred a case concerning Earl Godwin, who, when by perjury he had called death upon himself, was suddenly choked by a morsel of bread.

[margin: Bredenbach, book 6, collation, chapter 25; Munster in the Cosmography]

The eighth sin is usually usury. Witches confess that they can inflict no harmful magic on those who devote themselves to alms. On the contrary, stories are told of virgins who lent salt at usury and were cruelly vexed by demons sent through harmful magic. The first point must be understood about those who give alms to women whom they do not know to be witches. For those who know that they are witches and nevertheless give to them, Bredenbach thinks, can be harmed by harmful-magicians. It is no wonder if God hates such people as patrons of witches and therefore permits them to be harmed.

The ninth I count as hardness and lack of mercy toward the poor. To omit that bishop of Mainz, who, as I think, was killed by demons in the form of mice because in a time of famine he had dishonored the poor by calling them mice and had decided that they should be persecuted, I shall add a more recent case from Peter Bizarus:



[margin: marginal comment that increasing obstinacy increases punishment; marginal note that the demons appeared in the form of cattle]


In Swabia, bordering on Bavaria and Franconia, there was a certain nobleman, very rich and powerful, named Rickbergerus, whose yearly revenues extended beyond thirty thousand gold coins. Although he was considered worthy of no common praise in the other actions of his life, nevertheless he suffered from unspeakable greed. Thus it happened that every day he studied to accumulate wealth by right and wrong, and to drag everything to himself. When he foresaw the dearness of grain that followed the next year in that region, he filled his barns with wheat and crops and began selling them at a great price, so that the natives, compelled to buy food from him because of his inexhaustible greed, either perished outright from hunger or, if they wished to be fed and supported, were reduced to great poverty and want, because he sold grain and the rest of that kind so dearly to them.

Among countless others, a certain poor man, burdened with children, came to him with six talers and begged him to take the money and give him a certain measure of wheat, promising that he would shortly pay in good faith the remaining part of the money owed to him. But he, with proud face and angry eyes, ordered him to leave at once and to bring with him the rest of the money if he wanted grain. Thus the wretched and sorrowful man went away, cursing him. A few days later, when Rickbergerus had sent one of his servants into the granary to inspect it in the usual way, he received from him on his return the report that three black oxen were inside, devouring the grain. But the one who reported this, falling sick in bed the next day, migrated from life not long afterward. The same thing happened to a certain son-in-law whom his father-in-law had sent there to see whether the matter stood as the first man had reported, for he also saw oxen and horses. When Rickbergerus wished to become more certain about this event, he himself decided to go into that place. He went to the door of the granary and, through certain cracks, saw the whole granary full of various and innumerable herds, all of which were consuming the crops. He was so terrified by this spectacle that he immediately became furious and insane, did many mad things, and at last had to be bound with chains. This horrible case brought great wonder, both in that province and especially in the imperial court, which had known him before as a very prudent man.





[margin: reference to two magicians in the same theme of begging alms and vengeance]

So Bizarus writes, narrating things memorable in Europe that he himself had noted after the year 1560. In this threefold vision, God, increasing the punishment according to the measure of the fault, patiently waited and strove to call him back to repentance.

It is noted by a certain writer that witches, on whom Satan has imposed the necessity of always harming someone, when enemies are lacking, beg alms. If someone with means, not knowing they are witches, refuses them, he is in great danger. Thus at Poitiers in 1567 two magicians confessed that one day, dirty and needy, they begged for alms before the doors of a very wealthy head of household. When it was refused, they cast a spell, and all the servants in the house died in raging madness.

The tenth sin is mockery of the sacred mysteries; to the same head belongs abuse and contempt of the ceremonies and sacraments of the Catholic Church. God avenges this daily, and the heretics continue to despise it. Take a few examples concerning individual cases. Concerning the Dutchman who imitated the sacrifice of the Mass in mockery in the year 1574 and was cruelly punished, Bredenbach should be read. It is established that Novatus was vexed by the evil one because he had not received chrism or exorcisms in baptism.



[margin: Bredenbach, book 1, collation, chapter 39; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, book 6, chapter 33; Victor of Vita, On the Vandal Persecution, book 1; Optatus, Against Parmenian, book 2; Cyprian, On the Lapsed; Gregory of Tours, Glory of the Martyrs, chapter 87; Surius, November 8, life of St. Godefrid, book 3, chapter 12]

Victor of Vita writes that a certain Arian named Proculus, who made shirts and drawers for himself from the cloths of the altar, devoured his own tongue in pieces, doubtless possessed, and was consumed by a most shameful death. According to Optatus, dogs attacked the Donatists who poured out the Eucharist upon those to whom they had thrown it. St. Cyprian is our authority that many in his own time were filled with unclean spirits because of unworthy reception of the Eucharist, and I remember reading two striking examples in Gregory of Tours and in the life of St. Godefrid, bishop of Amiens. It will suffice to transcribe the example from Gregory of Tours:


When Epachius the priest had rashly presumed to perform things of which he was unworthy, he fell flat by divine judgment and died. For when he had gone to the church to celebrate the vigil of the Lord's nativity, at every moment of the hours he went out from the temple of God and into his house, where he drained cups full of wine from foaming goblets, so that many affirmed they had seen him drinking even after cockcrow that very night. But because he was of senatorial family and there was no one more noble in worldly dignity in that village of Ricomagus, he was asked to celebrate the solemnities of Mass. The wretched man, soaked with wine, did not hesitate to approach what anyone who is fasting can hardly handle without fear when conscience terrifies him. When the sacred words had been completed, and the sacrament of the Lord's body had been broken, and he himself had received it and distributed it to others to eat, he suddenly uttered a voice like a horse's neigh, fell to the ground, and with foam from his mouth cast out the sacred particle of the mystery itself, which he had not been able to crush with his teeth. He was carried from the church in the hands of his own people. Nor was he thereafter without the sickness of epilepsy; through each lunar course he always endured its increases and decreases, because the unhappy man in no way abstained from excessive drinking of wine.





[margin: Bredenbach, Livonian War, page 27; life of St. Hugh of Lincoln, chapter 23, in Surius, tome 6]

The horse-neigh shows that this epileptic was an energumen; and deservedly, because, like horse and mule, he did not discern the body of the Lord. Bredenbach records a similar punishment for violating the fast, but in the kind of food, in these words:


A few years ago, after the people of Dorpat had gone over to Lutheran doctrine, on the Friday immediately before the solemn feast of Easter, when the sermon of the Lutheran ecclesiastic had ended and the citizens were returning from the church sacred to the Virgin Mother of God, one man invited another citizen and familiar friend to dinner, asked him to accompany him home, and said he had an excellent Westphalian ham prepared. The other, not much offended, answered that he had a splendid boiled chicken which he wished to bring as his contribution. When they sat down at table, one of them, wishing to eat a certain bone of the chicken, almost swallowed it without noticing; since he could neither pass it down nor extract it, he was choked that very day. On the next day, Easter, the other was seized by an evil spirit, and not long afterward, driven by madness and fury, he breathed out his soul together with the demon.



So Bredenbach writes in the Livonian War, page 27.



[margin: Peter of Cluny, Miracles, book 2; life of St. Remaclus, book 3, in Surius for September]

To this belongs contempt of excommunication. When St. Hugh, bishop of Lincoln, had excommunicated certain stubborn people, and they did not make much of it, they suddenly vanished. Another soldier was invaded by the Devil the following night because of the same cause, and his soul was suddenly torn out. Others also who were excommunicated by him were strangled by the Devil. Read about them in the life written by his contemporary.

The eleventh sin is the plundering and stripping of temples and sacred things. Peter of Cluny, after he had recounted many things of this kind that had been openly and frequently committed by a certain count of Macon, commemorates that man's unhappy and horror-filled departure from life in this way, for the terror and correction of our heretics:


On a solemn day, when he was sitting in his own palace at Macon, and a multitude of both soldiers and people of different rank stood around him, suddenly an unknown man, sitting on a horse, entered through the door of the palace, while all saw and wondered, rode all the way up to the count, and said that he wished to speak with him. Telling him to rise and follow him, he displayed a sign which he had commanded. The count, constrained by invisible power and no longer able to resist, rose and proceeded to the door of the house. There, finding a horse prepared and being ordered by the rider to mount, he climbed on. That man seized the reins of the horse on which he was sitting and immediately began to carry him through the air in swift course while all looked on. When the whole city, moved by his immense cry and miserable wailing, had run together for such an unseen spectacle, they gazed at him in amazement as he ran through the air as long as they could follow him with the natural sharpness of their eyes. Since they heard him for a long time shouting, "Help me, citizens, help me," and yet could not help him, at last he was withdrawn from human sight and became, as he had deserved, an eternal companion of demons.



So that man paid for his plundering and sacrileges both in this life and in the next. A certain steward named Orgerius afterward imitated this man's ways. Because he had not committed as grave an offense, he was severely warned in this life, so that, if he were wise, he might avoid punishment for the future life. The same venerable abbot adds that when Orgerius tried to open the gate through which that miserable count had been carried off, a gate that had always afterward remained blocked, he was invisibly snatched by the Devil and lifted up a great space into the air before the eyes of those present; but immediately released, he fell, his body was gravely bruised, and his arm was broken by the sudden fall. Two other examples exist in book 3 of the life of St. Remaclus, which may be read in Surius for September.

I shall add a fifth example of the punishment which soldiers suffer after death when they had not kept their hands from the plundering of churches, although they had died in grace. The same author declares this by a certain vision, which, in order to show that it had been established by completely certain faith, he accompanied with many details that I judged should be omitted. He could have placed it in the preceding book, in the chapter on the apparitions of the dead; yet it will not be inconveniently recounted here, since here also various punishments are narrated for those who, like that count of Macon, were sacrilegious. Peter the Venerable therefore introduces Peter Engelbert, now a monk and turned from secular to spiritual warfare, speaking in this way:



[margin: Peter of Cluny, Miracles, book 1, chapter 28]


At the time when Alfonso, king of Aragon, held the kingdom of the greater Alfonso, king of Spain, already dead, it happened that against certain men who were resisting him in the region called Castile, he stirred up an army and commanded by edict that from each house of his kingdom single foot soldiers or horsemen should be sent there. I, compelled by the edict, sent to the army one of the mercenaries serving me for wages, named Sancho. A few days passed, and when all who had been in that expedition returned to their own homes, he also returned home. Not long afterward, in the human way, he was seized by sickness, and after not struggling long with the disease, he died.

Almost four months after his departure from life, while I was at Stella in my house during the winter season, lying in bed by the fire, suddenly that same Sancho appeared to me while I was still awake. Sitting by the fire and turning the coals this way and that, as though to warm himself or make the fire brighter, he showed himself to me much more clearly. He was naked and without any clothing, except for a small, cheap covering, with which he veiled the more shameful parts of the body. When I saw him, I said, "Who are you?" "I am," he said, "Sancho, your servant." "What are you doing here?" I asked. "I am going," he said, "to Castile, and a great army is accompanying my journey, so that where we sinned, there also we may pay the penalties owed to our sins." "And why," I asked, "have you turned aside here?" "I have hope of pardon," he said, "and if you are willing to show mercy, you will be able to obtain swifter rest for me." "How?" I asked. "When I was recently present in the expedition you know, invited by hostile license, I invaded a church with certain companions, plundered the things found inside, and, on my return, carried away priestly vestments besides. For this in particular I am afflicted, subjected to dreadful punishments, and I beg help from you, as from my lord, with as many prayers as I can. You will be able to assist me if you make an effort to help me with spiritual benefits. I also ask that you entreat my lady, your wife, in my name and acting in my place, not now to delay paying eight solidi which she owed me by mercenary right for my service. What she would have paid for the needs of the flesh if I were still alive, let her, by giving it to the poor, bestow on my soul, which is much more in need of it."





[margin: reference to the same Peter Engelbert vision and the punishment of sacrilegious soldiers]


Since I was now much emboldened by this speech of his, I asked, "What has happened to our fellow citizen Peter Deioca, recently deceased? I beg you, if you know anything about him, tell me." "The works of mercy," he said, "which he often performed, but especially during the past famine, have joined him to the rest of the blessed and have made him a sharer of eternal life." When he answered me so promptly and easily, I added, "And what of Bernitius, another citizen of ours, who died a little while ago, as you know? Is anything known to you?" "Hell possesses him," he said, "because, being appointed to settle the disputes of this town and decide them by judgment, he often judged unjustly, seduced by gifts or favor; and because he did not fear cruelly to take away from a certain poor widow a piece of bacon, such as it was, the support of her life for the time."

Then, inflamed with desire to seek greater things, I added, "Could anything be known to you about our king Alfonso, who died a few years ago?" At this a certain other man, sitting on the window nearest my head, began to say: "Do not ask this man what he does not know, because his recent arrival in our regions has not yet allowed him to know it. But to me, who from the day of my death have had five years of residence with spirits of this kind, it could not be unknown what you ask concerning the king." Astonished at the sound of a new voice and wishing to see the author of the voice, I turned my eyes toward the window and, helped by the moonlight, which then clearly illumined the whole space of the house, I saw a man sitting in the lower ledge of the window. Since I saw him in the same clothing in which I had seen the other, I asked, "And who are you?" "I am," he said, "a companion of the one whom you see, and I am going to Castile with him and many others." "And do you know anything about King Alfonso, as you were saying?" "I know," he said, "where he was, but truly I do not know where he is now. For after he had been tormented for some time with sharp tortures among the guilty, he was afterward taken from them by the monks of Cluny. From then on I am wholly ignorant what was done with him."

Having said these things, he turned his words to his companion, who was sitting by the fire: "Rise, and let us now begin to complete the journey undertaken. Behold, the army of companions following us has filled all the roads, both inside and outside the town, and since they have passed us very swiftly, they urge us to follow them in haste." At this voice Sancho rose and, with a tearful voice, repeating what he had earlier requested, said: "I beg you, master, do not forget me. I also beg you to urge my lady, your wife, so that what she owed to my body she may restore to my wretched soul." Having said these things, both immediately disappeared. I at once woke my wife, who was sleeping in bed beside me, with a loud voice, and, before telling her what I had seen or heard, asked whether she owed anything to Sancho, our common mercenary, as wages. She answered, which I had never heard from anyone except the dead man, that she still owed him eight solidi. I could no longer doubt in any way, since both the dead man's report and the woman's confirmation gave faith to the matter. In the morning I received those eight solidi from my wife, added from my own what seemed fitting, distributed them to the poor for the salvation of the one who had appeared, and procured for him, by my request and effort, the helps of holy Masses from priests, for the fuller remission of his sins.



In this vision, so clear, so certain, so worthy of trust, we are taught that the works of the dead follow them. These soldiers, because they had died after confession and had erased the fault by the sacrament of penance, suffered expiatory punishments for a time for the penalty owed to sin. The other man, because he had not confessed and had neglected to abolish the fault of his crime, was handed over to eternal torments. Catholics have the choice of both sorts; heretics, who reject confession and deny purgatory, have only the latter left to them, which they acknowledge and admit.

To this head is also reduced mockery of holy men, which God is not accustomed to leave unpunished. Something of this kind is written in the very ancient life of St. Carilephus:


A certain woman named Gunda, whom the secret supplanter had deceived, wished to mock the Holy Spirit. Having taken on male clothing, she tried to enter the monastery of the most blessed Carilephus, in order to test whether his prophecy was true, which had foretold that permission to enter that place would never be given to the female sex. But by the just judgment of God, before she had even seen the closed entrances of the monastery, she was seized by the Devil and fell backward, and was so shamefully vexed by him that I am ashamed to say it. He drove her head between her thighs, and thus it came about that the face with which she had tried to impress false kisses on the sacred thresholds was forced to kiss the unclean parts of her own body; and the sex which she had wished to conceal under male clothing was displayed openly to all who wished to see it. This event caused women thereafter not to dare approach that dwelling.



Would that even the little women of our time, when this example is told to them, would be restrained in their boldness. Sometimes God permits such things also because the observance of feast days has been rashly violated, as happened to the man who performed servile work on the feast of St. Philastrius, according to blessed Rampertus of Brescia in the treatise on the translation of St. Philastrius.

The twelfth cause is supplied by the pusillanimity and despair of many people. Oppressed by grief, they either do not ask help from God or distrust that they can be rescued from evils; for this reason many also submit themselves to the demon as to an assisting force. Excessive curiosity also supplies a cause, when we shamelessly seek to know what it is not at all fitting to investigate. The first point is clear from the history of Theophilus the steward, which Eutychianus, patriarch of New Rome and an eyewitness, left to us. I touched on it briefly elsewhere; here I shall pursue it at more length in the words of the author:


When Justinian was ruling, a certain Theophilus was steward of the church in the town of Adana in Cilicia. He was pleasing to many and was judged worthy of the episcopal office, which nevertheless he constantly refused. When he was falsely accused by rivals and removed from the office of steward, he fell into such weakness of mind and such impiety that, following the exhortation of a magician like Judas, he denied Christ and his mother Mary by a shameful written bond, delivered himself wholly to the rule of Satan, who had shown himself to him, and obtained the office. What would the wretched man do here, conscious to himself of so foul a crime? Wholly disturbed in mind, so that he could scarcely remain anywhere, and thinking that, with God angry at him, he was the demon's slave, he changed his plan at last and decided to flee to the most holy Mother of God. He sought the temple sacred to her, where night and day, with much fasting joined to them, he tirelessly poured out his prayers and supplications and began to give a great sign of true penitence.



The text then gives Theophilus's prayer, very pious and truly belonging to a penitent, humble, and contrite spirit. What more? It adds:



[margin: Surius, tome 3, July; Rampertus of Brescia, On the Translation of St. Philastrius]


Theophilus remained in this temple of Mary for forty days, making no end of praying, weeping, and lamenting, so great was the fervor of his penitence. At last, by the help of the sacred Virgin, he received back, wonderful to tell, his written bond signed to the Devil, by which he had abjured Christianity, and returned to the grace of God.



This history, which is salutary to all who by the just judgment of God fall into the hands of the malignant enemy or of his members, harmful-magicians, and which offers a certain and effective remedy, is found in the Greeks in Metaphrastes, and among the Latins in Peter Damian and Sigebert. Later, concerning curiosity, the matter is handed down by St. Augustine and inserted in Gratian's Decree.

Sometimes these things are permitted by God because of venial faults, especially in those whose holiness and grace are to be made known to everyone. This happened to Abbot Moses in Cassian because of slight anger; to a certain religious woman in St. Gregory because of hasty and light gluttony; and to a certain religious man, because of tepidity and distraction in prayer, in the writer of the life of St. Bernard. Their healing increased the fame of St. Bernard, St. Equitius, and St. Macarius, through whom God freed them.



[margin: Metaphrastes in Surius for February, tome 1; Peter Damian, sermon 1 on the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin Mary; Sigebert in the Chronicle; Gratian, Decree, canon 26, question 5, from Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapters 22-23]


Question VIII. Why, Since the Devil Can Usually Inflict Harms by Himself, He Prefers to Use the Work of Harmful-Magicians



[margin: Cassian, Conferences, collation 7, chapter 27; Gregory, Dialogues, book 1, chapter 4; life of St. Bernard, book 2, chapter 1]

I find two causes. The first is that in this way he believes he inflicts a greater injury on God, when he can abuse creatures endowed with reason, washed by baptism and anointed with chrism, to the contempt and provocation of the Creator himself. He also harms more people in this way, because human beings do not abhor conversation and familiarity with harmful-magicians as much as they abhor the company of the Devil. For if the demon always openly presented himself, many would refuse to strike a pact with him and practice these magical arts. Finally, he gains more companions in crime whom he may destroy.

The other cause is that he can do some things through human beings which either he could not do by himself or could not do so conveniently by his own immediate action. For example, if resistance is to be made to some holy man preaching or advising right things, he did this against Moses through Jannes and Jambres, and against St. Paul through Elymas. Likewise, if heresies are to be spread, he did this through Simon, Menander, Marcus, and others. Likewise, if sacred things are to be abused, which is very frequent in harmful magic, he does this through human beings, and with such things he gains a richer profit of souls. For in this way he draws more people into deception: he increases contempt in those who despise sacred things; he falsely persuades those who venerate them that these things are done by God, not by the demon, and thus he leads many to defend harmful-magicians and so fixes sin upon them. It also follows that, to magical superstition, human beings add sacrilege as well; therefore God, more and more offended, permits the princes of darkness more and more each day against miserable mortals.

Sometimes, however, what he could do through harmful-magicians he prefers to do by himself, both to win some favor from them, to remove suspicion of the harm from them, and to display his power in this way. Remigius illustrates each point with examples in book 2 of Demonolatry, chapter 9.



[margin: canon law, cause 26, question 5; Augustine, tractate 7 on John; Remigius, Demonolatry, book 2, chapter 9]

It remained to speak of the remedies for harmful magic; but I defer that to the final book. Next let us look at vain observance.


Question I. What It Is

St. Thomas treats this matter in the Secunda Secundae, question 96. Vain observance can be defined as magical superstition by which someone hopes for some advantage from a thing which neither supernaturally belongs to that end nor can naturally bring it about. It is called vain because either it does not obtain the intended effect, or, if it does obtain it, it brings more harm than advantage. For the person using it receives only some usefulness in bodily or temporal matters, but incurs damage to the soul.

I said "neither supernaturally" because those who expect an effect from God through means displeasing to God are vain.


Question II. What Kind of Sin It Is



[margin: Silvester, under "superstition," question 10; Silvester again, with Navarrus, Manual, chapter 11; Cajetan and Valencia on Secunda Secundae, question 96]

Sometimes it will be mortal, sometimes venial. It is mortal, first, if it is done from an express pact with a demon. Second, if someone knows that at least a tacit pact is involved, or has been warned of it, and does not wish to desist.

It is venial so long as someone is ignorant that there is such a pact with a demon, provided he is neither personally bound to know this nor has been warned. Understand this of the person who has not consulted experts. For although someone may not be bound by reason of office or state to know the matter, nevertheless, when he begins to doubt, he is bound to seek advice from learned people. If he does not do so, he is negligent. He could have known, and therefore he is not invincibly ignorant.

There is no sin when someone does it only in jest, without prejudice or danger to himself or another. Likewise there is no sin if someone labors under invincible ignorance and uses means that are either good or indifferent.


Question III. How Many Kinds There Are

If one looks to the final cause, it can be reduced to four quasi-species.

The first is when an advantage is expected in external goods or goods of fortune, as in animals, crops, vineyards, a good condition of the air, and so forth.

The second is when some bodily good is expected, such as health or deliverance from prison, enemies, iron, fire, water, and the like, because in this way a person thinks he will be unharmed.

The third is when a natural good of the soul is expected, such as an art or some science.

The fourth is when supernatural goods are expected, such as remission of sins through certain fixed forms of prayers, or little verses from the Psalms or from other sacred Scripture, and other things of this kind not ordained for this purpose by God or by the Church.


Question IV, Section I



[margin: Cajetan, in the Summa, under "superstition."]

I shall speak briefly. First, if it is established that the effect exceeds the powers of nature, then it is necessary to consider whether, by sacred Scripture, by a definition of the Church, or by a tradition approved by the Church, that effect is attributed to God; or, what is the same thing, whether it is established by testimony of this kind that this effect is divine. If nothing of this kind is found, the effect must be attributed to a pact entered into with a demon, and therefore it must be judged a magical superstition, at least of vain observance.

Effects of this kind are remission of sins outside the sacraments, as regards mortal sins; outside the sacramentals, as regards venial faults; likewise divination of future contingent things; and the bending or directing of those actions which depend merely on the freedom of the will.

Second, if it is established that the thing to which the effect is attributed has this power from God or from nature, there is not vain observance on the side of the effect. Yet there could be vain observance by reason of some faulty circumstance. For example, a hairshirt, discipline, and fasting, because they afflict and mortify the body, are endowed with power to restrain carnal concupiscences springing from the powers of the flesh and from an excessively flourishing bodily habit. But if you add to these things ridiculous circumstances not ordained for this purpose by nature, God, or the Church, such as a fixed hour, a defined number which one may neither exceed nor diminish, the presence of certain persons, or that it be done with this or that hand, with a silk scourge, and things of this sort, it will be vain observance. From these rules it follows that the following things are vain observance.


Question IV, Section II

First, if faith in the very person who is to heal is required for the production of the effect, as, for example, believing that this man can heal.

Second, if the effect is attributed to magical images, figures, seals, characters, the words themselves, rhyme, touch, and so forth, and not to God. We discussed these things in the first book, and in them for the most part there is incantation and mortal sin.

Third, if someone uses certain prayers or sayings, even sacred ones, or pious works, in vain matters and in things not directly or indirectly pertaining to the worship and honor of God. I say "indirectly" when the matters are not vain because they are useful to neighbors, as bringing health either to them or to ourselves. In matters of this kind it could sometimes happen that, although we do not know the reason or beginning of some practice, nevertheless some holy man instituted it and obtained from God the grace of this efficacy.

Therefore, in such matters, if someone applies them from mere devotion and expects healing from God alone, he would surely refer this indirectly to the honor of God, the author of every miraculous healing, and the one who promised healings to the prayer, faith, and fasting of Christians.



[margin: St. Thomas, Secunda Secundae, question 96, article 1; Alexander of Hales, second part, question on sortilege; Ciruelo's Spanish work against superstition]

This, unless I am mistaken, was the opinion of Cajetan, who writes as follows: "The fourth superstition is that of observations in sacred words or things carried, spoken, or used, with certain conditions attached which are not evil but whose reason is unknown. For example, those suffering from contraction of the nerves, after a coin has first been offered to Christ crucified in Paraclete, use as a remedy a ring made from it, and so in similar cases. So far as appears, superstition intervenes in such things, because the conditions appear vain. Yet if they are done from mere devotion, and if they intend and expect the effect from God alone, thinking that God inspired such conditions in some holy man, I do not dare condemn it, but it seems tolerable to me."

Thus Cajetan. I embrace his opinion only to this extent: I think a distinction must be made between before the fact and after the fact. As regards someone asking advice whether it would be lawful for him to do such things, I would altogether advise him to desist; indeed I would answer that it is not lawful. Since God, according to ordinary law, is not accustomed to inspire in the saints conditions of this kind, in which some appearance of vanity is present, it is rash to persuade oneself of any such thing, and at least the thing is considered suspect by law. For that reason, too, a person who has been warned is bound to avoid it.

But if someone, after the thing has been done in good faith and with the opinion Cajetan describes, and who had never been warned about it, either confessed it or sought advice, I would not dare condemn him for past sin. Still, I would advise him to abstain in the future.

If you ask whether, strictly speaking, it is vain observance, I answer that at the very least it bears a very likely appearance of it. Let this be said once for all concerning this doctrine of Cajetan, which is useful, as I have said, for the consolation of many after the fact, and should be considered in most of the particular cases that follow, in which manifest evil or the deformity of sin does not appear.

Fourth, to expect or seek doubtful indulgences, remissions of sins, and the attainment of a desired thing through fixed fasts and certain prayers, which for that reason are contained in certain little books condemned by Pope Pius V, is vain observance.

But to acquire knowledge by infusion, without human labor, through fixed fasts and prayers according to the institutions of a certain art, belongs to the first species of magic. For it is done from an express pact with a demon, and it is mortal sin. They call this art the Notory Art. It was condemned at Paris in the year 1320. St. Thomas writes of it in the place just cited, and so do Alexander of Hales and others. Among them, Ciruelo, in a Spanish work but with accuracy, argued to this conclusion.

Certain people claim to be self-taught. They imagine that, without any labor, reading, hearing, teacher, or study, they can obtain in a very short time, by divine inspiration alone, knowledge of all divine and human things, provided only that certain ceremonies are observed. They falsely say that Solomon, relying on this art, acquired wisdom in the space of one night and gathered the method of this art into a little book which they circulate. The narrative of sacred Scripture in Third Kings 3 refutes them concerning Solomon's attainment of wisdom. The book is a mere fabrication. Nor do the artificers of the fable agree among themselves about it. They agree only in this, that they all hand down certain rites, though various ones, which in appearance are pious and acceptable to God.

The more common method is of this kind. At the beginning it orders the disciple to wash away the stains of his whole life by general confession and to communicate frequently; whenever he falls into any sin, he must confess it on the same day at once; he must diligently observe the fasts prescribed by the Church, and add other voluntary days besides, especially every Friday, when it is lawful to use nothing but bread and water; and each day he must offer the seven psalms and certain prayers.

All these things are to be observed exactly for seven weeks, and during that time a person must abstain entirely from every tumult and thought of worldly business. When these things have been completed, the little book prescribes other formulas of prayers then to be uttered, and displays certain figures then to be adored. It also fixes certain hours at which these prayers and acts of adoration are to be performed: namely, the first seven days of the new moon, each day as the sun itself rises.

After these rites have been carried out three times through three new moons, the man must choose for himself some day on which he is more devout and more suited to receiving inspiration. Then, at the third hour, he must place himself alone in a church or some oratory, or in the middle of some field, with knees bent on the ground, hands and eyes lifted to heaven, and first pronounce three times the first verse of the hymn "Come, Holy Spirit." When he has done this, he will suddenly be filled with all knowledge, no less than Solomon, the prophets, and the apostles, so much so that he himself will be amazed at so sudden a change of himself, as though he had passed into an angel or another man.

You have all the mysteries of this art. In them, what should I wonder at first? The stupidity of those who ascribe these rites to Solomon? Did he know Friday, or our confession of sins, or Eucharistic reception, or the hymn "Come, Holy Spirit"? Or should I rather wonder at the blasphemy that suggests such a thing about Solomon, the prophets, and the apostles? Or at the sacrilegious audacity which, by the height of hypocrisy, so abuses things most holy? For they offer this worship and this whole apparatus of adoration to the Devil. They offer sacred prayers and the sacraments of the Church to the one into whose service they are initiated.

These ruined men expose both body and soul at once to manifest danger of destruction. Ciruelo testifies that many who devote themselves to this art have suffered the loss of both lives. Some known to him, he says, were lifted by the Devil into the air by a whirlwind, carried everywhere across the earth, and so afflicted that for the whole course of their life they labored under incurable sickness. This was a sign of divine mercy, wishing them to pay in this life the penalties for so atrocious a crime. Others, for whom some result answered their very wicked attempt, seem to him to have had a worse lot, since God justly permitted this for their greater blindness and damnation.

Concerning these people it must be known that no true knowledge is infused into them by the demon. He cannot do this by way of true infusion, as was said in Book II, question 4. Rather, he is accustomed, by besieging or possessing them, to speak through them, disturbing their phantasy and moving their tongue so that they utter certain things unknown and hidden to them. He is accustomed to do the same when witches after ecstasy recount wonderful things which they think they have seen, heard, or done in very remote places, when in truth they were not moved from their place.

An evident sign of this matter is that, when the demon leaves these self-taught initiates of his, none of the knowledge remains to them. They do not even remember the things they had said a little before. Then, by the best right, this art is condemned because it uses ceremonies not instituted for this effect, which is always suspect; it observes days and hours that have no relevance to this; it orders those figures to be adored, which are neither of God nor of the saints, but vain and magical.

Those to whom God wishes to infuse knowledge, he does so without any prescribed rites. He formerly infused it in a few, today perhaps in none. This art contends that knowledge is infused only when all things have been kept exactly to the rule, and indeed to all people if they observe them. Therefore the one who infuses is not God, nor a good angel, but the Devil. They offer prayers to the Devil, adore the Devil, fast for the Devil, and will have the Devil as their rewarder. John Baptist Segnius writes more against this in chapter 7 of On True Christian Study.



[margin: Ciruelo, On Superstition, part 3, chapter 1; Book II, question 4 of the present work; John Baptist Segnius, On True Christian Study, chapters 7-9]

There are various branches or shoots of this vanity. One they call the Pauline art, because they pretend that it was handed down by God to blessed Paul when he was in ecstasy, and that the apostle handed it down to posterity. What could be called more foolish, more wicked, more blasphemous?

I find another art, though I do not know whether I should call it a species of the Notory Art. For it agrees with it in many things, yet differs in this: they say the Notory Art is done by way of sudden infusion, but this one otherwise. They call it the art of spirits, or the angelic art, by which they say a person receives, whenever he wishes, knowledge of all the things he wishes to know, by the ministry of the guardian angel or of other good angels.

They hand down two species of it: one obscure, which is done by way of elevation, passage, rapture, or ecstasy; another clear, by which they say it is done when angels appear in visible form with an assumed body and converse pleasantly. Perhaps Cardano used this when he disputed with those three spirits who followed Averroes. But this art is in fact nothing other than impious Goetia, or white magic, of which we spoke in Book I. Nor are these angels any others than attendant demons, striving eagerly to procure the deception and destruction of human beings.

The impious falsity of the art is clearer than daylight, because all its formulas are mere conjurations or adjurations by which those spirits are forced into service. Yet it is established that good angels neither are adjured nor wish to be adjured, but wish and ought to be honored and implored by prayers. John Baptist Segnius also wrote against this vanity in chapters 8 and 9 of the same little work.

From this it is clear what should be thought of those who boast that they have a spirit by whom all things are taught to them, as a certain magician of Parma used to say, or that they are endowed with and directed by a certain spirit so powerful that they can even command other people's imaginations, as that Maltese impostor was reported to have been accustomed to boast in these very years in Brabant. Plainly they have struck a covenant with death and belong most manifestly to the tribe of necromancers.


Question IV, Section III

Fifth, when relics, the Gospel of St. John, or some verses of the Psalms are carried, not merely from devotion, but with vain circumstances attached; for example, that they be written in this way or that way; that the relics be in a triangular or round vessel, with power attributed to the form or to the material; that the writing be on virgin parchment; that it be written at sunrise; that it be fastened on by an uncorrupted person; that it be bound with so many threads or with threads of such a kind.

Likewise it is necessary that no figure be present except the sign of the cross; no image except that of Christ, the Blessed Virgin, some known saint, or a customary good angel; likewise that no barbarous and unknown names of God or of angels be added; finally that nothing vain or false be present. For God is never the author of falsehood or vanity.



[margin: St. Thomas, Secunda Secundae, question 96, article 4; Navarrus, Manual, chapter 11, number 35; canonists on the text "It is not lawful," cause 26, question 5; St. Thomas again; St. Antoninus; Martin of Arles, treatise on superstition; Viguerius; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 20, repeated in Gratian, cause 26, question 2]

Perhaps someone will object that only the sign of the cross is permitted by canon law. I answer that the canon treats of characters, among which it numbers the cross; it does not treat of images. Since these are piously kept in churches, why could they not also be carried together with the others?

Concerning superstitious ligatures, St. Augustine writes in this way: "To this kind belong all ligatures and remedies which the discipline of physicians also condemns, whether in incantations, or in certain marks which they call characters, or in certain things to be hung and bound, or even danced in some fashion, not for preserving bodies but for certain hidden or even manifest significations. By a milder name they call these physical, so that they may seem to help by nature and not to entangle one in superstition, such as earrings at the top of each ear, or rings made from ostrich bones on the fingers, or when it is said to a person with hiccups that he should hold his left thumb with his right hand."

St. Augustine therefore judged that vain observance is present in these things. I think this is because these were noted for observation of the future. For it can happen that the last two have some physical power for preserving health, and then they would be foreign to superstition. The same Augustine afterward adds something most worthy of observation: not everything which, when taken internally, helps naturally, also helps when hung on the body; and therefore greater caution must be applied in these things that are hung on the body, because in them greater danger is involved.

He says: "It is one thing to say, 'If you drink this crushed herb, your belly will not hurt,' and another thing to say, 'If you hang this herb on your neck, your belly will not hurt.' In the former case a wholesome mixture is approved; in the latter a superstitious signification is condemned."

By these words he means that the former is a remedy, the latter a sign of a pact. Conversely, not everything that is effective by nature when hung on the body, as certain Indian stones are against pain of the kidneys, spleen, and so forth, is also effective when crushed and taken internally.



[margin: Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 26; canon "Let them admonish," cause 20, question 7; canons "It is not lawful" and "Do not observe," cause 26, questions 5 and 7; Cassiodorus on Psalm 115]

Augustine wisely adds: "Although where there are no prayers, invocations, and characters, it is usually doubtful whether the thing that is bound or in some way attached to the body for healing has value by a natural power, and is to be used freely, or whether it prevails by some signifying obligation; the Christian ought to beware of this more prudently, the more effectively it seems to help. But where it is hidden by what cause something has value, the mind with which each person uses it matters."

From these words gather three points. First, if the thing is thought to help naturally, then it is lawful to hang it on the body, because this is done as a remedy. Second, if it is thought not to help naturally as a cause, but only as a sign of future healing, then one must altogether abstain. Third, if the matter is doubtful and physicians are not present to be consulted, then the mind and intention of the person who hangs it makes the thing good or bad: good if he acts according to the former opinion, bad if he believes the latter. For then someone would fall under the canon "Let them admonish," by which lay people are subjected to anathema and clerics to degradation.

The canons do not permit any prayers other than the Lord's Prayer and the Creed to be written in amulets. But by Catholic usage this seems to have been extended to the Gospel of blessed John and to other parts of sacred Scripture, because the same reasoning proceeds in them: namely, the devotion of the one carrying it and the holiness of the words. If they help when piously recited, why not also when piously carried?

But the superstitious elements we have mentioned must always be avoided, above all repetition by a fixed number when power is attributed to it. Therefore what the great Cassiodorus wrote must surely be understood in this way: that the threefold recitation of the verse "You have broken my bonds" was an effective remedy for many people in various evils, not because God attributed the effect to the triple repetition itself, but to the devotion of the one repeating it three times in honor of the most holy Trinity. More will be said shortly about forms of prayers.



[margin: Chrysostom, homily 21 to the people of Antioch; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 20; Isidore on salissatores or salitores; Suidas and Theocritus on twitching or palpitation; Plautus, Braggart Soldier and Pseudolus; Caelius Rhodiginus, book 7, chapter 29]


Question IV, Section IV

Sixth, the very vain observation of omens must be referred here. Blessed Chrysostom speaks of it in the twenty-first homily to the people of Antioch: "And what, after all, are omens? Often someone leaving his house sees a one-eyed or lame man and takes it as an omen." And afterward: "If you meet a virgin, the day will be barren; but if you meet a harlot, it will be favorable, full, and filled with much commerce." Soon, as was fitting, he attacks this madness.

When Ausonius recognizes only three omens, he is refuted by the others, who recalled more. Perhaps he was speaking only of the principal ones. But how vain they are in this matter, St. Augustine writes thus: "To these are added thousands of most empty observations: if some member of the body twitches; if, when friends are walking together, a stone, dog, or boy comes between them; and that practice, when they tread on the stone as though on a divider of friendship, is less troublesome than when they strike an innocent boy with the fist, if he has run between them while they were walking together. But it is fine that boys are sometimes avenged by dogs. For some are often so superstitious that they dare even to strike a dog that has come between them, and not with impunity. For from an empty remedy the dog quickly sends his striker to a true physician.

"Hence also come those practices: to tread on one's own threshold when passing before one's house; to return to bed if someone sneezes while putting on his shoes; to return home if he stumbles while setting out; when a garment is gnawed by mice, to fear more the suspicion of a future evil than to grieve over the present damage. Hence that saying of Cato was elegantly spoken. When he had been consulted by a certain man who said that his shoes had been gnawed by mice, he answered that this was no marvel; it would truly have been a marvel if the mice had been gnawed by the shoes."

You see how many kinds are enumerated here by St. Augustine. First there is the twitching-omen. Isidore teaches that ominous observers of this kind were called salissatores or salitores. In an old glossary the term is called twitching and palpitation. The chief species of this are from the eyelids or the eyes. Suidas and Theocritus mention the latter; Plautus mentions the former in the Braggart Soldier: "Sorceress, collector, fortune-teller, diviner: it is shameful if nothing is sent to the woman whose eyebrow looks upward." And in the Pseudolus: "It must be because something is going to happen; my eyebrow jumps so." See Caelius, book 7, chapter 29.

To this seems to be referred the fact that some observe the spontaneous sound of the right or left ear, so that if the latter rings they think an enemy, if the former a friend, is then recalling our memory. Aristaenetus writes of this, saying in sense: "Did not your ear resound when, weeping, I remembered you?" And somewhere to this seems to pertain that line of the Lesbian poet converted by the poet of Verona: "My ears tingle with their own sound." More plainly, a certain ancient, though uncertain, poet wrote: "Talkative ear, why do you resound to me through whole nights? I do not know whom you say is now remembering me." To refer this to sympathy between lovers is too far-fetched.

To this also belongs scapulimancy, which is done by bare inspection of shoulder blades. An omen is also taken from the body by sneezing and by stumbling of the foot, about which we shall soon say more.

Some omens are drawn from a name, others from chance words of other people, others from things that happen at home, and others from things that happen on the road. From a name came what Glycas narrates concerning Augustus: that he named the city he had built Nicopolis, and placed there bronze statues of a man and an ass, because on the night that preceded the battle of Actium he had come upon a man who was driving an ass; when Augustus had asked him about his name, the man answered, "My name is Eutyches," that is, "happy," "and the ass's name is Nico," that is, "victor."

From words spoken by chance come those which Cicero thought were properly called omens, as when the daughter of a consul, who was thinking of the war against Perseus, told her father that Perseus was dead, which was the name of a little Maltese dog.



[margin: Aristaenetus, in an amatory epistle; an ancient Catalepton or Virgilian collection note; Glycas, Annals, part 3]

House-omens are those in Plautus: if a black dog has entered another person's house, or a snake has fallen through the roof-compluvium from the tiles; or, as many sin today, if the saltcellar is overturned, if wine is spilled, if sneezing at table is more frequent or less frequent, if some sad word has been spoken at a banquet, if someone has crossed one leg over the other, if a dog has howled, if a raven sitting on the roof has croaked, and things of this sort.

The things that happen outdoors are no fewer. This kind they call a road omen, such as those St. Augustine reported; likewise if a hare seems to have broken off a journey by leaping across it, if one has seen a wolf, a goat, or another animal on the road, and, what has arisen from the irreligious mind of heretics, if one meets a monk on setting out. This is mentioned also by Peter of Blois in letter 65, along with infinite other examples, as the table inserted after the end of this section will show.

The Romans formerly attributed very much to this ominous observation, as is clear from Cicero's books On Divination and Valerius Maximus, book 1, chapter 5. Likewise the Greeks and Egyptians did so, as Pausanias teaches in the Achaica and Theophrastus in the Characters, where he sets out many examples. So also did the Syrians, as sacred Scripture witnesses in the history of the Kings, Third Kings 20:33, where the word "omen" is read, which St. Augustine says he did not find in the sacred books. Perhaps he came upon books in which it was not present. The men took it for an omen and snatched at the word, as it is now read in the Septuagint; or rather the verb there was interpreted in the general sense, "they divined," just as the Hebrew term is general and must be interpreted according to the subject. Therefore our translation most rightly renders "they took it as an omen."

On the vanity of all these things one should read Peter of Blois, the letter just cited, Francis Pico, Wimpina, Michael Medina, Benedict Pererius, and Julius Sirenius. The principal reason is that, since omens have no certain cause but depend entirely on chance, they can almost always be drawn toward contrary outcomes. Let an example be that saying of Anchises in Virgil, who says that horses seen give hope of peace and threaten war.

But it is a very different thing to drag a chance omen wherever one wishes, and to ask God for a sign from a necessary cause tending to the honor of God. In sacred Scripture Abraham's servant, Gideon, and Jonathan lawfully did this; Thomas the Englishman spoke excellently about Abraham's servant in his commentary there. In other histories Gregory VII did it in the case of the simoniac cardinal, according to Martin the Pole; and St. Augustine and Clovis, king of the Franks, did the same. If anyone wants many things about various species of omens, different from ours, he will be able to read Peter of Blois and John of Salisbury, provided he remembers that John is not approving them but recording them as vices of courtiers. Above all these words which he adds should be noted:


Other matters of this kind are so many that they could weary talkative Fabius.
Whatever house has rested upon them, I do not think it can be saved even by salvation itself.



Therefore let this be the conclusion: it is always illicit to observe all omens.

Although Cajetan writes, "Without any presage a man can prudently beware of approaching things by doubting whether the present encounter is a sign of the future from a common celestial cause for both, or even from divine providence. For example, if someone, falling bodily, fears some fall in his state or honor, and so forth. Yet he should not for that reason desist from works prudently to be done, but should watch more cautiously, and so forth. For it can be that this fall is an effect of the cause of the future fall and for that reason signifies it."



[margin: Cicero, On Divination, book 1; Plautus; Pausanias, Achaica; Theophrastus, Characters; Third Kings 20; Francis Pico; Wimpina, On Divination, chapter 13; Michael Medina, On Right Faith in God, book 1, chapter 2; Pererius on Genesis 24; Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, chapters 21-22; Genesis 24; Judges 7; First Kings 14; Fulgentius, book 1, chapter 3; Egnatius, book 1, chapter 4]

In truth this is about things that happen very rarely or never. And if it ever happens, it will not be an omen properly so called, but rather a prodigy sent by God and to be referred to lawful observation of wonders for amendment of morals. Indeed this observation of Cajetan has always seemed to me to open the door to that ominous observation which always seemed most empty to St. Augustine and the others.

To use Cicero's words in On Divination, if we admit this, will we not have to observe the stumbling of the foot, the breaking of a shoelace, and sneezes? Will not the superstitious person always make the excuse that any stumbling of the feet shows divine anger to him beforehand? For what else did the Gentiles contend? Did they not observe this in Tiberius Gracchus, that on the day he was killed, as he was leaving home, he struck his foot very heavily against the threshold? Will they not say that this same thing happened to Crassus on the day of the unlucky battle? Does Ovid not write this about the husband of Laodamia?


When you wished to go out from your father's doors to Troy,
Your foot, offended by the threshold, gave a sign.
When I saw it, I groaned, and in silent breast I said:
"Let those be signs, I pray, of a man who will return."



Will not even Tibullus, worthy now of pardon, say of himself:



[margin: Peter of Blois, letter 65; John of Salisbury, Policraticus or On the Trifles of Courtiers, book 1, final chapter; Cajetan, in the Summa under "superstition"; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 20; Pico, Wimpina, Sirenius, Medina, Pererius, John of Salisbury, and Peter of Blois are cited as authorities against omen observation]


How often, having begun a journey, I said sad words to myself,
That my foot, struck in the doorway, had given signs?



What if they said that this event came from the same cause of providence from which the deaths and slaughters of those men came? Would they not be absolved by Cajetan's judgment?

But someone may object: Blessed Mark the Evangelist, when he was sailing to Alexandria for the sake of preaching the Gospel, broke his shoe as he was leaving the ship and, giving thanks to God, declared that his journey had been made easy. I answer that this is brought forward from apocryphal writings. Then, to use the words of Peter of Blois: "Whatever others may believe, I firmly believe that the holy Evangelist did not say this from superstitious curiosity. Even if his shoe had never been broken, the Lord would nevertheless have revealed to him by the Holy Spirit the success of his journey."

So says Peter, who adds another omen, namely that of those who, if someone on the journey asks where they are going, immediately turn back. They rely on the deed of Judith, who, when departing, forbade anyone to ask where she was going, as though the question had some omen that could impede the journey she had undertaken. But this is to interpret the mind of the holy widow wrongly. She forbade it only so that no one would delay what she had begun by conversation and greetings, or so that they would not investigate too curiously what she was going out to do.

With regard to sneezes, there will always be some way for them to excuse themselves. If something adverse happens to the person who sneezes, he will draw both events from the same cause. If another is happier and obtains what he wished, he will say that this was a sign of success, and that it happened from a common supernatural celestial cause, not from a natural one. The ancients judged sneezing to be a middle omen, as the scholiast on Theocritus noted, and for that reason, when someone sneezed, those standing by spoke good words to him, so that if anything evil was being portended, they might turn it away by favorable prayer.

They thought a morning sneeze entirely unlucky, but one at noon a very firm auspice and an indication that the attempt would not be in vain, even on Aristotle's authority, especially if it came from the right side. Hence Propertius:


Now, on the first day when you were born, my life,
Dry Love sneezed a clear omen for you.





[margin: Valerius Maximus, book 1, chapter 4; Plutarch on Gracchus and Crassus; Ovid, Heroides; Tibullus; Peter of Blois, letter 65; Judith 8; Theocritus scholia; Pliny, Natural History, book 28; Apuleius, The Golden Ass, book 2; Aristotle, Problems; Xenophon, Anabasis, book 6; Propertius; Catullus; Homeric Hymn to Mercury; Cato, On Agriculture; Ausonius; Polydore, On Prodigies; Nauclerus, Marvels]

And Catullus, concerning Acme and Septimius, calls the approval of a sneeze on the right side a good auspice. What then? They even observed a breaking of wind. Among Greeks this was a good omen, as appears from the Hymn to Mercury; among Latins it was judged unlucky, as others have observed from Cato's On Agriculture. The ancients were equally ridiculous about the mouse omen, concerning which, besides Pliny in the Natural History, they also rightly understand that line of Ausonius: "What quadruped is joined to omens of birds? The mouse." See the first book of Ausonian Readings, chapter 25.

Let this suffice concerning the trifles of omens. Polydore, in the third book On Prodigies, and Nauclerus, in the second book of Marvels, also say some things about them.

Here the table marked with this sign is to be inserted.



[margin: Suetonius on Augustus and Caligula; Ovid, Fasti; Festus under "Strenia"; Aristotle, On the Heavens, book 2; Council of Auxerre, chapter 1; Augustine in Gratian; Pope Martin; Ambrose, sermon 17; Fourth Council of Toledo; Roman council under Pope Zacharias; Burchard, Penitential, book 19]


Question IV, Section V

Seventh, vain observance can sometimes occur in New Year's gifts given on the first day of the year. The Gentiles were accustomed to celebrate the Kalends of January with great solemnity, as Suetonius and Ovid teach, in honor of Janus. Among other things they then gave one another New Year's gifts, as an omen or good prayer that the year would pass prosperously, or that many other things would be added. For the word was said, as it were, from "three each," and the number three was regarded as an indicator of perfection and fullness, because Aristotle says there are three omens.

Because of superstitions of this kind, the Council of Auxerre calls these gifts diabolical, and those who send them seem to be condemned by St. Augustine in Gratian and by Pope Martin, who says: "It is not lawful to practice the wicked observances of the Kalends and to spend time in songs; nor to crown houses with laurel or the greenery of trees. For all this observance belongs to pagans."

Devout Christians were formerly accustomed to fast on that day in detestation of Gentile superstition, as we are taught by St. Ambrose and the Fourth Council of Toledo. Those who, in contempt of the fast, kept the feast day with the pagans were anathematized by the Roman council under Pope Zacharias.

Therefore, if anyone today were to spend time in feasts in honor of Janus or the goddess Strenia, or to send or receive New Year's gifts for that reason, he would be an idolater. If he did it only as a certain omen of a prosperous outcome, it would be vain observance mixed with divination, for the most part mortal. If he did it only as an uncertain omen or augury, it would be a venial sin. If he did it only for pleasure or for the sake of preserving friendship, according to the custom of Christians, it would be no sin. Indeed, if he did it in honor of the Lord's circumcision, which the Church then celebrates, he would deserve well before God. For today the obsolete superstitions of the Gentiles have ceased, which were the cause of so strict a sanction in the canons.

Yet even today those superstitions must be avoided about which Burchard writes in this way: "Have you observed the Kalends of January according to the rite of the pagans, so that you did something more because of the new year than you were accustomed to do before or after? I mean this: if you prepared your table with stones or feasts in your house at that time; or led singers and dances through the streets and public ways; or sat around the roof of your house armed with your sword, so that there you might see and understand what would happen to you in the following year; or sat on a bull's hide at a crossroads, so that there too you might understand future things for yourself; or if you caused breads to be baked on the aforesaid night in your name, so that, if they rose well and became thick and high, you would thereby foresee prosperity for your life that year. Therefore, because by doing these things you have abandoned God your Creator and turned yourself toward idols and those vanities, and have become an apostate, you shall do penance for two years on the lawful ferias."

So Burchard writes in the Penitential, book 19, chapter on magical art, under the words "Have you observed the Kalends?" There you have a brief enumeration of the superstitions of that day. It is clear that they have no likeness to today's sending of New Year's gifts. Where the text says "stones," perhaps it should be corrected to "delicacies."

I had no more convenient place to insert this, although I judge that some sacrilege lies beneath it: the wild Irish hold wolves in great honor and count them among their kinsmen. They call them "dear ones of Christ," pray for them, and bless them, and in this way do not fear being harmed by them. Camden narrates this in the Antiquities of Britain.



[margin: canon "It is not lawful," cause 26, question 5, and canon "Do not observe"; Silvester under "superstition," question 10; Burchard, cited chapter 7, question 3; Binsfeld, confession of harmful-magicians, third dispositive cause]


Question IV, Section VI

Eighth, there is superstition about times: those who observe days, months, and years, not for the worship of God, but for the direction of their own business. Thus those who collect herbs or cut timber at fixed times, for buildings or ships, lack superstition if they do this moved by natural observation of place and celestial influence. At certain times the power of herbs is more effective; timbers also are less subject to corruption and more suited to use.

But it would be superstition if one fixed day of the week or month alone were observed, or a fixed hour of the day, merely because it is such an hour or such a day; or if useless circumstances were added, or idle or unapproved prayers. Hence Binsfeld rightly infers that to this belong those who observe certain feast days, such as the Conversion of St. Paul, St. Vincent, St. Urban, or others, and if it rains on them or if the sky is clear, promise themselves fair weather, fertility, abundance or lack of wine, or continued rains for so many days. They even made superstitious verses, the first of which is: "A clear day of Paul marks good times of the year," and so forth.

Likewise, those who gather herbs on the day of St. John for certain effects, believing that on that day they have a more effective natural power; or graft trees on the very day of the Annunciation of the Blessed Mary; or bleed horses on the feast of St. Stephen; and do similar things while attending to a natural cause, when there is none, establish these things vainly. They also dishonor feasts in this way rather than venerate them.

But if they directly ascribed these things to the merit of the saints, attributed the effect to God as honoring those saints, and intended themselves to honor those saints, I would not dare condemn them.

To this also belong those who observe certain days, such as the day of St. Mary Magdalene or Monday, as unlucky or lucky for travel or for beginning some matter. Likewise those who observe whether, when they rise, they first put on the right shoe or breeches or the left, or with which foot they first touch the ground or leave the house, and trifles of this kind. It is established that they sin by this kind of superstition.



[margin: Augustine on Galatians 4:10 and in the Enchiridion, chapter 79; canon "Do not observe," cause 26, question 7; Caelius Rhodiginus, Ancient Readings, book 14, chapter 9; Peter Breslayus, Notable Things, book 1, chapter 53; Alexander ab Alexandro, book 4, chapter 20; Ambrose and Augustine on Galatians; Anselm's commentary; Augustine again on Galatians]

In canon law the Egyptian days seem to be such, which are mentioned by St. Augustine. Alexander ab Alexandro gathered together the ominous and shameful days of almost every nation, but omitted these Egyptian days. Caelius Rhodiginus says only this: that days called black and unlucky by the ancients are commonly called Egyptian by a corrupted word, "from the vanity of Egypt," he says, "with the name slanted downward." Augustine mentions them, and they are not omitted in the canonical decrees. But he ought to have explained which days these were among the Egyptians.

The canonical gloss wants the Egyptians to have taught which days throughout the whole year would be unlucky for beginning works, and wants the Church formerly to have marked these in its calendars. I do not doubt that the latter is false, for the Church never received these things, mindful of the apostolic prohibition. The former can be accepted, for these were inventions of astrologers, and Egypt was the inventor of astrology.

Peter Breslayus, in the first book of Notable Things, chapter 53, says such days are January 1 and 25; February 4 and 26; March 1 and 28; April 10 and 20; May 3 and the last day; June 10 and 17; July 13 and 27; August 1 and 24; September 3 and 21; October 3 and 22; November 5 and 28; December 7 and 22. I do not know where he received this. Yet I suspect that the Egyptians also considered those days unlucky and ill-omened on which they were struck by Moses with so many plagues, and the day on which Pharaoh with his army was drowned in the sea. For days notable for some disaster were afterward always regarded as black by individual peoples, as Alexander ab Alexandro taught concerning Romans, Greeks, and others.

The Fathers supply many examples of these superstitions when explaining the words of St. Paul, "You observe days, and months, and times, and years. I fear for you, lest I have labored among you in vain."

Ambrose says: "Those observe days who say, for example, 'Tomorrow one must not set out; after tomorrow nothing should be begun,' and in this way they are usually deceived more. Those, however, honor months who examine the courses of the moon, saying, for example, 'On the seventh moon instruments must not be made; on the ninth moon a purchased servant, for example, ought not to be led home.' And by these things adversities are usually more easily brought about. But they observe times in this way when they say, 'Today is the beginning of spring, it is a feast; after tomorrow are the Vulcanalia.' Again they say such things as, 'It is posterum; it is not lawful to leave the house.' Posterum means adverse and untimely, as though it were late because the opportunity has slipped away. They honor years in this way, when they say, 'On the Kalends of January there is a new year,' as though years were not completed every day. But so that they may recall the memory of that two-faced Janus, they use this superstition, which ought to be far from the servants of God. For if God is loved from the whole heart, with him favorable there ought to be no fear or suspicion of these things. For whatever is done simply under devotion to God can turn out prosperously."

St. Augustine reproves those who say, "I shall not set out because the day is not favorable, or because the moon is so carried; or I shall set out so that it may turn out favorably, because the position of the stars is such. I shall not transact business this month, because that star controls the month for me; or I shall transact it, because it has received the month. I shall not plant a vineyard this year, because it is leap year." St. Anselm inserted these words exactly into his own commentary.

The same Augustine says elsewhere: "Thus also those observe who on certain days or months wish or do not wish to begin something, because according to the vain doctrines of human beings they judge times favorable or unfavorable." And again in another place: "Our little gatherings are full of people who receive from mathematicians the times for doing things. Indeed they do not hesitate to warn even us that something should not be begun, whether of buildings or other works of this kind, on days they call Egyptian."



[margin: Ciruelo, On Superstition, part 3, chapter 6; Martin of Arles, treatise on superstition]

So far the Fathers, whose words I have written down because, although in the first place and according to the sequence of the context the Apostle was speaking of the superstitious worship of days, months, and years among Jews, whom the Judaizing Galatians no doubt imitated, as St. Jerome and Primasius excellently judged with the Greeks, nevertheless it could happen that some paganism crept in at the same time. I saw this in France in the time of Catherine de Medici, when these things flourished so much among courtly matrons that they dared undertake nothing without consulting astrologers, whom they called their "barons."

I ask: if some day is unfortunate, whence does this come? They answer: from the influence and position of the stars. But this is different and variable in individual years, nor is it the same on that same day. Ciruelo refutes this at length with physical reasons in the cited part 3, chapter 6; he can be consulted.

To this daily superstition also belong those who on certain days touch vegetables with brooms so that gnats, caterpillars, worms, or other insects may not harm them; likewise those who do not want to cut their nails on Friday or spin on Saturday, while meanwhile they do not abstain on those days in honor of God from other servile works; those who believe that there is greater power in holy water blessed on Sundays after Ember Days than at other times for certain special effects; likewise those who keep throughout the whole year eggs which hens lay on Good Friday, because they believe these have power to extinguish fires if they are thrown into the fire.



[margin: Burchard, Penitential, book 19, under the making of ligatures]

Tell me: is this power natural? No one would say from the day or from the mother, for what could be more absurd? No special prerogative then belongs to the mother. Nothing singular is then infused by the heavenly orbs or stars. Therefore that power is supernatural. Why does the same not belong to eggs laid on the day of the Resurrection or on the Nativity of the Lord? "By special privilege," they will say. Tell me, please, how do you know this? To whom and when was it granted? They will say, "It is established by experience." But that experience is fallacious. And how are you certain that the effect does not arise from a pact? Another may say, "Devotion persuaded it." It is not good devotion which is joined with scandal, which is deservedly suspect, which is old-womanish, singular, and supported by no help of the Church or tradition. Many do these things in these regions. But in the same regions there are many unskilled in piety and in matters of faith and morals, many curious people, and many superstitious people. Read Martin of Arles, treatise on superstition.


Question IV, Section VII

In the ninth place are the various vain observations in repelling evils and healing diseases. For example, if someone makes an offering from goods obtained by alms, believing them more effective for obtaining the effect; if someone thinks that a cross bought or made from alms is holier and more effective; if people offer wax or another material to saints, mixing in hair of a person or bristles of a sick animal; if they immerse images in water in order to obtain rain; if they make certain ligatures so that milk is not taken away from cows; if they urinate through a betrothal ring so that they may be freed from harmful magic; if, for curing certain head pains and similar diseases, they apply the neck to a pig's trough or drinking vessel, saying, "In the name of the Father," and so forth; if they measure the belt of a sick person in order to know from which saint health must be obtained, with other fixed rites applied; if they split a straw with an axe so that swellings of hands or fingers may be healed; if for certain diseases of livestock they build fires from particular kinds of wood and drive the animals into it, or lead them around it in a circle, and offer to the saints whichever animal passes through first.

There are those who bake a cake of St. Lupus with this rite: they bake a triangular cake under the pretext of honoring the most sacred Trinity, and impress five holes in it in memory, so they color it, of the wounds of Christ. Then, in honor of blessed Lupus, they give the cake as alms to the first beggar who meets them, not by design, but unknowingly and by chance. In this way they think that herds and flocks, even alone in pastures, cannot be attacked by wolves. This is frequent in villages near Tienen and Louvain.

Superstition betrays itself in this, to omit the rest: the cake must be given to a chance beggar. What does this have to do either with guarding livestock or with the honor of God? Such too are the ligatures of herdsmen for freeing dogs and cattle from plague and wasting disease, or for bringing these things upon the cattle of others. Read Burchard in the cited chapter 19, under "Have you made ligatures?"

To this must be referred the countless forms of prayers by which wounds are commonly healed, diseases cured, or misfortunes warded off. Such is the one about which Burchard writes in the same place, under "Have you gathered": "Have you gathered medicinal herbs with other incantations, with the Creed and the Lord's Prayer?" Correct boldly to "rather than with the Creed and the Lord's Prayer," that is, singing "I believe in God" and "Our Father." "If you have done otherwise, you shall do penance for ten days on bread and water."

There is another in use among Spanish soldiers, which certain healers, as they report, living holy lives and healing all people gratis, use only with the placing on of linens and with the recitation of certain words. The formula was Spanish, but I shall render it word for word in English:


Through Christ, and with Christ, and in Christ, to you, God the Father almighty, in the unity of the Holy Spirit, is all honor and glory, forever and ever. Let us pray. Warned by saving precepts and formed by divine instruction, we dare to say: Our Father, who art in heaven, and so forth. Amen. Jesus.

The power of the Father, the wisdom of the Son, the strength of the Holy Spirit, heal this wound from every evil. Amen. Jesus.

My Lord Jesus Christ, I believe that on the night of Holy Thursday, at supper, after you washed the feet of your holy disciples, you took bread into your most holy hands, blessed and broke it, and gave it to your holy disciples, saying: Take and eat, for this is my body. Likewise you took the cup into your most holy hands, gave thanks, and handed it to them, saying: Take and drink, because this is my blood of the new testament, which will be poured out for many for the remission of sins. As often as you do this, do it in memory of me. I beseech you, Lord soldier Christ, that through these most holy words, and through their power, and through the merit of your most holy Passion, this wound and this evil may be healed. Amen. Jesus. In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen. Jesus.



Concerning this formula a question was raised at Ypres in the preceding year, especially because no natural medicine was added. The most reverend bishop of Ypres, Simonius, and his counselors judged this whole healing superstitious and illicit, and prohibited anyone from using it. This condemnation seemed harsh to many, but undeservedly.



[margin: Burchard on gathering herbs and prayers; the Ypres question concerning the Spanish soldiers' healing formula; Bishop Simonius of Ypres and his counselors; allusions to the Canon of the Mass and the Church's reverence for the words of consecration]

For here the whole effect is expected from God by way of miracle. But to ask miracles so continually and almost from custom is to tempt God. Second, holy men, when performing miracles, did not use fixed formulas of words, as though conceived in advance, but now this way, now that way, as the Holy Spirit suggested. Third, the holiness of this person is not sufficiently proved. For it happens very often that harmful-magicians, by outward appearance, falsely pretend holiness. Nor in this matter are soldiers sufficiently suitable judges, to whom those seem holy who do not outwardly reveal grave sins. Fourth, those who have received from God the gift of healings never receive it with the condition that they use such and such words. Rather, such fabricated formulas are signs of at least a hidden pact.

Fifth, it is not lawful for private persons to invent formulas which neither sacred Scripture nor ecclesiastical usage has approved, such as this one. It licentiously abuses and corrupts many words of the most holy sacrifice of the Mass, even of the Canon itself. Finally, it applies the words of consecration to a matter for which they were not instituted, which is not to be permitted, and besides asks that the effect be granted by the power of the aforesaid words. That power was directed by our Savior not to the closing of bodily wounds, but to the transubstantiation of bread and wine.

Nor should this be neglected: the Church and her Catholic children have always held these most holy words of consecration in such veneration that they considered it unlawful to use them except in the sacrifice of the Mass, or when they had to be used necessarily in church, schools, or disputations. By contrast, the Devil and his members, harmful-magicians, use no things more willingly or frequently for their unspeakable sacrileges than the venerable Eucharist itself and those things that pertain to it.

These were the things that now occurred to me against this and similar formulas.



[margin: Malleolus, two treatises on exorcisms; reference to his prohibited status among writers of the first class; Martin of Arles on superstitions; John in the Summa of Confessors; the Heidelberg retraction of 1405 under the bishop of Speyer and university experts]


Question IV, Section VIII

Let no one rely on the authority of a certain canonist who lived in the year 1454, named Felix Malleolus. He was a canon of Zurich, but was all but condemned for heresy; for that reason he is so greatly commended by John Balzo and similar men. This Malleolus, in an entire little book of two treatises on exorcisms, presents himself as patron of prayers and medicines of this kind.

Very many of his little works are circulated, but in most of them there are many rash, erroneous, and scandalous things. Therefore, by mature and wise counsel, the Roman Church placed his name among prohibited writers of the first class, whose whole writings are forbidden. For Catholics, therefore, his authority must plainly be judged destroyed. Nor did he bring forward reasons of any weight. Let us briefly examine them one by one.

He wants healing by words of this kind to be lawful. I shall state them in English, both so that all may understand and so that no one may use them if they were set down in the language and rhyme in which they are to be pronounced:


If holy Mary the Virgin truly bore the injured boy, let this animal be freed from this suffering, in the name of the Father, and so forth.



And this:


Christ was born; Christ was lost; Christ was found. May he bless and sign these wounds, in the name, and so forth.



And this:


I adjure you, worms, by almighty God, that this city or house be as detestable to you as that man is to God who brought forth a false sentence and knew the just one, in the name of the Father, and so forth.



He says that, with the necessary changes, these words also help against intestinal worms and the worms that gnaw the entrails of animals.

He acknowledges that against his opinion is a certain man who wrote on superstitions, that is, Martin of Arles, and John in the Summa of Confessors. He also acknowledges that in the year of the Lord 1405 a lector of the Augustinian order was forced at Heidelberg to revoke the article in which he had said that someone could use such formulas without sin, and specifically that second formula. He was forced, I say, to revoke this, at the command of the lord bishop of Speyer and of the experts of the University of Heidelberg, as erroneous, and to promise that from then on he would no longer utter such words.



[margin: Fourth Council of Carthage, canon 7; John Micrologus, On Ecclesiastical Observances, chapter 7; lives or histories of St. Patrick and similar saints; Acts 3:6 and 16:15; Prochorus in the life of John; Abdias, history of the apostles; St. Jerome in the life of Hilarion; Colossians 3:17; the Code, On Harmful-Magicians; Azo and the Archdeacon]

Notwithstanding these things, Malleolus himself judges the contrary.

First, he proves it because it is pious and meritorious to heal diseases, not only of human beings but also of brutes, as many saints are proved to have done. I answer: they did this without any suspicion of superstition, and to do it in that way is pious and meritorious; but these formulas are superstitious and deservedly suspect.

Second, he argues that it is lawful to bless animals in the name of the Lord. I answer: it is lawful if you add nothing superstitious in word or deed.

Third, he argues that it is lawful to curse, conjure, excommunicate, and exorcize them. Thus St. William, bishop of Lausanne, when injured by eels, expelled and banished by malediction all the eels of his jurisdiction. Likewise blessed Pruminius wholly cleansed by his prayers the island of St. Mark near Constance, which had been polluted by poisonous worms. And the bishop of Lausanne then living caused exorcisms composed from sacred Scripture to be pronounced against poisonous leeches that infected salmon and other fish with their poison. They were also accustomed in Switzerland, against a very harmful sort of worms which they call luger, to institute a judicial proceeding just as is done against criminals; and the people of Constance and Chur did the same against other worms called Lauffkaefer.

I answer: exorcisms and ecclesiastical expulsions of animals are approved when the public use of the Church has received and approved them, not any that private persons devise. Today in the Roman Rituals we have expressed lawful formulas which all can, should, and may safely follow. They can also use the proper formulas of dioceses approved by the Roman See. Indeed they can use them without sin even if they are not expressly approved, provided they are not disapproved, not called into doubt by learned and pious men, and do not display manifest vanity.



[margin: Tyraeus, on demoniacs, final part]

Thus in the very formula of the exorcism or adjuration of the bishop of Lausanne nothing is contained that can be disapproved, unless perhaps that citation and procuratorship of the fish, and certain other judicial acts, all of which seem vain and superfluous. The same must be said of the public practice of Constance and Chur. But that third adjuration was introduced privately by a rustic, and nothing at all is established about its first origin.

In exorcisms, not just any prayers devised at the discretion of the exorcist are to be received, but fixed prayers prescribed by the Church. This is taught by the Fourth Council of Carthage, canon 7, and by John Micrologus in the book On Ecclesiastical Observances, chapter 7. Finally, as regards the deed of William and Pruminius, we read similar things of St. Patrick and others. But these prove only that it is lawful, by sacred adjuration or prayer, to expel harmful animals by the power of God; no one denies this. But that it is lawful to bring into use fixed formulas contrived by the judgment of just anyone is not proved; that is what I deny.

Surely the apostles and saints expelled demons and healed diseases in the name of Christ alone, without another addition of words. Thus St. Peter and St. Paul, St. John, St. Thomas, St. Andrew, Sts. Judas and Simon, and St. Hilarion did.

Fourth, he adds as an argument from the legend of St. Blaise that the saint was accustomed to protect weaker animals against larger ones by a blessing. Likewise, those who castrate pigs commend them to St. Anthony; and if the pigs given to St. Anthony are harmed by anyone, that person does not go unpunished.

I answer that these things do not pertain to the matter. For no superstitious words intervene here. Many things are narrated in the common legends concerning St. Blaise which rest on no faith or authority. Why a pig is painted beside blessed Anthony, I do not know, unless this arose from this custom; but what the beginning of this custom was, again I do not know. We often see the charity of the saints favor and applaud the pure and harmless devotion of peoples. Ambrose certainly says rightly that whatever is done simply under devotion to God can turn out prosperously.

Fifth, he argues in this way from sacred Scripture: Paul says, "Whatever you do, do all in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ." Since he says "all things," he excludes no act, at least no good act. I answer that he assumes as certain what is in dispute: that this act of healing an animal with such words is good. Nor does the Apostle say that whatever we do in the name of Jesus is lawful, but that whatever lawful things we do, we ought to do them in this name and not in another.

Sixth, he argues that to repel from fields by another harmful magic a storm raised by harmful magic is a good act; therefore it is also lawful to repel the disease of an animal harmed by magic through a superstitious formula. He proves the antecedent from the law "of those persons" in the Code, On Harmful-Magicians, and by the authority of Azo in the Summa and the Archdeacon. I answer that both that law and the authors who follow it plainly err against the faith, as I shall teach at length in Book VI.

Seventh, as regards the first formula, he excuses it because the particle "if" in it is not doubtful or conjectural but causal, meaning the same thing as "because truly," as in the saying, "If you judge them, know them," and likewise, "If in hell there is no redemption, surely its remembrance is terrible."

I answer: even if you take it in that way, the formula is superstitious, because the clause is added either as a cause of healing or as a sign. If as a sign, it is not a sign instituted for this purpose by God or the Church. Therefore it is instituted by a private person, and then we deservedly suspect a pact with a demon, because no one makes a pact with God in this way, nor is it lawful for us to prescribe or give a sign to God. If as a cause, it is either insofar as the words strike the air and are such a sound, which is ridiculous, or insofar as the words themselves have physical power, which is equally absurd, or insofar as they have moral power.

I ask whether this moral power is by the work worked or by the work of the worker. Not the former, because they are not sacraments. If the latter, then the matter already depends on devotion. Therefore even if someone used other words, he would obtain it from God. Therefore the formula is vain. This argument has force against all the others. Yet it has no force against forms of exorcisms instituted by the Church, because God directs the Church in these things and favors the prayers of his spouse, so that such prayers of the Church, by the power of the name of Christ which is invoked and applied, work at once as cause and as sign, in the way in which the sign of the cross also works when formed and pronounced.

Eighth, he contends that it is sometimes lawful to use the ministry of demons and to invoke them for this purpose, because St. Theodore, bishop of Sion, caused an enormous bell given to him by Pope Leo to be carried by demons from Rome all the way to Sion. He confirms this by saying that these general propositions are to be rejected: "All people who stubbornly inflict injuries, losses, and troubles on us must be forgiven." He says that whoever states this from the Lord's precept lies, for it is consonant with truth that they should not be spared but punished. Likewise, those who make a general detestation and prohibition of usuries err, since in many contracts usury seems lawful. So too, he says, those who deny that any superstitious formulas are lawful also err.



[margin: Bellarmine, volume 2, on the ceremonies of baptism]

I answer: I am amazed at the man's rashness or ignorance. It is rashness that he thrusts little fables upon us as histories, while he reports no author for them. If this happened, which I do not believe, but if it happened, it was done by that bishop by a special permission of God revealing it. Otherwise, not all deeds of saints or of otherwise holy men are always to be imitated, indeed they are not always necessarily to be approved.

The first member of the confirmation is wholly either calumnious or absurd: calumnious, if he understood the force of the Lord's precept about remission of injury; absurd, if he understood it as he seems to have understood it from the argument. For the Lord prohibited rancor, anger, zeal for vengeance, and disturbance of soul. He willed that vengeance be left to himself; in this world he renders it through judges, his vicars. Therefore this has no bearing on judicial prosecution of an injury. The second member about usuries is erroneous. For no usurious contracts have ever been lawful.

Afterward he tries to prove that the formula is not superstitious by reason of verse or rhyme. We also say this. Nevertheless, because the Church is not accustomed to bind exorcisms in verses, we say that this is not without some cause for suspicion.

Tenth, he also wants the formulas not to be called superstitious by reason of the rites and various gestures which rustics and others who heal in this way use. I answer: all unsuitable rites and gestures which the Church does not receive, and which the word of God, written or unwritten, does not approve, are deservedly judged species of vain observance and must therefore be shunned as superstitious.

He adds, certainly with little piety, a multiple confirmation of what he says. First, Christ the Lord healed the blind man by spitting on the ground, making clay, and smearing his eyes with it. Second, St. Mark in the same way healed a shoemaker injured in the left hand. Third, Elisha made remarkable gestures in order to raise the boy. Fourth, St. Jerome healed the lion's foot by the sign of the cross. Fifth, in baptizing little children, priests now perform many rites, touches, and customs which in the primitive Church would have been irregular.



[margin: Martin of Arles on superstition; Guarinus and Kabbalistic explanations of Ananisapta; the discussion of Hebrew-derived magical words and amulets against plague and pestilential fevers]

I answer: from these things it is most ineptly inferred that one may proceed to those rites received by the private authority of women and rustics. The rite of Christ the Lord was especially mystical and signifying, as the holy Fathers show. Elisha's deed was a prophecy of the incarnation of the Lord. That narration about St. Mark is pure trifle. St. Jerome used an ecclesiastical remedy and the proper sign of Christianity. Priests who observe rites other than those the Church prescribes sin; those who observe only the rites found in rituals do nothing that has not been received by ecclesiastical usage for more than a thousand years, as Bellarmine teaches in volume 2 when treating the ceremonies of baptism. It is full of impiety, and not foreign to blasphemy, to compare the ceremonies of the Church and the actions of Christ and the prophets with the actions of harmful-magicians, and from the former to wish to derive or approve the latter, as Malleolus does.

Eleventh, he plays the conjecturer: perhaps, he says, it is a secret of God which holy men received by revelation. Likewise, formerly through this word Ananisapta, preserved, held, and carried, believers faithfully received safety against plague.

I answer not merely, as I could, that every affirmative "perhaps" may be dissolved by a negative "perhaps," but that, so long as there is no proof of such a revelation, the safer part must be chosen, namely abstinence. Then it belongs to those who defend these things not to conjecture but to prove the revelation. Finally, that very thing which he adds concerning Ananisapta, by whose example he tries to prove his purpose, is not merely vain but purely magical and born from a demonic pact.

It must be known that, among other magical amulets, there was one customarily used against plagues and pestilential fevers in which three little verses had to be written in a fixed way: "Ananisapta strikes death that seeks to harm," and so forth. What could be called more foolish than these? For that word Ananisapta signifies absolutely nothing, yet in the third verse it is put as a name of God, and it is asked to have mercy on the one carrying it. From this it is clear that a demon is secretly invoked, who has established for himself this name or sign. Then, when he says that only those who faithfully believe are healed, this indicates that he requires a fixed faith in the power of those words; and this too is impious.

But if conjecture about the meaning is permitted, I suspect that the word is fabricated from Chaldean and Hebrew. If you wish to derive it from a Hebrew expression meaning "have mercy on me" and from a word meaning "judge," you see mercy being sought as from a judge, but not, as I think, from the true God. For in the secret mysteries of the Mekubalim, a term written as Ana signifies the mind to which the first notions are innate. In its middle they say there sits an angel whom they call Anim, who opens and indicates the truth of the matter to a human being. Hence too the name of an idol, and among them anani means divination. A word written as Saphat denotes that he judges. Therefore Ananisapta, as though anani-sapta, signifies that demon who presides over divination and judges and indicates the cause and remedy of disease. Harmful-magicians always pronounce sentence that a disease was brought on by harmful magic before they heal. And this, I think, is that great secret which Malleolus wished or ought to have indicated.



[margin: Mark 16:18]

Certainly most magical words are taken from Hebrew. I am not unaware of the letter-by-letter derivation of the Kabbalists, proposed scrupulously, if not superstitiously, from Guarinus by Martin of Arles in his book on superstition. They suppose that Ananisapta signifies a bad death, in what language I ask? And they suppose that each letter represents one word, so that A is an antidote, N the Nazarene, A takes away, N death, I of poisoning, S sanctifies, A foods, P cups, T the Trinity, and A nourishing; and so they signify that the death of Christ, which from the side of the Jews was evil, from the side of God strikes death, that is, the Devil, and so forth. Who does not see that these are Sicilian trifles?

Nor does it help unfortunate Felix that, twelfth, he adds: "It seems by experience, and is permitted by the Church, that those who remove serpents by fixed forms of words, as the apostles did, and touch them, and in medicinal refreshment lead them about in many ways, indeed by healing lepers who have not yet been fundamentally infected, accomplish much. And behold, those who do not properly use such exorcisms of words in the same form, although they speak stronger things, do nothing among serpents."

I answer, first, that it is false when he says serpents were removed by the apostles through fixed forms of words. This was done by them only by command, in the name of Jesus, as the Lord commanded, and to that form, as cause and sign, he promised his aid and effect. Second, it is false that serpent charmers who use fabricated forms of this sort, or perform such healings of diseases, are permitted by the Church, as I have often taught already and shall show expressly in Book VI. Third, it is false that those using other more powerful forms do not obtain the effect. Holy men have obtained it by the sign of the cross, by invoking the Lord's name, and by similar ecclesiastical remedies.

But if he is speaking of fabricated and private forms, this very experience teaches that it is done by a pact. For one form helps because the Devil laid down that law; another does not help because he did not prescribe it.

Thirteenth, he argues in this way: God also makes the Eucharistic sacrament through evil priests if they preserve the form of words prescribed by himself, but he does not make it through good priests if they do not preserve the formula. Therefore God also gives health through evil people or harmful-magicians if they keep the fixed words, but does not give it through good people if they do not keep them. The consequence is proved because, as St. Gregory testifies, lesser miracles are proved by greater ones. But that miracle of the Eucharist is greater, while this healing of a disease is lesser. Therefore the latter is well proved by the former.

Indeed I wonder that any Christian can have such shamelessness as to abuse the mention of a most sacred thing in this way and set up such a comparison. Yet this is characteristic of followers of magic, not of true Catholics. To the argument I deny the consequence, nor does the proof press it, because it presupposes as false that the healing in the proposed case is miraculous and prodigious, that is, from God and not from a demon; this is what we are attacking. The miracle of transubstantiation is of faith. The miracle takes place because Christ instituted this form of words and no other. That this healing is from God is proved by no suitable argument. Therefore the whole machine collapses. The words of St. Gregory concern two true miracles.

Fourteenth, he insists on the proof from experience, paying little attention to the fact that experience only shows what has been done, but does not teach that the healing is from God or even that it is lawful. For not everything that benefits the body is lawful, as is established. Otherwise it would be lawful to use excessive drinking for vomiting and other more shameful things, and physicians advising such things would be excused. Otherwise it would be lawful to seek healing of diseases from demons, as the impious Paracelsus judged, and as Malleolus seems to concede not too obscurely. All these things are impious.

Fifteenth, he says that everything contained in these forms is taken from sacred Scripture; therefore they are lawful and holy. I answer: nothing is colder than this little argument. For the sin here is in the abusive application, because sacred words are applied to things which the Holy Spirit in no way intended. In the same way those sin who deflect the words of sacred Scripture to divinations, satires, pasquils, and the like.

He confirms his argument: a person would not be reprehended if with the sign of the cross he simply said, "Heal in the name of Christ." Therefore neither is the one reprehended who uses a little more of good rites and words. I answer that again the consequence limps. The former follows the ecclesiastical and evangelical form; the latter follows his own voluntary and fabricated one. Then even the former, if he does this rashly, can sin by the fault of tempting God.

Sixteenth, he argues that God promised the performance of miracles to believers at the mere command of believers. Nor did he distinguish whether they used this or that form, but, speaking generally, left the form free. Therefore we too ought neither to restrict nor distinguish this liberty.



[margin: Aragon and others on Secunda Secundae, question 60, article 4; the canon-law rule excluding private formulas except the Lord's Prayer and Creed]

I answer: Christ the Lord granted this power to the faithful who, firm in faith, would do these things in his name for the confirmation of faith, when the salvation of souls required it, as is clear from the sequence of the text of St. Mark. And thus Christ the Lord performed his own miracles. But to wish to perform miracles only so that a man, horse, or cow may be healed from bodily sickness: this Christ neither commanded nor approved, nor is he accustomed to concur in such things. He also left us a simple form: imposition of hands and a simple command or prayer in his name with blessing. We do not restrict or distinguish this liberty of Christ, but we keep superstitious additions and enlargements away from it.

Finally, he argues in this way: in doubtful matters the more benign interpretation should be made. But here the matter is doubtful. Therefore one should rather say that it is lawful than that it is not lawful. He confirms it: God attends to the intention of the one acting. The rustic who does this has a good intention. Therefore he ought not to be condemned by us.

I answer: strictly speaking, whether these formulas are lawful or not is not doubtful. First, there are not sufficient reasons or arguments suitable enough for a sound and well-disposed intellect to be moved by them to believe that these formulas are good and lawful. This is necessary, however, for a thing to be called doubtful. Next, the rule of canon law disapproves all prayers and formulas of this kind except the Lord's Prayer and Creed, as we taught; nor is there found any exception specially introduced by the Church concerning formulas of this kind. But that cannot be called doubtful about which there is found a prohibiting rule and for which it is not proved that the case is specially excepted. Therefore this cannot be called doubtful here.

Finally, here there are no opinions of the doctors for the affirmative side; for a matter is not called doubtful unless there are opinions of the doctors on both sides. Therefore there can be no true doubt here about the thing, whether it is lawful in itself or not. There can be doubt only about the person, whether he sinned by doing what he thought lawful or not. These two matters are entirely different. It can happen that I sin by doing a lawful thing; and it can happen that I do not sin by doing an unlawful thing. Therefore to judge about the thing is one matter; to judge about the person is another.

When someone judges about the person, he ought to look to the person's good, which consists in being regarded as good. Therefore, in doubt, lest an injury be done to the person, I am bound rather to judge that he did not commit an offense. But when the question concerns the thing itself, since it does not matter to the thing how it is regarded, whether good or evil, judgment in doubts must not be accommodated to the good of the thing, but to the good of the one judging, that is, to what is more useful to the one judging. The good of the one judging is not to be deceived in intellect, and the good of the intellect is truth: namely, to understand the thing as it truly is. Therefore this judgment must be conformed to the thing itself, insofar as possible, and judgment must be made about the thing not as it is expedient for the person acting, whose account is not at issue here, but as the nature and conditions of the thing require. The rest agree with St. Thomas in this matter.



[margin: Bartolus on the Digest law "as often as"; Cumanus, Socinus, Corneus, Guido Papa, the Speculum on arbitrators, Cajetan, Soto, Aragon, Panormitanus, Angelus, Silvester, Tabiena, and other canonists and theologians on doubt, safer judgment, and danger to souls]

There is also this: the question about this matter belongs to the common salvation of souls, which must be preferred to the favor of a few superstitious people. When the danger of the soul is being discussed, one must follow not what seems milder toward certain persons, but what is in truth safer for the soul, as the doctors commonly teach.

To the argument, therefore, I answer briefly: from the major premise one rightly infers about the sin of the person using it, when it is truly doubtful whether he sinned or not. I think this was doubtful concerning a rustic; but I do not think so concerning a monk who was a professor of theology, for he was bound to know. Yet the same is wrongly inferred about the thing. For it is not doubtful, and even if it were, nothing would follow except the negative side, which is safer and therefore truly more benign to souls.

Afterward he accumulates some other things, which I pass over, because they are no less inept than cold and ridiculous: mere fables about Moses, Virgil, and so forth.


Question IV, Section IX

From these points the decision about many formulas is inferred. I shall not pass them over entirely, so that readers may be able to judge them when they encounter them in fact; nor shall I write them down complete, lest curious and impious persons be able to misuse them. Instead, I shall write down only the beginning and the end, with the middle portions and the circumstances which their authors require omitted. The first four are frequent here among the Eburones.


	
For healing horses. They ask what color it is. If you say chestnut, they cry: "Chestnut, chestnut, if you are troubled by such and such a disease, may you be healed as truly as Joseph and Nicodemus," etc.



	
"Ante parante, par ante ante," etc., as the Virgin Mary gave birth.



	
To tie the horse to the trunk of a tree which has never borne fruit, and that for the space of three hours.



	
For any kind of diseases: to wind a little woolen cord around the arm, in the name of God, etc.; and at the name of the saint to whom your disease is sacred, the little cord will be drawn together and become shorter, etc.



	
After saying, "It is consummated," to stamp the horse's foot firmly on the ground, and, with another verse from the Lord's Prayer added, to cut out the nail.



	
For healing a certain disease of an animal, to throw into a glass vial full of clear water nine grains of barley, etc.



	
To draw a thread through chrism; or to hide an earthen image under the altar cloth.



	
At the time of Mass, to touch the teeth and at the same time say a certain little verse from the Gospel of the Passion.



	
With a sick person, before the fit of fever comes on, to wash the hands, and meanwhile mutter a certain verse from the Psalms; or, with the hand of the sufferer grasped, to say, "May this fever be as easy for you as," etc.



	
To take three Mass-breads, and on one write, "as the Father is," etc.; on another, etc.; on the third, etc.; and to give these hosts to the feverish person, etc.





The eleventh: to lead the sick person on Friday, and this for three continuous days, before sunrise, toward the east; and, with him standing there with hands spread out toward the sun in the manner of the Crucified, to say, "Today is that day on which the Lord God went to the cross," etc.; then finally to recite nine times three Lord's Prayers and three Angelic Salutations.

The twelfth is that formula of Africanus: "Taste and see that the Lord is good," inscribed on a certain piece of household property, etc.

The thirteenth: to drip a fixed number of drops of flowing blood into a cup of cold water; and between each one to read the Our Father, etc.; and to give it to the patient to drink, and to ask him certain questions. Or to write a certain little verse on his forehead with that blood. Or, in stopping blood, to say, "Blood, remain in yourself," etc.; "blood, remain fixed," etc.; and to repeat it three times. Likewise: "In the blood of Adam death arose, +," etc.; "O + blood, may you restrain your flow." Likewise that one: "Christ was born in Bethlehem and suffered," etc.; and the one saying these things holds the ring finger in the wound, and with it makes certain crosses over the wound, and says five Our Fathers and the Creed once, etc. Likewise, to say only a certain little verse from the Passion. Likewise to say, "In the name of the Father," etc.; "chunrat, cara, farite," etc.

The fourteenth: for three days before sunrise, to say over the horse, "In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, I exorcise you, worm, by God the Father, +," etc., "that you eat neither the flesh nor the bones of this horse," etc. Then to recite a certain number of Our Fathers and Hail Marys. Finally, after making several crosses, to whisper four particular words into the horse's right ear.

The fifteenth, for finding a thief: to make a cross in crystal with olive oil, and under the cross to write "St. Helena"; and to hand the vial to be held by a chaste and legitimate ten-year-old boy, and behind his back, on bent knees, to say three times the prayer of St. Helena: "I beseech you, Lady St. Helena, mother of King Constantine," etc. "Amen." And when the boy sees the angel in the vial, understand a black one, then to ask whatever anyone wishes. Likewise, to detect a thief: go to flowing water, and from there collect as many little stones as you have suspects; bring them home; make them grow hot in the hearth; bury them under the threshold, etc. Let them be placed in saucers full of water with certain rites, and at the name of the thief his pebble will make the water boil. Likewise, seven Psalms are read with the Litanies; after this follows a terrible prayer to God the Father, etc.; after this an exorcism against the thief. Finally, a circular figure is formed with barbarous names, and in the middle an eye is painted; then a bronze nail of certain sides is driven into the eye with a cypress mallet, and a certain little verse from the Psalms is said. Thus they think the thief's eye is struck out.

Others, on Saturday before sunrise, cut off a hazel branch, saying, "I cut you, branch of this year," etc. A covering is spread on a table with these words added, etc., which are to be repeated three times. Others use an exorcism or anathema which they blasphemously call that of St. Adalbert; its beginning is, "By the authority of almighty God," etc., and it ends, "Amen, let all say." Afterwards there is sung, "In the midst of life we are in death," etc. I strongly suspect that this is from that heretic Adelbert, who called himself a saint and was condemned by Pope Zachary; you will find his history, and a certain impious magical prayer, in the life of St. Boniface, Apostle of Germany, book 2, in Surius for the month of June. Others read Psalm 108 according to a certain arrangement.

The sixteenth, for curing someone bewitched: "Take three measures of violet oil, and, standing opposite the sun before its rising, utter the name of the injured person and of his mother and the angels of glory, who stand in the sixth degree, six days, three times a day. On the seventh, however, let that person be placed naked," etc. Then the names of these angels are to be inscribed on a plate, etc.; on the twentieth day of the month he will be healed.

The seventeenth: also to carry written names of the Three Kings, with three certain little verses; or words plainly unknown and absurd, such as those ancient ones, "Danata daries," etc., and recent ones, "Abrac, Amon," etc.; or those inscribed on bread, "Irioni, Khiriori," etc.; or this: "Hax pax, max," etc., against the bites of rabid dogs. Likewise against toothaches: "Strigiles Falcesque," etc.; or another, "Galbes," etc.; "Galdes," etc. Likewise: "Gibel, Gott," etc. And in catching fish, that formula of Constantine the Geoponicus, "Iao Sabaoth." With trifles of this kind the books of Bannachius and Cariachirus were once filled, and they were mocked by Galen in book 6 of On Simple Medicines. In that passage of Constantine there is an abuse of two names of God.

The eighteenth: by the force of certain words, to join parallel rods at their middle parts, and to bind them in the form of a cross and hang them from the neck; or to apply a round piece of wood to the chest with a certain murmur, as the Turks do. But there are countless fictions of this kind, which can be judged from what has been said. And we shall rout certain others, proper to the Paracelsists, in book 6. Certain other superstitions are read in the exposition of the first precept in Beetzius, chapter 5. "Others," he says, "promise thus: if you wish your husband to love you, take from all your hairs and offer them at the altar with a burning wax candle; and then for as long as you carry them on your head, for so long he will burn with love of you. Another advises thus: take these holy words written down, and sew them into your husband's clothes, and he will not be able to be killed or die by sudden death. Or, have letters written beneath the Gospel of such-and-such a feast, and hang them at your husband's neck, and he will not be able to be drowned if he crosses the sea. Or thus: if you wish to have your husband according to your will, seek old iron nails, commonly called hoefnagelen, from which, when they have been found, a ring must be formed on Friday during Mass; afterwards, read a certain Gospel over it and say the Our Father daily. Then, if you wear the ring on your finger, you will have a husband according to your desire within a year. Likewise, if a bride must have good fortune, she must enter the house at the wedding beneath two unsheathed swords placed in the manner of the cross of St. Andrew. Likewise, lest an Alp or a Maar ride a woman lying in childbed, or lest the infant be snatched away by strigae, a little knife or a belt must be placed over the bed."

Thus far he. I have been content to set down only as much as pertained to avoiding recognized superstitions. The formulas of words which they use besides these he prudently passed over.

Recently I have detected two here in Brabant which are not uncommon. The first: to know whether a sick person is going to die, they place salt in his hand without his knowledge, and watch whether the salt melts or not. This also belongs to divinations. The other is this: if someone is suffering from fever, it orders him to set himself entirely naked before the rising sun, and at the same time recite a certain number of Lord's Prayers and Angelic Salutations. Thus he is to be freed. Even virgins often do this, with greater care for bodily health than for modesty. Unless Asmodeus is the author? He wishes them, with the garment, gradually to lay aside shame, and with shame chastity. In the former practice there could be something physiological underneath; but it is so uncertain and obscure that it is not unjustly judged suspect.

For now, let these examples suffice. I am going to give more in book 6, chapter 2, section 1, question 1; and more can be sought from the work of Martin of Arles, On Superstition, which is extant in the Oceanus Iuris. There you will find excellently refuted a certain vain observance which is at the same time superstition, temptation of God, sacrilege, and blasphemy, which Navarrese peasants used, immersing the image of Blessed Peter in a river to obtain rain. I advise you to note what he says, because the rustic dwellers near the Rhine are accustomed to do the same with the statue, if I remember correctly, of Blessed Urban.

There was in my possession a manuscript little book of Levinus Crucius, parish priest of Boscepani, entitled Eruditorium exorcista. He was certainly neither unlearned nor endowed with slight experience in matters of this kind, and he collected very many remedies against magical harms. Although most of these cannot be convicted of manifest superstition, nevertheless, because of the clear danger and the ready abuse, it is expedient to abstain from them entirely. Therefore I ask and exhort everyone to whom that little book, as far as I know not yet published, has come, and I know indeed that some people sometimes use those traditions very incautiously, not rashly to use any remedy taken from it unless they have first carefully consulted the matter with some pious, learned, and prudent theologian, and unless he has declared everything safe.

Gerson narrated a certain fearsome example in affairs of this kind. In his time there had been a certain prince to whom, when he was urged to seek advice from wise men whom he knew to be such, and well disposed toward him, as to whether the superstitions which he practiced and believed were lawful, he answered: "Why should I inquire of such men? For I know that they would advise me against it. Yet I am entirely resolved to act in this way and to believe in this way, and I shall not stop." And placed in this unhappiness, and overtaken by sudden death, he ceased, whether he wished it or not, now acknowledging in hell that the Lord hates those who observe superfluous vanities. And, on the contrary: "Blessed is the man whose hope is the Lord, and who has not looked to vanities and false insanities."

So he, in the treatise on the superstitious observance of days.

End of the third book.


Summaries of Book IV — On Divination

Preamble

Certain names, when they are taken broadly, are commonly confused; what they signify is explained: prediction, foreknowledge, vaticinium, prophecy. The passage of St. Jerome is noted, together with passages in Jeremiah 13, Jeremiah 23 and 25, Hosea 9:7, Exodus 12, Exodus 18:11, Daniel 11:8, Deuteronomy 13, Jeremiah 23:25, and similar places.

What divination is; the passage Proverbs 16:10 on judicial divination; examples from Solomon, Daniel, Ariopharnes, Alfonso I of Naples, Tiberius, King Theodoric, Charlemagne, Frederick III, and Suleiman the Turk.

What conjectation is, and in what way these words are to be taken hereafter. The miracle of St. Beatrice of Este after her burial.


Summaries of Book IV: Chapter I — On Divine Foreknowledge or Prophecy

Question I: On the Name and Nature of Prophecy

"Prophet" and "to prophesy" have six significations. The relevant places are 1 Chronicles 25:3 and 5, 1 Samuel 10:12, 1 Kings 18:29 and verse 4, Titus 1:12, 1 Samuel 18, Ecclesiasticus 48:14, 1 Corinthians 14:2 and 5, and Exodus 7:1.

Why a prophet is so called among the Greeks; Nebua and Nabi among the Hebrews; whence "seers" are so called. Cassiodorus's definition of prophecy, and another, better definition. The efficient cause of prophecy. Whether any human preparation is needed for it. The passage 2 Kings 3.

The subject of prophecy. The opinion of Plato and Aristotle that every class of human beings and each sex may receive it; also the evil, the ignorant, and the unwilling; and how prophecy is voluntary.

The kinds of inspiration or illumination: imaginary and intellectual; and the twofold elevation.

Whether God always inspires prophecy through angels, and never immediately. St. Jerome, Augustine, and the other Fathers are reconciled. In what manner prophetic influx occurs when an angel mediates it.

The matter of prophecy; what hidden matters belong here. The passages Deuteronomy 18:15 and 1 Corinthians 14:2-4. In what way prophets are said to be participants in the eternity of God. The certainty of prophecy, both absolute and conditional; the prophetic light and its various names.

The books of Thomas Anglicus which are attributed to the Angelic Doctor. Whether the prophetic light is the same as the light of faith. It is a grave sin not to believe it. Whether the prophet must understand the things he says; whether he must necessarily predict them to others. To what species of quality the prophetic light should be reduced. The passage of Micah.

Question II: What the Species of Prophecy Are

There are two genera, through priests and through prophets.

Section I: On the Rational, Urim, and Thummim

The twofold ephod. What the rational is. Among the Hebrews the ancients seem to have read it with different pointing; why among the Latins it is called the rational of judgment. Jarrius is refuted.

Its names among the Chaldeans, Hebrews, and Greeks. What Urim and Thummim were. It can be proved that they were not something different from the twelve stones themselves.

St. Augustine's opinion. The names of the stones themselves are sought out; elsewhere they are also called Soham and Milluim. The passage Exodus 25:7 and verse 30 is explained. Oleaster is defended; likewise the Vulgate and the Septuagint are defended. The use of this prophecy and the mode of asking questions. To apply the ephod and to consult the Lord with the ephod applied, and to consult the Lord, are used for the same thing. The passages 2 Esdras 7:65 and Deuteronomy 33:8.

What the mode of answering was; it was twofold. The first was by the bare shining of the stones, and Josephus is defended. The second was mixed, from shining and speech. The passage 1 Samuel 28:6, and what an answer through priests is.

The arguments of a learned man against Josephus are solved; Josephus's authority in these matters is very great. How the Greek terms are to be taken, and in what sense the Septuagint may be called Greek. The time at which this oracle ceased. Why it is called the judgment of declarations; why Urim means illumination and Thummim truth.

Section II: On the Oracles of the Prophets

The division of oracles: vision, word, and dream. The names of certain less familiar prophets. What "vision" and the Greek horasis mean; what "word," Greek logos, and Hebrew dabar mean; and how the word occurred. The meanings of counsel, gospel, and burden are examined at length, and several opinions are refuted.

Jerome is defended. Revelation 2:24 at the end and Jeremiah 23:33; what lemma means among the Greeks and in the Septuagint; why the same thing is called both a burden and a gift. Theophylact is corrected.

On prophetic ecstasy or rapture: what it is. Ezekiel 1:3 and 8:1, 3. In rapture prophets are always present to themselves; by this they are distinguished from the fanatics of heretics. The fragment of Polybroncius.

The author of the book On Spirit and Soul is defended against Peter Olivi. In what way the Apocalypse was written in this kind of prophecy. A passage of Tertullian; another of Andrew of Caesarea. What katochos means; katoche, freezing or disease. Theodoret and Theophylact are noted.

On the dream: Hebrew halom, Greek enypnion; when it is prophecy and when it is not. Six modes or differences of dreams in the Scriptures. The Hebrews used to seek dreams, as did the Gentiles; passages of this kind are set down, and the sayings of Gentiles are called psychomanteia.

Julian tried, by calumny, to derive Christian vigils from this practice. Idolatrous Jews imitated the pagans in this matter. The passage Isaiah 65:2 and 4. The multiple final cause of divine dreams is shown from sacred Scripture.

The passages Job 4:13, 7:14, and 33:15; the passage Numbers 12:6. Examples of many divine dreams from histories. Which species of prophecy is more sublime and more excellent.

Question III: In What Way Prophecy, or Divine Revelation, Is to Be Distinguished from Divination, or Demonic Revelation

The authors who have treated this question, and the heads from which the distinction is to be sought.

Section I: What Is Necessary for Someone Who Is to Judge Concerning a Revelation

What the spirit of discernment is, and how many kinds there are. On experimental discernment: this is in relation to oneself.

On discernment in relation to others: some is infused, some doctrinal or acquired. The things necessary for this acquired discernment are doctrine, piety, experience, and many others. Humility must especially be maintained; judgment must be suspended and not hurried. Examples from sacred Scripture: Jacob, Joshua, Samuel, Elijah, and the Blessed Virgin; the passage Luke 1:29. Examples of Saints Ambrose and Cyprius the bishop, and the illusion of a Carthaginian woman.

It is better humbly to reject a revelation than to seize upon it eagerly. Whether it is lawful to ask for such a thing, as certain saints did: Saints Ephrem, Maurus, Herebert, and others; but they are not to be imitated in this. Many persons were deceived through this, as St. Catherine of Bologna reports. In this way a demon tried to deceive Blessed Augustine. St. Bonaventure knew this, as did those about whom Gerson speaks, and Blessed Colette.

In the case of other persons it is safer to rebuke them and to censure them sharply. A notable passage of Gerson on this matter, and how one must answer the objections which deceived persons are accustomed to make when they refuse to reject revelations.

Section II: What Things Are to Be Considered in the Person Who Claims the Revelation

First, faith. Revelations of heretics and of the rest of the infidels are not to be believed. Such were the revelations of Cerinthus, Marcus, Montanus, the Archontics, Mani, Julian the Apostate, the Donatists, the Messalians, the Anabaptists, Campanus, Justus Velsius, Francis de la Cruz, the pseudo-prophet of Gratz, the bards of the Britons, both Martins, and others. Who the Eubages are.

Second, whether they are self-possessed or possessed. Such persons are not to be believed. Examples are given from a certain woman mentioned by Firmilian, from Montanus, from the nuns of Quercy, from Joanna Potiere, from the Indorum cohoba, and from Libussa of Bohemia.

Third, whether their morals and life correspond to sound faith, and which lives are chiefly to be considered here. The opinion of Apollonius concerning Quintilla and Maximilla. In what way morals are to be understood and examined. Peter Sartor of Antwerp, the pseudo-hermit. Certain dangers of mental prayer by reason of the unitive way. The fall of the Beghards, Beguines, Dulcinists, Lollards, and Illuminati. Many other dangerous rocks. The hermit in Cassian; Brother John of Rupescissa; Brother Francis Crucius.

Fourth, bodily constitution.

Fifth, conversation and state of life.

Sixth, age and sex.

Seventh, whether they are novices in the spiritual life. The example of Francis Pico, who by this indication detected the fallacy of a marvelous revelation.

Section III: On Revelations of Women Who Are Not Saints

Little credence should be given to this sex, and why it is easily deceived. What should especially be considered in the morals of women.

Those deceived by the visions of little women: Tertullian, and in our own time Brother Francis de la Cruz, whose remarkable history is narrated. Magdalena de la Cruz at Cordoba deceived many. Also in Belgium there was a certain possessed nun, in whom the deceived believed that Christ was speaking and consecrating the host or Eucharistic bread.

How dangerous association even with pious little women is for confessors, from Gerson. Whether the states of virginity, marriage, and widowhood are to be attended to in this matter, against Le Loyer.

Section IV: On Revelations of Virgins and Women Who Are Canonized or Noted for Sanctity

St. Angela of Bohemia. St. Bridget, the Swedish widow. Blessed Brigid, the Scottish virgin. St. Gertrude of Brabant. St. Hildegard. St. Elizabeth of Schonau is defended. St. Catherine of Siena.

At what value the revelations of these women are to be held. Henry of Hesse and Sibyllanus are refuted. Their objections are solved, and the prophecies of the saints are defended.

The prophecy of Blessed Catherine of Siena concerning the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary is examined. A passage from the sermons of Blessed Catherine of Siena is also examined, and likewise a passage of St. Antoninus. The manner of reconciling revelations.

Section V: On Indications Sought from the Nature of the Revelation Itself

When more deference should be given to a revelation received by someone awake than to one received by someone sleeping.

A revelation is not divine when it does not agree with divine wisdom, or does not help toward a greater good, or incites to singularity or disobedience, or to sudden doctrine. The example of St. Simeon of Trier; another of the Premonstratensians in the time of St. Norbert; the virgins of Arona.

The degrees of pride in illusions are considered. Indications of false revelation from lasciviousness and shamelessness; the example of Robert and another of St. Dunstan.

How dangerous it is, under the pretext of revelation, for anyone to follow his own judgment against obedience. The example of Genebald, bishop of Laon; another of St. William, Duke of Aquitaine.

Another example, of St. Abraham. The remarkable illusion of the virgin of Ghent, who believed that while preserving her virginity she would become a mother.

The illusion of Blessed Secundellus. Under the appearance of the fruit of souls, how he conquered the supplanter. The examples of St. Matrona and St. Marcellus.

Section V: On Indications Sought from the Nature of the Revelation Itself

The piety, doctrine, and prudence of Blessed Angela; and the deception of a demon detected. Blessed Jordan was several times assailed under the pretext of good. The remedy of spitting in the face. The notable opinion of St. Meinulph.

It must be considered whether good things are poured out mixed with evil things. The story of Blessed Mary of Oignies, and another of Blessed Vincent Ferrer. The best remedy is prayer. The examples of St. Guthlac and of another St. Elphege.

The judgment and teaching of Blessed Arsenius the abbot in this matter. Whether the revelation could have been had by human prudence; whether it is taken from sacred Scripture or disagrees with it; whether it is confirmed by other revelations. The examples of St. Hermann of Steinfeld, who was also called Joseph, and why; of the patriarch Eutychius; and of Blessed William of Rotschild.

St. Adalbert, Blessed Meinulph, and Peter of Cluny. If there are conflicting revelations, which one is to be believed?

Section VI: On Judgments Sought from the Circumstances of Revelations

What things must be considered concerning the end or purpose. John of Varennes and John Hus were deceived. St. Arsenius, Blessed Hildegard, and Blessed Lydwine of Brabant were cautious and circumspect. The thoughts preceding and following must be noted. What the effect of true revelations is, from Hucbald, with the example of St. Aldegonde.

It is useful to oppose the sign of the cross to a vision; the example of St. Oswald the bishop. The manner in which a vision introduces itself must be considered. The teaching of Father Ignatius Loyola. The joy and horror by which the soul is struck must be noted. The teaching of St. Antoninus, explained through Blessed Catherine of Siena, and a further explanation of it. A certain common opinion is explained: that those who have seen the spirits of the dead quickly die.

Likewise it must be noted whether a revelation is confirmed by true miracles. The example of a noble matron and St. Winwaloe. A revelation is false if what it predicted absolutely does not happen, even in the smallest thing. From this it is clear that the revelations of Catherine of Racconigi, Margaret of Ravenna, Brother Aloysius Bertrand, and Joan of Lorraine, called La Pucelle, were true. Joan is defended against the calumnies of the English, from the judicial acts. It is also clear that the revelations of the Montanists, John of Rupescissa, the Portuguese nun, Francis de la Cruz, and Jerome Savonarola, or the Ferrarese, were false.

The matter of Savonarola is discussed carefully against certain people. On James Brocard and Blessed Elizabeth Barton. The mode of revelation, which is various, must be noted.


Summaries of Book IV: Chapter II — On Divination

Question I: What Divination Is

The nature of divination is explained.

Question II: What Hidden Things a Demon Can Divine

He does not know all things, but only certain things. A passage of Marchi's history is explained. Concerning free contingents he can do nothing except by probable conjecture. The example of the fanatic Basilacius, who predicted matters to Isaac.

Some things which depend on necessary causes he can predict certainly. Some other things he can predict only by conjecture. Whence the ancient oracles arose. What he knows about past things; what he knows about present things. Whether he knows human thoughts. The example of Scotus of Parma. Demonic frauds in this matter. In what way he sometimes predicts deeds as if they were to be done. Examples of Apollonius, of a certain young man, and of Charibert and Caesarius, a modern impostor of this kind, are referred to.

Question III: How Divination Is Distinguished from Prophecy and from Conjectation

The mark is taken from the proportion between the thing to be known and the cause. A mark is taken from the mode and nature of the question. A mark is taken from the intention of the person asking. What things excuse from sin. The last verse of Proverbs 19. When it is lawful to ask for a sign.

Question IV: What Kind of Sin Divination Is

When it is heresy; when it is superstition; when it is only illicit.

When implicit divination is venial.

When a joke is wholly lawful.

Question V: How Many Kinds of Divination There Are

What an implicit and an explicit pact are. The scholastics do not speak with sufficient propriety in assigning the species.

Question VI: On the Species of Divination in Which Open Divination Intervenes

Oracles and vaticinia: those of Jupiter, Dodona, Ammon, Trophonius, Delphic Apollo, Clarian Apollo, and so on; also that of Venus of Gaza.

What is the physical cause of these? Against most authors, there is no true physical cause; the cause is a demon.

Why in one place rather than another? Why did the ancient oracles cease?

On Pythonic prophets: the old ones, such as the Dodonian doves, the Gallicenae, the Delphic Pythia, the prophets of the Branchidae, Colophon, and Soracte, and the Frankish pythoness of Merovech. Ventriloquists, engastrimyths, and sternomants. Eurycles, pythons, household demons or prophets. The example of a peasant in Meissen, breathed into by a demon; fanatics and enthusiasts; many names of them. What is said about the Sibyls. Qabbal and ectasy.

Section II: Necromancy, or psychomanteia

Necromancy is described at length; rites are collected from the ancient poets. Several passages of Statius and Lucan. The superstition of the Melindensians. Two modes of necromancy: bare invocation and sacrifice. The witches first mutter, then utter an incantation, and third, threaten. The form of threats.

The penalty for this kind of divination. In it the demon appears in place of the soul. What skiomanteia, nekromanteia, and kledon are. The example of the magician Santeberenus. What it is to divine by a python; the passage 1 Samuel 28:7. How dangerous this is is proved by examples. Psalm 105:28 and Isaiah 8:19.

Section III: Various Kinds of Hydromancy

There is the hydromancy which Andronicus used; one kind was done by a ring, another by pebbles, another from the agitation of the sea. Eastern peoples baptize the sea; the Venetians betroth themselves to it. Another kind proceeds from the color of water and from images. Pagomancy. Various springs formerly served this purpose: the craters of the Palici, the Alphacena cistern, the marsh of Juno, Thyrxean Apollo, and the Rhine of the Germans. Another kind is by a cup; cyathomancy, as when women at Fessa and German women at whirlpools of water practiced it. A present-day superstition: putting the names of suspects into water. The Aretine spring stopped by Blessed Bernardino of Siena.

Section IV: On Other Kinds of Great Divination

On lecanomancy, old and recent. Gastromancy. Catoptromancy. Crystal-divination. Two recent examples. It is taught from two other recent examples that anyone can safely break such objects.

Dactylomancy, with various old and new examples. Onychomancy, practiced otherwise among the ancients and otherwise now. A certain deed of Queen Quevedo. Acromancy. Pharmaceia. Coscinomancy. Axinomancy. Cephaleonomancy, of the Germans and Lombards. The calumny of Apion and Tacitus against the Jews. Cleidonomancy. On the manner of striking out a thief's eye. Various examples.

Question VII: On the Species in Which There Is Either No Explicit Pact or One Very Hidden

Section I: On Haruspicy or Ariolation

What Gazareni means. On divination by victims. Extispicy. A passage of Juvenal. Pyromancy; the Lithuanians use it. Whether the custom of leaping over bonfires belongs here. On lustration by fire. Capnomancy. A passage of Statius. Statius's incense-smoke. Libanomancy in Dio. Tephramancy. A passage of Sophocles. A certain species of it today. A passage of Moschus. Another hydromancy. Goinomancy. What is common to all these with this one.

Critomancy, alphitomancy, and aleuromancy. The klx verax. A passage of Horace; the superstition of seeking a thief by a cake. Tyromancy. Ichthyomancy. Osmancy of the Isiac priests. Ceromancy. Anthropomancy: that it was once very frequent is proved. The sacrifice of children in Topheth among the Hebrews. Daphnomancy. Botanomancy. Sibylline leaves. Sycomancy. Divination by tamarisk, once very solemn. Praise of the tamarisk.

Omphalomancy. Amniomancy. On the membranes in which the fetus is wrapped: chorion, allantoides, and amnion; in German, den Helm; superstition concerning these. Those who are born with the head wrapped. Jovius is noted. The divination of the Jews by ieduim; the iedua is a marvelous animal, but a fable. A description of the Scythian lamb.

Lithomancy. Whether it was in use among the Jews. Leviticus 26:1; the question about the reading and meaning. Our interpreter is defended against Oleaster. A certain superstition of those who wear amethyst. Rhabdomancy, of many kinds: one kind by incantation, another by lot, another by auspice, another by omen. Examples of each. A narrative about Pope Gregory VII. Lampadomancy and lamp-divination. Parthenomancy, of many kinds. A passage of Catullus.

Section II: On Augury and Auspice

A passage of Aristotle. What augury is, and what its species are. Those sought from the sky; those sought from birds; from the feeding-tripudium of chickens. The difference and names of singing birds. To strike. The solemn tripudium. The omen of sound. Those sought from quadrupeds; pedestrian auspices. From the horses of the Germans and the Lusitanians; from wolves and other living creatures.

On the diversity of all these. Augury, omen, and prodigy are often confused. Teratoskopia. Various examples from tombs, apparitions, and specters. What an ostentum, a portentum, and a monstrum are. What may be observed in these and what may not.

On the military auspice from spear-points.

Section III: On Lots

What Phur is. A passage of Josephus. The lots of the Chinese, Gauls, and Jews.

On the divinatory lot. On oracle. Palomancy, pettomancy, astragalomancy, cubomancy or dice-divination. Rhabdomancy, of many kinds. That of arrows, in Ezekiel 21:21; qilqel, belomanteia. That of rods, in Deuteronomy 18:21, with the Vulgate defended. Why enchanters are called chabarim. To ask in wood, Hosea 4:12. The vanity of geomancy. Kinds of stoicheiomancy. Its various examples among Gentiles and Christians. What the Lots of the Apostles were formerly called. The chapters Aliquanti and Si quis clericos, 26, question 5, are explained. In what way St. Augustine, Gregory of Tours, St. Francis, Peter of Blois, and others used these lots. On the Ephesian letters. The dodecahedron, or game of the shepherds. A certain saying of Cesalpino.

Alectryomancy and its many modes. The error of Zonaras, Socrates, and Cassiodorus. Onomancy. A passage of Prudentius. Names imposed on children by a prophetic spirit. It is religious to impose the names of saints. The pontiffs piously change their name at inauguration. Arithmancy. The twofold Cabala of the Jews. The consideration of vowels in a proper name. The book of Alchindrinus. Ornithomancy in John Leo.

Section IV: What Kind of Sin There Is in All These

How dangerous the matter is. On the consultory lot, and when it is illicit today. How dangerous it is to consult magicians. Examples of three kings.


Summaries of Book IV: Chapter III — On Conjectation

Question I: On Conjectation from the Stars

On astronomy, and its praise. On astrology: here it is taught at length that this astrology is vain and forbidden. Its four species. On John Stadius of Bergamo. What astrology of revolutions can divine; and how the other species can do so. A threefold mortal sin occurs here.

Astrology is attacked by arguments and authorities of every kind.

The arguments of the astrologers are answered. Genesis 1:14; Isaiah 34:4; the passages of St. Augustine are reconciled. Psalm 103:2 and Revelation 6:14. The passage of Arethas of Caesarea, and where it must be corrected. Judges 5:20; Revelation 12:3; Psalm 18:12. The examples brought forward concerning the truth of certain predictions are answered.

On Thrasyllus. Why the laws join mathematicians with harmful magicians, and who are properly called mathematicians. In what way and why God permits them sometimes to predict the truth. On Ascletarion.

Several examples of false predictions. The death of Pope John XXI.

The Hebrews who were authors of iconoclasm. Pancratius; Constantine Stethatus. Those who predicted the coming of Antichrist. Peter Leonis of Spoleto. Abraham confounded these people by disputing. Manuel Comnenus was deceived by them. John Galeazzo deceived an astrologer. The lies of Peter of Monte Licino. King Alfonso of Aragon despised these people, and why. Ludovico Sforza's foolish love of astrology. The judgment of the Alexandrians on these people, and the tax called blakennomion.

On a certain foolish and superstitious astrology of physicians and also of surgeons. On critical days. On astrology that investigates hidden things.

Question II: On Conjectation from Elements, Meteors, Plants, Trees, and Brutes

There seem to be only three elements.

A passage of Ausonius. On the things which are generated in the middle region of the air. On prediction from comets, and that they sometimes predict favorable things. The book of Chaeremon. Remarkable examples from Nola Bodcensis, from the bell of Villila, and from the little fish of the monastery of St. Maurice.

On foreknowledge from winds; likewise from clouds, hail, and similar things.

Pisidas is noted.

On the swelling of the sea and on earthquake. Remarkable prodigies of the air. Indian diviners badly punished. The Peruvian volcanoes. On the rainbow, halo, and so forth. What things may be conjectured from trees, plants, flowers, and so forth. A certain superstition here.

What things may be conjectured from living creatures. Whether they themselves perceive and announce things beforehand.

Question III: On the Conjectation of Physicians

A certain rule is handed down.

Question IV: On Physiognomic Conjectation

On its three species. Writers on it. Melampus and others. A passage of Juvenal. The foundations of the art. Isaiah 3:9.

On King Matthias Corvinus.

It is proved that a certain form of physiognomy is lawful, and to what extent. The saying of Socrates. A passage of Cassius the physician.

Question IV: On Physiognomic Conjectation

On what things the physiognomist may judge, and on what not. The example of Antonius Tiberius of Cesena is examined.

Question V: On Chiromancy

Its two species: physical and astrological. Verdier's error concerning this.

The prohibition of Sixtus V. The vanity of the art. Writers on it. A passage of Juvenal.

The arguments of the opposite side are solved. Exodus 13:9 and Job 37:2; what "the hand of God" signifies in Scripture.

Exodus 24:31, 2 Samuel 3:15, Isaiah 8:11, Ezekiel 1:3, 33:22, and 37:1.

Examples of chiromantic predictions are examined: Bartholomew Cocles and Alexander Medicus. Jovius is noted.

Who the Zingari are, and whether princes should tolerate them. A Corinthian law on expenses.

Question VI: On Conjectation from Dreams

Writers on oneiromancy. The division of dreams. The foundations of this vanity.

On the book called Daniel's Dream-Book and the canon Non observetis, 26, question 5. Synesius is noted.

Certain things may lawfully be observed, against Xenophanes and the Epicureans; certain things may not lawfully be observed, against the Stoics. A passage of Prudentius. From what the certainty or fallacy of dreams must be sought. On the efficient cause of dreams. The error of Synesius and Porphyry; likewise of Plato and Aristotle. Hippocrates's division is not sufficient.

On natural dreams from an intrinsic cause: first, from an animal cause; the passage of Solomon in Ecclesiastes, verse 2; second, from an intrinsic bodily cause, and what dreams are proper to each predominant humor. On a natural extrinsic cause, and its division.

When it is lawful to attend to dreams arising from natural causes. The individual causes are explained by examples. It is not lawful to divine about future contingents, such as gifts freely given by God, nor about actions of free will.

On diabolical dreams. A passage of Homer and Ecclesiasticus 27:7. On lectisternia and the capturing of dreams among the Gentiles; on Venus of Gaza as interpreter of dreams. The dreams of Enthusiasts and Anabaptists; likewise of Epitelis of Messenia and Aedesius the philosopher.

The dreams of the mother of Attila, Ptolemy, Nestorius Atticus, Julian the Apostate, Odatis and Zariadres. What may lawfully be observed in demonic dreams. The dream of Conde. The story of Dinothus. What dreams are divine.

Certain examples of divine dreams: of Emperor Theodosius, Arnobius the rhetorician, Emperor Maurice, Bardas, Eulogius, and Alexander the Great. A passage of Peter of Blois. The observation of such dreams is lawful, and to whom their interpretation belongs. How divine dreams are to be distinguished from others. Ecclesiasticus 34:6.

Examples of those for whom the observation of dreams was very harmful: Agamemnon, Xerxes, Onomarchus, Antigonus, and Pompey. A certain narrative of Justus Lipsius, book 4, chapter 1, concerning a little woman of Brussels, and the story is carefully examined.


Summaries of Book IV: Chapter IV — On Political Conjectation, or Lots

The species of political lot.

Question I: On the Divisory Lot

Judges were chosen by lot at Athens, at Rome, and in Sicily. The cases in which laws permit casting lots; chapter 1, 26, question 2.

The conditions required for this lot to be lawful.

How the things found in sacred Scripture concerning casting lots are to be understood.

The rites which were solemnly used. The chalice for the lot. Psalm 15:16.

Question II: On the Contract of Lot, or Lottery

On this twofold contract: the private one, called larisse, and the public one, called lalotherie.

It is proved that the contract is lawful. Conrad is reproved. Why the game of dice is forbidden. Several contracts are involved here.

On the kinds of persons who enter into this contract. What the masters or sellers of the merchandise may gain here. What sins belong to the sellers or owners of the merchandise. On the way in which, as soon as all the lots have been collected, the lots are drawn. What the buyers or lot-casters may gain.

What their sins are, and what obligation there is to make restitution; whether a fraudster must be admitted to the drawing of the restored goods.

What the ministers and officials may gain.

By whom those ministers must be supported. What the public and the poor may gain here. A prince may reserve something for the republic, the poor, or himself. Something may be given to the one who first offers a lot, or several lots.

Question III: On Canonical Purgation

What it is, and what its species are. On purgation by oath. The canons approving this.

The examples of Sophia, queen of Poland, and of Popes Sixtus III, Leo III, and Pelagius.

On purgation by presumption of the Most Holy Eucharist. The examples of Lothair, king of France, and Gregory VII: he performed it himself and required it from Emperor Henry.

The cause and formula of this purgation. It is defended against the Calvinist Francois Hotman. His opinion is explained. The story of Erkimbald the Bearded; another of Bishop Sibicho. Often the dead, when they were guilty and justly accused, nevertheless presumed to receive. Examples are set down by reference. Why God sometimes permitted this judgment to deceive, as in Emperor Andronicus.

Question IV: On Vulgar Purgations

Why they are so called; likewise why they are called exploratory purgations, and why they are called "equal laws." They all tempt God. The species of this is to ask for a miracle.

Section I: On Provocation to Divine Judgment

With what conditions present this is lawful. Examples: Sarah, David, Zechariah the daughter of Jehoiada, the seven Maccabean brothers, St. Paul, the martyrs of the New Testament, St. Eustace the abbot, and Gualtherus Burgensis, bishop of Poitiers.

How dangerous it is to summon God in this way. Who sins mortally by summoning. When those summoned may disregard the summons, and when and in what way they must consider it. The example of Ganzulius Hernandez of Cordoba.

Examples of summonses that were not futile: the summons of the two brothers de Carvajal; of Menuercus of Paderborn; of Henry, archbishop of Mainz; of Burchard and Meginher; of the Goth about to be punished by beheading; of Gothalanus the admiral; and of the brother of the Duke of Brittany.

The Templars. This history is defended against certain people. On the death of Pope Clement V and Philip the Fair, king of the Franks. The provost of St. Lambert of Liege. The British fable about Innocent IV is rejected.

Section II: On Purgation by Monomachy, or Duel

On the inventor of the duel; on the peoples who used it; on the causes for which it was introduced.

On the rites and the arms. The duel of a paralytic against a Jew who had violated an image of the Mother of God. Duels between kings for a kingdom; between private persons on behalf of kings; for testimony of chastity; of a boy against a giant; of Burchard against Conrad.

On the succession of ancestors between the patrons of a grandson and of an uncle; those who fought for the grandson won.

The marvelous duel of King Wenceslaus against Radislaus. Sometimes God decides by a miracle, as in the case of Wenceslaus; sometimes the matter remains doubtful, as between the Spanish knights Ruy Paez de Viedma and Pae Rodriguez de Avila. Often the just man is defeated.

It is shown that the duel conflicts with divine law. The prohibition and penalty of the Council of Trent; earlier prohibitions of Julius II, and his excellent reasons. Gregory XIII's extension to private duels and to those that take place without solemn rites. Certain declarations or inferences from the preceding bull. It is extended to those who say, "Come, I will wait for you in such-and-such a place." It does not proceed against princes who would permit a duel among infidels.

A just war can be decided by a duel on the authority of a prince. Yet they cannot do this in the manner of divination, or for glory, and so forth. The passage 2 Samuel 2:15.

Which advisers incur the penalty, and which spectators. Mention is made of the bull of Clement VIII, not yet seen.

Section III: On Vulgar Purgation by Fire

On the test of glowing iron; what kind of judgment it is. Solemnities and formulas.

The example of Theobald the furrier. Military law among the Radenici. The Frankish, Lombard, Slavic, and Flemish laws.

What the number of ploughshares was.

What the consecration of iron was like; the formula is set down. A passage of Sophocles concerning this purgation. Whether nobles too underwent it; and that they did. Examples: Conrad of Marburg against heretics; the empresses Richarda and Kunigunde; Queen Emma; the disagreement of historians is reconciled.

Other examples in Greece. A Christian matron in Rugen. The countess of Modena. King Ludwig of Germany. The murdered legates. The count of Oldenburg. A man of Wittenberg unjustly accused of arson, and afterwards the real culprit detected. The example of a fisherman of Utrecht, and of a certain hypocrite. A passage of Ivo is discussed, and it is shown that this practice conflicts with the canons. A remarkable deed of Rollo of Normandy.

The contest of a Spanish Catholic with an Arian. Robert of Canterbury grieved because he had recommended this purgation. Queen Emma purged herself in this way.

On the judgment of coals. Examples: an Egyptian monk, Blessed Brice bishop of Tours, and Harald the Irishman.

They also took this judgment from other things. Eulalius purged himself by throwing a little basket into the fire. A certain bishop brought the Russians to the faith by throwing a book of the Gospels into the fire. In this way the Mozarabic Mass was also approved in Spain.

On testing by passing through a pyre. Examples: Peter of Marseilles, Poppo apostle of the Danes, and a Catholic bishop challenging an Arian. Savonarola's deed, or rather his boast. Peter of Albano in this way convicted Peter of Florence of simony. The ritualia of this judgment.

As the Catholic faith was supported by these things, so by the same things heresy was detected and punished, as is proved by examples: the heretics of Cambrai and those of Strasbourg. Flame is to heresy what shadow is to the body: with the flight of error the force of burning perishes; it returns when error returns. Another example of a heretic.

Various prohibitions of this test: of emperors and pontiffs. The chapter Mennam, 2, question 5, and the chapter Consuluisti, 2, question 4, are discussed.

Section IV: On Vulgar Purgation by Water

On boiling water: which nations received it, and on what foundation.

On the cup of jealousy in Numbers 5.

The prohibition of purgation by boiling water.

The example of the legates of Ludwig, king of Germany. A certain tradition of the Hebrews is refuted. The ritual prayer. People used to put in the hand, as is proved from the example of Hyacinthus the deacon of Ravenna.

Two formulas of this test are compared with one another.

On purgation by cold water.

How it was performed. The example of the wife of Blessed Gangulph; the Alsatian law.

Another mode: immersing the whole person.

Imperial and pontifical prohibitions. The chapter Ex tuarum, on canonical purgation, is explained, and the chapter Sententiam sanguinis, "That clerics or monks not," and so forth.

On the present-day test of witches by cold water, and the opinion of German writers. A recent little book of a certain jurist on this matter.

Question V: On the Test, as They Call It, of Cold Water, Which Some in Germany Use in Examining Witches

Section I: The Opinion and Arguments of Adolf Scribonius Are Discussed

It is argued against the fictitious lightness by which a demon is said to hold up witches. It is not credible that this has been predestined by God in this way from the beginning of the world. The supernatural and fictitious antipathy between water and witches is refuted. Luther is rejected, since he wished all liquids able to provide a bath to be suitable matter for baptism.

In what way the elements praise God.

By what reason water is the instrument and seal of salvation.

Section II: The Opinion and Arguments of a Certain Catholic Jurist Are Examined

The opponent is praised, and the reason for this disagreement is set forth. Which judges use this test, and where and how far.

It is the practice of a few unlearned judges. The contrary opinion is summarized.

This purgation is shown to be very little necessary according to the opponent's own mind.

Contradiction in his statements is shown, as well as the uncertainty of this test. The example of an old witch who betrayed herself.

From this another contradiction is shown. Likewise, this floating on the water is not to be attributed to good angels, but to a demon. The cautions which he proposes are shown to be superfluous.

A third contradiction in the opponent's statements. The alleged difference between harmful magic and other crimes is invented without cause, and is neither proved nor true.

But it shows the vain defense of this purgation. An argument is brought from a witch accused only of theft, if she were thrown into water according to the ancient custom for purgation; and it is shown that, if this purgation were true and certain, the judge would necessarily be perplexed.

Many side-arguments of the opponent are briefly refuted. What the chief cause of the rarity of miracles now is.

All evils of creatures are not to be attributed to God, and such a proposition conflicts with the faith.

The intention of the opponent writing this is excused.

In what sense tests are arbitrary judicial procedures.

It is carefully shown that this test is entirely forbidden by canon law.

It is not lawful for a judge to inflict whatever penalty the accused fear most.

This purgation is not especially favorable to the commonwealth.

Nor can this alone make it lawful. For an act to be good, it is not enough that it tend to a good end.

Witches do not hate this purgation most of all. If they do hate it, that is an indication of a pact.

This judgment is not more certain than the testimony of accomplices.

The same reason does not apply to this judgment as to the testimony of Gillis, nor to the indication from a bleeding corpse and from this test.

It does not follow: God helps the judge in one thing, therefore always and in everything.

A judge is not deceived who, according to the acts, absolves the guilty. God does not wish all crimes to be punished here in act. Sometimes witches harm both the judge and the judgment. This lot is divinatory, not consultory.

Even today the consultory lot is forbidden. The law Eorum, Code on harmful magicians and mathematicians; how it is to be understood so that it is not unjust.

That harmful magic can be destroyed by harmful magic is an error. That harmful magic can be collected by superstitious means is either an erroneous or plainly rash proposition.

Scotus is falsely cited by the Malleus Maleficarum.

Someone can sin in what he does with a good intention.

The free and full discretion of the judge which the opponent grants him is attacked as wholly spurious and tyrannical.

A judge must judge according to law; otherwise he imitates beasts.

In what way all judges are subject to laws. It is better to absolve the guilty than to detect them by this test.

What a judge should fear here and what not.

Not to obey the Church is mortal sin.

The reason why judges make so little progress by legitimate indications. A passage of St. Bernard on this test is discussed.

Section III: The True Negative Opinion Is Proposed and Proved

Judges who know the pontifical prohibition and use this test sin.

This is proved first by the definition of sin.

What the Roman pontiffs thought about this test. They are to be believed and obeyed in this matter. The chapter Mennam, at the end, 2, question 5; and the chapter Ex tuarum, on canonical purgation.

The opponent's arguments are dissolved, by which he tries to show that one thing must be established about the other vulgar purgations and another about this one.

It is shown that there is not a different reason for judges and private persons.

It is shown that this is a tempting of God.

How signs were sought by holy men.

When it is lawful to ask for a sign.

It is proved that here there is no miracle.

Many examples show that the test is false.

Judges are not bound to have faith in this test.

What kind of pact intervenes here.

The matter is declared.

Here the pact intervenes between the judges and the demon, not between the witches and the demon.

A certain recent example is discussed.

The disagreement of judges in this purgation.

Why the demon entered into this pact, and what profits he gains from it.

It is shown that this test contains the sin of disobedience and of ariolation.

The passage 1 Samuel 15:22.

To make the demon corporeal is rash and next to error.

Many side-arguments of the opponent, and certain untrue things. The judge is bound here to follow the common opinion. Otherwise he sins, and can be sued by an action for injury. One who tortures in this way is a tyrant; the sentence is null; one who kills is guilty of homicide.

Question VI: On Certain Other Vulgar Purgations

On purgation by weights and scales.

On purgation by the cross.

What kind of purgation this is, as asked.

The custom of the Frisians.

What it is to contend or compete with the cross, and likewise what it is to stand at the cross.

On a certain lot cast at Constantinople concerning the empire.

On those who threw away certain things so that, from their recovery, they might know that their sins had been remitted to them by God.

The examples of St. Attilanus, bishop of Zamora, and St. Arnulf, bishop of Metz.

End.

There are certain names which, when they are taken broadly, are commonly confused: divination, vaticination, foreknowledge, prophecy, conjectation, and prediction. Taking them in this way, I have placed in the title the single name "divination" for all of them.

If they are taken more strictly, I recognize some distinction. Foreknowledge and prediction always include the other four; but prediction denotes an order toward another act and an external act, while foreknowledge denotes only internal cognition. Vaticination is a name common to divination and prophecy, but it is usually restricted to an oracle, because an oracle is given by the living voice of a human being, whereas divination extends further.

St. Jerome notes that prophecy is always taken in the sacred writings in a good sense. This is plainly true when they speak absolutely. For if they honor pseudo-prophets too with this name, they add some qualifying particle, as "foolish prophets," "prophets of Baal," "prophets of Samaria," "of the groves," and so forth; or else they speak by a not obscure irony, taken from the judgment and opinion of the people, who regarded them as such, just as Scripture calls idols gods. And so something is always added in the context which does not allow one to be ignorant that they were pseudo-prophets.



[margin: Jerome on Micah 3; Jeremiah 23:13; Hosea 9:7; Exodus 12:12 and 18:11; Daniel 11:8; Deuteronomy 13; Jeremiah 23:25 and 28:1, 14; Ezekiel 21:21; Micah 3:6]

Divination is never used in the Bible for prophetic light. For that saying of Solomon, "Divination is on the lips of the king; in judgment his mouth will not err," has nothing to do with the gift of prophecy, but with the sagacity necessary for a judge in discovering hidden and tangled recesses of judgments, concerning doubtful facts. For just as there is a metaphorical divination in medical causes, so too there is one in judicial causes, by which past things, whose truth is unknown, are conjectured by skillful examination.

Thus it was in Solomon's judgment when he restored the son to his true mother. Thus it was in Daniel's investigation, by which, after the treachery of the old men was uncovered, he restored Susanna to life, honor, and her husband. Thus it was in the judgment of Ariopharnes, king of the Thracians, which is related in this way.

[margin: Proverbs 16:10; 1 Kings 3; Daniel 13]

Three sons of the king of the Cimmerians were contending over their father's kingdom, and they chose Ariopharnes as judge. He ordered their father's corpse to be dug from the tomb and tied to a tree, and ordered them to compete with the bow, so that the one who pierced his father's heart should succeed to the kingdom. The firstborn pierced the throat; the second pierced the middle of the chest without touching the heart. The hope of the kingdom remained for the youngest. Piety conquered: professing that he preferred to yield the kingdom rather than show himself superior in piety toward his father's corpse, he refused to shoot. The Thracian awarded the kingdom to him, because by the inclination of nature he had shown himself both truly a son and superior in virtue.

Did Alfonso I, king of Naples, have this story in mind when he gave a similar judgment? Or could he have done it by natural sagacity, which was remarkable in him? For when he was still almost a boy and was assuming in Aragon the kingdoms of both Sicilies, it happened that a certain maidservant had borne a child by her master and appealed to liberty under Spanish law. The master, so that he would not be deprived of the mother together with the child, denied that the child had been born from him. In a matter usually done in secret, proofs were lacking. What should he do? He extricated himself finely. He ordered the child to be sold under the spear. The master was overcome by the bidding. "So then," he said to himself, "will my son enter slavery while I am alive? Rather, I confess what the matter is." And behold, tears burst forth from the father's heart against his will. The tongue followed the confession of the eyes. Thus the king secured the son for the father, and due liberty for the mother.



[margin: Diodorus Siculus, book 10; Antonio Panormita, book 2, On the Deeds of Alfonso]

Theodoric, king of the Goths, did not lack someone to imitate in this judgment, since he had Tiberius. An Italian woman had promised second marriages to her lover, having bargained that she would first drive her son from the house. When she tried to do this, the son resisted, and both went to the king: the son said that support was owed to him and that he ought not be expelled from his father's house by his mother; against this the woman said that she did not acknowledge him as son and that he had been substituted. The woman began to become suspect to the king. "Come, woman," said the king, "if you listen to me, you can both free yourself from this trouble and enter into a better marriage. Why not take as husband this young man who says he is your son? He is younger than you and of rather noble appearance." Struck by so unexpected an order, the woman first fell silent. Soon she collected herself and wove many excuses for refusal, little coherent or suitable, so that the king could easily understand she had been caught. Therefore he pretended that he would add a penalty unless she consented. What remained for the unhappy woman, if she wished to avoid the dreadful crime, was to acknowledge her son.

Before Charlemagne, a father and son were accused of homicide. Each denied the deed, and neither could be brought by any torments to confession of the crime. The emperor condemned both to hanging. Then the father, conquered by love for his son, declared himself guilty and his son innocent of the crime.

Frederick III's judgment was of smaller weight but no smaller ingenuity. When a peasant came to him and complained that one of a pair of draft-horses had been stolen from him in an inn, the emperor ordered the thief to be pointed out to him. When the peasant denied that he could do this, since he did not know the man, Frederick said, "I am surprised that the other was not stolen from you too, since there are so many horsemen in this city and so few horses." "The other, Caesar," said the peasant, "is a mare, of little use to soldiers." "Then go," said the emperor, "mount the mare and ride through all the streets, open places, crossroads, and alleys of the city. The stolen horse is lying hidden in some stable, and when he senses the odor of his yoke-mate, he will immediately neigh." The peasant obeyed, and as the lowing of the ox once betrayed Cacus, so the neighing of the horse then betrayed the thief.



[margin: Suetonius, Tiberius; John Magnus, History of the Goths, chapter 29; Andrea Barbazza, on the chapter Praesenti, on proofs; Aeneas Silvius, book 2, On the Deeds of Alfonso]

Nor should the prudence of Suleiman, king of the Turks, be passed over in silence. A Jew of Byzantium had lent a Christian a fixed sum of gold, on the condition that on the appointed day, besides the principal, he would receive two ounces of that Christian's flesh in place of interest. On that day the Christian repaid the principal, but denied the interest. Suleiman was approached to decide the matter. Detesting the Jew in his heart, he ordered a razor to be brought and gave the Jew power to cut two ounces of flesh from whatever part of the debtor's body he wished, on this condition: that they be exactly two ounces; if he cut less or more, he would pay with his head. The Jew, not daring to undergo this hazard, absolved the Christian.

Therefore Solomon was speaking about this kind of divination of the king's lips. For just as the heart of the king is in the hand of God, so are his lips. God directs both equally; and those to whom he has delegated his own offices on earth, he often endows above other mortals with great skill and prudence. Thus divination is put there for conjectation.



[margin: Corrozet, On Memorable Sayings and Deeds]

Conjectation proceeds from the consideration of causes or signs, whether these are joined with true prudence or covered with vanity. Therefore some conjectation is lawful and some unlawful. Henceforth we shall restrict the name divination to the unlawful kind alone. This differs from conjectation because it does not proceed through signs or arguments, as conjectation does.

Henceforth foreknowledge will be for us the general name. Its parts, like members of a body, will be three. Divine foreknowledge, which flows from God, will be called prophecy. To this belongs a certain class of miraculous or divine portents and prodigies, which are accustomed certainly and ordinarily to announce the future, as, after the death of Blessed Beatrice of Este, it was observed for a long stretch of time that whenever something new threatened the Este family from which she had arisen, for many days beforehand a very great noise was heard in her chapel, and her body, which usually lay on its back, was found rolled over onto its other side. Scardeone reports this in book 2 of the Antiquities of Padua, class 6, folio 120. I have related other things about certain bells below, chapter 3, question 1, and about many other things in chapter 2, question 7, section 2.

Demonic foreknowledge is derived from a tacit or express pact with demons, and will be called divination. Natural foreknowledge is taken from natural signs or causes; this we shall call presage or conjectation, taking the words strictly.



[margin: Scardeone, Antiquities of Padua, book 2, class 6, folio 120; cross-references below to chapter 3, question 1, and chapter 2, question 7, section 2]


Question I. On the Nature and Name of Prophecy

In the sacred Scriptures, the noun "prophet" and the verb "to prophesy" are usually taken in about six ways.

First, for singing or chanting divine praises in certain modes or with instruments. Thus we read that Jeduthun and Heman prophesied, and some take in this way the saying, "Is Saul also among the prophets?"

Second, for pagan seers and poets. Thus the Apostle calls Epimenides a prophet of the Cretans.

Third, for fanatics, who, alienated in mind after the manner of the possessed, pour out unusual, foolish, and senseless things. Thus Saul is said to have prophesied in his house when he was driven by an evil spirit; and the priests of Baal are also said to have prophesied.

Fourth, those are said to prophesy who perform some miracle by which they declare that they were true prophets. Thus the dead body of Elisha is said to have prophesied because by its touch it brought a robber's corpse back to life.

Fifth, those who interpret and teach lofty and divine matters, things remote from human cognition, and the hidden things of sacred Scripture. St. Paul takes the word in this way when he compares the gift of tongues with the prophetic gift. Thus Aaron also, because he explained to Pharaoh the oracles which Moses had received from God, is called a prophet. Philo the Jew took it in this way when he defines a prophet as an interpreter of God's oracles dictated within. Another signification also belongs here, when the term is taken for true worshipers of God and religious men, as certain people think it is taken in 1 Kings 18:4: Abulensis and Cajetan.

Sixth, for one who announces to human beings hidden secrets of God received by divine revelation.

We are now speaking only of this last species.



[margin: 1 Chronicles 25:3 and 5; 1 Samuel 10:12; Titus 1:12; 1 Samuel 18 and 1 Kings 18:29; Ecclesiasticus 48:14; 1 Corinthians 14:2, 5; Exodus 7:1; Philo, On Rewards and Punishments; Abulensis and Cajetan on 1 Kings 18:4]

The Greeks derived this name "prophecy" from speaking beforehand, prophemi. Among the Hebrews it is Nebua, whence Nabi, prophet, with the root of the word uncertain. For it can be Nub, that is, "to speak," and Nabi would signify "speaker"; or it can be Ban, "to understand," and it would signify one who understands, that is, most perfectly, as those who know things placed before trustworthy eyes. Hence prophets among the Hebrews were also called seers. Let this suffice about the name; let us look at the matter itself.

Cassiodorus's more commonly received definition is more concise than that by which the nature can conveniently be understood. Say more explicitly: prophecy is a divine inspiration, foreknowing and announcing with unmoving truth and the greatest certainty the events of things far distant from us. Let us explain each member of the definition.



[margin: Exodus 7:1; Philo Judaeus, De praemiis et poenis, on prophecy as interpreter of divine oracles; Hebrew forms for Nebua, Nabi, Nub, and Ban; 1 Samuel/1 Kings 9:9 on prophets formerly called seers; preface to the Psalms]

I said "divine" against Artephius and Roger Bacon, who attribute prophecy to the influences of the stars; against Aristotle and the Peripatetics, who attribute it to bodily humors; and against Moses the Egyptian, Avicenna, and Algazel, who ascribe it to natural effort and study. All these people are mistaken, because all prophecy is a gift of the Holy Spirit, brought by no human will, as the two Catholic pillars, Peter and Paul, testify. Hence Blessed Jerome infers that only true prophets have spoken by the Spirit of God, and that none others deserve the name of prophets except those who, illuminated by the light of the Holy Spirit, predict future things.

For this no natural or human disposition is absolutely required. For God can infuse the disposition itself together with the light. But because he is accustomed to direct all things sweetly, he accommodates himself for the most part to the natures of things, so far as it pleases him. Therefore, since the disposition by which the mind is freed from sensible motions and from the cares of human affairs is very apt, we see that prophets have sometimes prepared themselves, as Elisha, perhaps somewhat moved to zeal and indignation at the sight of the impious king of Israel, prepared himself by the sweetness of music. Yet that disposition plainly helps prophecy only accidentally, and in no way deserves to be called its cause.

By contrast, the accidental cause of natural or demonic foreknowledge is a bodily disposition which powerfully draws the mind away from the use of the senses. For that reason Plato and Aristotle said that divination is more frequent in the foolish, the stunned, and the mad than in people of sound mind; in the sleeping than in the waking; in those near death than in those who will still long enjoy vital life; and in the melancholic than in the sanguine. For all those people are less intent on the senses, and melancholics, besides, dream while awake, so to speak.



[margin: 2 Peter 1:20; Romans 12:6; 1 Corinthians 12:10; Jerome on Daniel; St. Thomas, Secunda Secundae, question 171, article 3; 2 Kings 3; Valesius, On Sacred Philosophy, chapter 30]

Second, I said "inspiration," taking the word broadly for any influx, instinct, illumination, or revelation. God sometimes grants this to good angels, who predict to others, as we have learned concerning the overthrow of Sodom, concerning the posterity of Ishmael, concerning Samson, concerning Tobias's wife, concerning Christ the Lord and his precursor, or so that they may explain visions to human beings. Sometimes God confers this gift on human beings, both men and women, especially the upright and holy, such as Elijah, Isaiah, Deborah, Huldah, and very many others whose praise is in the sacred histories.

Sometimes, however, he confers it also on the evil and unrighteous, as on some Gentiles and perhaps the Sibyls, and on Balaam and Caiaphas. He sometimes confers it on those who do not know that they are prophesying, as on the said Caiaphas and, according to St. Ambrose, on Abraham when he said, "After we have adored, we shall return to you"; but St. Augustine judged that in that case it is improperly called prophecy. Sometimes, however, this happens to those who know that they are being illumined by God, as to Balaam already mentioned. Sometimes too this gift is conferred on the unwilling, as on Saul according to some interpretations; but more often on those who receive the Spirit of God willingly.

In that respect prophecy can be called voluntary, because they do not receive the influx of God unwillingly. Nevertheless it will be involuntary insofar as they receive it not whenever they please, but when God pleases; and because they receive it not in the measure they themselves wish, but in the measure God grants; and because they receive it not as long as they themselves wish, but only as long as seems good to God, as we said about ecstasy in book 2, question 2, which is also voluntary in this way and no otherwise.



[margin: Genesis 19 and 21; Judges 13; Tobit 5; Luke 2; the end of Mark; Luke 1; Daniel 8 and 9 and often in the Apocalypse; Numbers 22 and 23; John 11:51; Ambrose, book 1 On Abraham, chapter 8; Augustine on the same matter; 1 Samuel 10]

Another difference of inspirations is also sought from the fact that sometimes no conversation is added to it, but only bare instruction or showing, as is discerned in most prophecies of the Old Testament; sometimes, however, a kind of dialogue between the prophet and the Holy Spirit is added.



[margin: Exodus 3 and 4]

Theologians posit two species of this illumination or inspiration: imaginary and intellectual. They call it imaginary or sensible, not because it does not reach the intellect, for such an inspiration would improperly be called prophetic, but because it occurs primarily through a sensible or imaginary representation, from which the mind's conception arises and to which it is, as it were, proportioned. They call that one intellectual which does not take origin from sense or imagination, but arises immediately through a light infused into the intellect and through intelligible species, either newly implanted or preexisting but applied by divine power to form some natural conception of the mind.

This elevation occurs in two ways. First, when the intellect is elevated so that it knows without the operation of the phantasy; this is rarely granted by special privilege. Second, when the phantasy cooperates with intellection, not indeed with the intellect first moved by the phantasy, but with the phantasy itself moved and applied by the intellect so that it may work and concur with it. See Francisco Suarez, third part, question 30, article 1, disputation 9, section 2.



[margin: examples of dialogue in Exodus, Jonah, and Habakkuk; Francisco Suarez, third part, question 30, article 1, disputation 9, section 2]

For the most part God is accustomed to inspire prophecy through an angel as mediator: first revealing to the angel, so that the angel then reveals to the human being what he has been ordered to reveal, and this either by showing it with a body assumed by the angel, or by presenting to the human mind in a spiritual apparition the species of the things which the Holy Spirit wishes to signify beforehand to the human being. Thus the law was given to Moses in the hand of a mediator; thus in Zechariah, and to Zechariah, the angel of the Lord was speaking; thus in the Apocalypse Christ manifests to the angel, the angel to John, and John to others, the things which the Father had revealed to Christ, as human being, from the beginning of his conception. This is most suited to the sweetness of divine governance, which is accustomed to use mediating things.

And thus the most weighty saints have judged that, in fact, God has been accustomed to inspire prophecy only through angels. Yet it must not be denied that God, if he wishes, can in this way flow immediately into human minds. Neither Damascene nor any other Fathers denied this; and St. Jerome, St. Gregory, and the more recent Torquemada affirmed it. Jerome, while he grants the former mode, contends that this latter mode has sometimes been used by God. I know that God can do it if he wishes; whether he has done it, I do not know, and it matters little to know.

That former influx which occurs through an angel is not without difficulty either, since an angel can neither create that spiritual light nor enter into the human intellect. Moreover, Scotus denies that this light, created by God, can be sent into a human mind by an angel without the service of the senses. But Albertus and Henry of Hesse affirm it. St. Thomas seems at one time to deny and at another to concede it; yet in such a way that when a light of this kind is sent into the intellect without a sensible apparition or species, as happens in intellectual revelation, he acknowledges that this is sent immediately by God, who alone can create that light. Francisco Pico taught this accurately from the opinion of these scholastics, book 2 of On Foreknowledge, chapter 3.

[margin: Acts 7:38; Galatians 3:19; Revelation 1; St. Thomas, Secunda Secundae, question 171, article 2; Dionysius the Areopagite, Celestial Hierarchy, chapter 4; Augustine, book 3 On the Trinity; Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith; Jerome on Isaiah and Ezekiel; Gregory, Moralia, book 18; Torquemada in the prologue to the Revelations of St. Bridget, chapter 4; Scotus, Albertus, Henry of Hesse, St. Thomas, and Francisco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 2, chapter 3]

Third, I said "of things far distant from us." Things of this kind are, first, those which by their nature are far removed from human cognition, such as the more hidden counsels of God, the mysteries of faith, and similar divine matters. In this sense Christ the Lord is foretold as a future prophet: "A prophet from your nation and from your brothers, like me, the Lord will raise up for you," and so forth.



[margin: Deuteronomy 18:15]

And to this should be referred the prophecy which the Apostle compares with the gift of tongues. Second, there are also things which are removed from our cognition by reason of the mode of knowing: when what is announced cannot be known except by supernatural light, as when Elisha learned what Gehazi had agreed upon with Naaman, and Blessed Peter learned what had passed between Ananias and Sapphira.

Third, finally, there are other things far distant by reason of time. Either they have already been so erased by forgetfulness that they can be known only by divine revelation; in this way St. Gregory writes on Ezekiel that Moses prophesied about the creation of the world. Or else the time is still future, and the event contingent, and therefore clearly known to God alone, according to that saying: "Announce the things that are to come, and we shall know that you are gods." And this is the more frequent signification of the word prophecy, so much so that, in proper speech, only those are called prophets who predict future contingents. Speaking generally, however, the others too are called prophets.



[margin: 1 Corinthians 14:3-4; 2 Kings 5; Acts 5; Isaiah 41:23; Gregory on Ezekiel; St. Thomas, De veritate, question 12]

The evident cognition of future contingents is reserved to God alone, because for perfect cognition it is necessary that a thing be known as present. But to God alone, just as past and present things, so also future things are always before his eyes, because eternity lacks a beginning, lacks an end, and in it all things are known at once. God alone is eternal. Therefore, when God grants this prophetic light of future contingents to a human being, he then communicates with that human being that privilege which belongs to eternity and follows upon it. In this sense Jerome of Ferrara used to say that prophets are made by God participants in eternity.

I said, fourth, "with unmoving truth." This must be understood of absolute prophecy, which they call prophecy of sentence without foreknowledge, whose event always corresponds to the prediction, because then things are considered as they exist in God himself and depend on him alone, who alone is immutable. But this part of the definition does not proceed in prophecy of threats or counsel insofar as that prophecy is conditional, and in it things are considered as they depend on secondary causes, which are mutable.

That conditional prophecy is indeed mutable in itself, according to the mutability of human actions; nevertheless, in God's foreknowledge even this is immutable. Since prophets know this well, and compare the nature of their threat with the will of God, it follows that they have neither been deceived nor deceived others when what they predicted did not occur, as happened to Jonah with the Ninevites and to Isaiah with Hezekiah. Not only the Fathers but also sacred Scripture itself very clearly confirms this distinction.



[margin: Jerome of Ferrara, Compendium of Revelations; scriptural and patristic notes on conditional prophecy, including Jonah, Isaiah and Hezekiah, Chrysostom, Gregory, and 2 Kings 20/4 Kings 20]

I said, fifth, "with the greatest certainty," because those to whom a divine revelation is made are usually so illumined in mind by God, so affected in will, and so made more certain concerning the trustworthiness and truth of the revelation, that they openly recognize and most firmly believe that God is the author of the revelation or vision. They are able, by some inward savor, as St. Gregory says, to discern that they are not being mocked by human dreams or by the fraud of the Devil, but know more certainly than certain that this light has been granted to them by God's gift.

Blessed Augustine handed this down concerning his mother, and Blessed Angela of Foligno repeatedly professes it concerning herself. They see future things so clearly and give assent to them so firmly that they would just as easily deny the first, most received, and most familiar principles of the sciences, as Savonarola boasted about himself, and as Pico affirms about a certain familiar of his whom he does not name. I think this was that Jerome. But, more truly and certainly, Thomas Anglicus deservedly judged that all the revelations made to the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, and the other preachers and doctors of the nascent Church were of this kind, both in his commentary on Genesis and in that commentary which was falsely attributed to the Angelic Doctor by the addition of one little letter. Some think that the same kind of imposture befell the commentaries on the Apocalypse and on the Canonical Epistles.



[margin: Gregory, Dialogues, book 4, chapter 48; Augustine, Confessions, book 6; Blessed Angela of Foligno, chapters 19, 21, 27, 28, 29, and elsewhere; Pico, Compendium of Revelations; Thomas Anglicus, chapter 12, with comments on the Genesis and other attributed commentaries]

But whatever may be the case about this author, theologians, contemplatives, or mystics call this light, which is usually infused from heaven together with true revelations, by various names: internal savor, intimate inspiration, experimental sweetness, divine illumination sensible beyond the senses, hidden manna, and finally the discernment of spirits. It is still disputed whether this light is the same as the light of faith, or something different from it and superadded to it. The latter seems truer to Pico, and to me also, at least by a formal distinction. Perhaps it is the same in reality, and, having taken on new matter, it extends and stretches itself in a certain new way. But I do not wish now to discuss these subtler and more minute matters. Whether it is the same thing or different, when this is given together with revelation, then the person who does not give faith to such a revelation sins gravely. Let Zacharias be the example, deprived of the use of his tongue, and in the history of Kings, the man who did not wound the prophet who ordered him to do so, and who because of his disobedience was torn apart by a lion.

I said, sixth, "foreknowing," because I am defining prophecy in the most genuine sense, to which it is proper that it knows itself to be speaking beforehand what it announces, according to that passage of Daniel: "A word was revealed to Daniel, and the word was true, and he understood the word." For understanding is needed in a vision. Therefore it is necessary to understand, and also to announce to others. Therefore:

I said, seventh, "and announcing." For the gift of prophecy is given for the usefulness of the Church, so that the things which holy persons have known by God's inspiration may be announced to the rest. Finally, it is customary to ask to which species of quality this light should be referred. The common opinion is that of St. Thomas: that it is reduced to a passible quality, because it is a certain sudden impression, similar to a passing affection and easily receding. For it is not always present to prophets; often it leaves them. You may not inappropriately compare them to people staying in a dark place: when the light of a candle is brought in, they begin to see the things around them; when it is carried away, all things again grow dark for them. Hence Micah says, "When I sit in darkness, the Lord is my light"; and Blessed Peter says, "We have the prophetic word, to which you do well to attend as to a lamp shining in a dark place."

Yet this light has so many things in common with supernatural habits that Julius Sirenius, a learned man, tries to prove that it is better reduced to a habit. In his book 7 On Fate, chapter 14, you will find the arguments by which he attacks the common opinion. I neither wish nor have leisure to say more.



[margin: Luke 1; 1 Kings 20:36; Daniel 10:1; St. Thomas on the passible quality of prophetic light; Micah 7:8; 2 Peter 1:19; Julius Sirenius, On Fate, book 7, chapter 14]


Question II. What the Species of Prophecy Are

I find, in sacred Scripture, two almost supreme genera of prophecy: one through priests, the other through prophets. Often indeed those who were prophets were also priests; but they predicted future things in one way insofar as they were priests, and in another way insofar as they were prophets. The matter is not obvious to everyone and is worthy of rather careful examination.


Question II, Section I. On the Rational, and Urim and Thummim

The priestly mode of prophecy consisted in the application of the ephod. But the ephod was twofold. One was linen and permitted even to the lesser orders, as to the boy Samuel. The other was priestly, which was also called the superhumeral, ornamented with gold and a variety of three colors. This is described in Exodus 28. Josephus also calls it the most sacred stole, the priestly robe, the shoulder-garment, and the double garment.

To this, by golden chains, was hung the rational or pectoral, for the Latins use both names. The Hebrews call it chesen, according to the points we now have; for Josephus perhaps used others when he calls it Essen. The Greeks, on the same witness, call it logion. Sometimes indeed among the Septuagint, Philo, and Jerome you may find it written logeion, but corruptly; for that would belong rather to the place of consultation. More correctly, among the same authors elsewhere, it is logion, as if one should say "oracle." For thus logia are explained by Hesychius as manteumata, and in Plutarch's Sulla prophets are called logioi.

But why logion? If you weigh Josephus's Greek words, it is because it poured forth oracles of irrefragable truth. Among the Latins it was called pectoral because it was hung on the breast; rational because, in the manner of a living being endowed with reason, it reasoned. For this very reason, with the encomium of judgment added, they honored it by calling it the rational of judgment, the judgment of the children of Israel, and, in the Hebrew source, the judgment of Urim.



[margin: 1 Samuel 2; Angelomus on the same place; Exodus 28; Josephus; Hesychius; Plutarch, Sulla; Exodus 28:15, 30; Numbers 27:21]

Jarchi gives the reason: because the little word Mishpat was inscribed above Urim. But this is a dream of the circumcised man. I would rather believe that sacred Scripture is accustomed to call what anyone must do, or anyone's office, his judgment. But the priest, clothed with the rational, placed before God human doubts, desires, and affairs; and through the rational God not only was propitiated, but also signified to human beings what he wished to be done and what the outcome of the matter would be, as Aben Ezra not badly says. The name itself, Urim and Thummim, plainly supports this. Its meaning and use must also be examined.

Many indeed have written on this, but you may rightly wish that they had written more distinctly and clearly, as the dignity of the matter demanded. Tostado, Lipomano, Francisco Ribera, and Nicolas Serarius handled it better than the rest. Three things must be treated accurately: the name, the thing, and the use.



[margin: Proverbs 17:3; Tostado and Lipomano on Exodus 28; Francisco Ribera, On the Temple, book 3, chapter 12; Nicolas Serarius's thesaurus material on Joshua the priest and the priestly vestments; Hebrew terms for Urim and Thummim]

As to the name: the Chaldeans called them Peraia and Thumaia; the Hebrews Urim and Thummim. Urim signifies illuminations or lights, from the root Ur. The Greeks translate it as declarations, manifestation, illumination, illuminators. Our interpreter renders it "doctrine" when he deals with the rational; but when he deals with the priest himself, "learned." Thummim signifies perfections, from thamam, to perfect. The Greeks call it truth, fulfillments, perfect things; our interpreter translates truth, and sometimes metonymically priests, or otherwise, according as the matter seemed to require.

But what were those names Urim and Thummim in reality? Some deny that they know. I think, however, that this can be gathered from Scripture. Others judge that there was something in the rational different from the twelve stones; but they disagree among themselves. Some have thought that there was a thirteenth stone - Suidas calls it adamant - whose color changed, when the priest entered the courts, according to the difference between a prosperous or adverse outcome. In my judgment St. Augustine called this opinion fabulous, and he was not speaking about Josephus's opinion. Aben Ezra invents I know not what figures of an astrolabe; Tostado refutes him splendidly with many reasons. Solomon Jarchi and Eugubinus judge that the ineffable name was inscribed in the rational. Philo the Jew and Hugh of St. Victor hold that these very words, Urim and Thummim, were engraved on the rational. Others imagine certain shining plates; and everyone imagined whatever he dreamed or whatever came into his mouth, as may be seen in Tostado.

[margin: Augustine, question 117 on Exodus; David Kimchi; Oleaster; Pagninus; Suidas; Aben Ezra; Tostado; Solomon Jarchi; Eugubinus; Philo; Hugh of St. Victor]

But the view which pleases me, and many others, is that they were nothing distinct from the twelve stones themselves. First, because I judge these to have been the names of those stones themselves, just as the same stones elsewhere are also called Soham and Milluim, stones of brightness or translucence and of fullness; or else they are called only Milluim, as our interpreter seems to have understood it, translating "onyx stones" when he speaks of the two stones over the shoulders, and "gems for adorning the ephod" when he translates Milluim concerning these twelve stones. More obscure is the Septuagint, which renders Soham as sardius, for sardius is one of the twelve.

Second, because if they had been something else, Moses, who so accurately wrote out and enumerated all the things which were in the logion, would surely have given us something about what they were, their form, quantity, quality, matter, and place. Jarchi answers that these things were passed over because either God himself or Moses had fashioned Urim and Thummim on Mount Sinai. Away with you, fabulist: that is from your own head. If it were true, sacred Scripture itself would have handed this down to us, just as it handed down that the first tablets of the Decalogue were written by God and the later ones by Moses.



[margin: Exodus 25:7; Exodus 28 and 28:30; the source notes Jarchi's explanation and Del Rio's rejection of it]

They object that after God ordered Moses to place those twelve stones in the rational, soon afterward, as if concerning an entirely different thing and in another place, it is said: "You shall place in the rational of judgment doctrine and truth," and so forth. I answer that this is said as a brief recapitulation and explanation of all that he had previously set out about all these stones. It is as if he said: I have ordered you to insert such and such gems in the rational. Now understand the cause of that command. I ordered it so that these gems might be Urim and Thummim for you, that is, manifestation and truth of future things. For this he says briefly: what you will place in the rational, this will be doctrine and truth for you.

Nor do I see any obscurity here in this repetition, nor novelty in a name not new but even celebrated among the Hebrews. Moses is most correctly said to place Urim and Thummim in the rational, because he caused those stones to be inserted into the rational by Bezalel according to God's prescription, unless perhaps they think that Moses himself wove those words into it by himself and not through the skill and hands of the weavers. But if Moses must be said to place them according to those men, certainly he must be said to do so also in our view.

Next, let the opponents know that the phrase "stones of Milluim" has the same force as simply "Milluim"; likewise "stones of Urim and Thummim" and simply "Urim and Thummim." In both places the same stones are signified. In one place the word "stones" is added because the gems were being treated simply as gems; here, however, the word "stones" is omitted because they are being treated not as stones, but as gems that present an oracle. What absurdity is there if the name of the oracle is metonymically attributed to the gems which pour forth the oracle? Are metonymical expressions new in sacred Scripture? What darkness covers these words: "You shall place," and so forth, for "you shall place in the rational the stones which from their function are named Urim and Thummim"? Nor was there any need to express another mode, since the very arrangement of the gems had been sufficiently expressed.



[margin: Augustine, question 117 on Exodus; David Kimchi in the Book of Roots; Cajetan on Exodus; Pagninus and others; Exodus 25:7; Exodus 28:17 and 28:30; Hebrew terms for the stones, including Soham and Milluim, in the argument over whether the words or the stones are meant]

Rather, they ought to explain where that vacant place was in the rational for weaving in these names: whether between the individual stones, around the circumference of all, on the right, or on the left. They should explain why the demonstrative pronoun points rather to this woven inscription than to the miracle of the stones; indeed it points rather to the admirable stones, Urim and Thummim. The authority of the authors objected against us would be great if they either agreed among themselves or had discussed the matter more diligently.

St. Jerome, to Fabiola, has nothing that fights against us, and just as much that favors the opponents: he merely uses the manner of speaking of sacred Scripture. St. Augustine, question 117, speaks ambiguously, and indicates what could have been, professing that it is not known. St. Gregory, Pastoral Rule, part 2, chapter 1, says absolutely nothing except the words of Scripture and a mystical exposition. Rabanus, in the last book on Exodus, resolves the matter with "whether this or that." Radulfus, book 6 on Leviticus, merely asserts that these words could have been inscribed. Rupert on Exodus says incidentally, and no more than this: "doctrine and truth is inscribed on it." Therefore, among the Fathers, only Philo, with Hugh of St. Victor, seems to have judged this as certain.

Yet even concerning Philo someone could say, not ineptly, that he did not call the inscription of these words the texture, but the insertion of the stones, and that these very settings of the stones were called manifestation and truth; and thus he also says that these virtues were depicted in the logion because of the stones emitting prophetic brightness. And from Josephus, book 3 of the Antiquities, chapter 9, our Ribera, with Lyra and others, rightly gathered what we have said. Although Josephus does not name the words Urim and Thummim, nevertheless, when he describes the use and miracle, he indicates plainly enough that he attributes the prophecy through Urim and Thummim to the stones themselves. Could Josephus have been ignorant of this Scripture concerning these names? Or if he knew it, would he have wrapped it in such stubborn silence?



[margin: Jerome to Fabiola; Augustine, question 117 on Exodus; Gregory, Pastoral Rule, part 2, chapter 1; Rabanus on Exodus; Radulfus on Leviticus; Rupert on Exodus; Philo; Josephus, Antiquities, book 3, chapter 9; Lyra; Ribera]

Therefore I establish that Urim and Thummim were these very twelve gems, as Josephus, Lyra, Tostado, Oleaster, and Ribera hold. For this seems more probable both because of what we have already said and because, in Leviticus, where the priest is vested, no mention is made of those twelve stones, without which the priest would never have been properly vested; but in place of them only Urim and Thummim are mentioned. From this it appears that the stones themselves are signified by such names. And because they were splendid and flashing, shining with the brightest light, they were called not only splendid and shining - which would have been too little - but splendors and illuminations, Urim. And because they were of the most chosen, whole, and perfect kinds of gems, they were called not perfect, but perfections, Thummim, with that emphasis by which Hebrews, and also Latins, are accustomed to use abstracts for concretes. It was not fair for Oleaster's opinion to be attacked too sharply by a learned man.

But the Septuagint and the Vulgate, when they interpret "doctrine and truth," preferred by their translation to present to us the use of the stones rather than the signification of the word, prudently embracing what did more to form the morals of the reader. The reason for the names was this: they were called Urim because, like a kind of light, by their brightness they dispelled the darkness of ignorance; but Thummim because, as in every prophecy, the promise of brightness too was certain, and God indubitably fulfilled by the event what he promised by brightness. It was not lawful to doubt. This concerning the thing.



[margin: Leviticus 8:8; Deuteronomy 33:8; Oleaster; Lyra; Tostado; Ribera; notes on the Septuagint and Vulgate renderings of Urim/Thummim as doctrine and truth]

Concerning the use of the prophecy, two things must be considered: the mode of asking and the mode of answering. Hugh of St. Victor judges that the question was commonly proposed through certain lots. I do not know whence he received this, or what supports him. Jarchi and Aben Ezra hand down that people used to write the questions on little papers and place these on the rational. Since no trace of this matter is found in sacred Scripture, I have no fear in rejecting it as a fiction and embracing the common opinion of the others.

For I think it more received and more true that the priests, after the due prayers, proposed the questions by the living voice, clothed in the other priestly garments and also in the ephod and the rational or jeweled necklace hung from the ephod, about which we are now speaking. This they called applying the ephod, or consulting the Lord with the ephod applied; or simply consulting the Lord, when the speech is about the priest, either for himself or for the king. For the king consulted the Lord through the priest. Sacred Scripture explains this custom to us through Esdras if you return to the Hebrew source. For where we have "until there should stand a learned and instructed priest," the Septuagint translated, "until he should stand with illuminations and perfections." Those who prefer "initiations" with the Gentiles speak Latin indeed, but do not adequately express the force of the Hebrew word, which the Septuagint interpreted very well. There, I say, the Hebrew is: "let the priest stand with Urim or Thummim." And the sense is: until the priest consults the Lord clothed with Urim and Thummim.

And, as Ribera learnedly noted, to designate the conferral of the highest pontifical dignity the sacred letters say that Urim and Thummim were conferred on someone. For thus Moses blessed the Levitical tribe: "Your perfection and your doctrine to your holy man." There in Hebrew it is: "Your Urim and your Thummim to your holy man"; and in the same sense the Septuagint translated: "Give to Levi his manifestations and his truth." These things must be taken literally of the same priestly ornament; but by this ornament there is allegorically signified the perfection and doctrine with which a priest ought to be endowed. Tostado struggles greatly there and turns it into various forms of interpretations; but the one I have given is the simplest.



[margin: Hugh of St. Victor; Josephus, Oleaster, Lyra, and Tostado; 1 Samuel 13:3, 23:4 and following, 22:13 and 15, 28:6; 2 Esdras 7:65; Deuteronomy 33:8]

I think the mode of answering was twofold. For since God ordered these gems to be inserted into the pectoral so that, through such shining and perfect stones, he himself, the author of all light and perfection, might be questioned, and, by answering, might illuminate and perfect both priests and prince and people by his spiritual light, unfolding hidden things, explaining doubtful ones, and teaching what should be done or omitted, and prescribing the modes by which affairs should be begun and brought to completion, it is clear enough that the answers had to be accommodated to the questions. Some questions can be resolved by affirmation or negation; others require a longer explanation.

Therefore I think that to that former kind of questions an answer was given by the bare shining or brightness of the stones, and from this the priest was accustomed to gather whether he should advise or dissuade the one consulting. In this sense I take Josephus's words, whom Tostado and Ribera deservedly follow. Nor is there reason for anyone to think that St. Augustine judged this fabulous, for a little earlier I showed what he was touching upon.

To the latter kind of questions, the answer was not given by that brightness alone, for this could not conveniently happen, but in a very different way. For a certain internal, or sometimes external, speech or oracle was heard by the priest, which he afterwards made manifest to the one asking. Yet here too it is not absurd to suppose that, to the brightness of the stones, prophetic light infused by God into the priest's mind was then added. This more extended answer is clear from the deeds in Kings, where, beyond the answer to the things asked, God also taught the mode of joining battle. Because of such a mode of response, I think this kind of oracle was commonly called an answer through priests.



[margin: 2 Samuel 5:23; 1 Samuel 28:6, where the Hebrew has Urim; Josephus; Tostado; Ribera]

I have seen a learned man attack the opinion of Josephus, whom I follow, with more than one battering ram. First, he writes that the singular testimony of Josephus displeases him and is suspect to him. Second, since Josephus slips in two other matters in the same place, he thinks he slipped here also: both because he says that this was called logion by the Greeks, although the Septuagint, who were Hebrews, so called it; and because he says that these splendors were extinguished, on account of violation of the law, two hundred years before his own commentaries, while nevertheless the Talmudists, Jarchi, Kimchi, and Elias Germanus testify that this oracle had been ended long before, namely already from the Babylonian captivity. This is also said to have been the answer given by Jaddus to Alexander the Great when Alexander asked him to consult God for him about the outcome of the Persian war.

Finally, he says that from this narrative of Josephus it would follow that this oracle was accustomed to answer only about war, which is not true; likewise that it was accustomed only about those questions to which answer could be made by yes or no. But it is established that it often answered several matters, and indeed sometimes unexpected things beyond the question.



[margin: Acts 14 and common New Testament distinction of Jews and Greeks; Curtius Rufus, Diodorus Siculus, Plutarch, and Arrian on Alexander; Josephus, Antiquities, book 11; Zonaras; Glycas; 1 Samuel 28:6; 2 Kings 22:14]

With these arguments that acute and outstandingly learned man tries to darken Josephus's brightness; but the soot can be removed with a light hand.

To the first I answer that even if Josephus alone had said it, his authority ought to be very great in matters pertaining to the priesthood, since he himself was a priest. Besides, no other Hebrew writer of that age survives who could have discussed such things except Philo and Josephus. Philo touched lightly on a few such things, being intent only on allegories, and did not deny this. What wonder, then, if Josephus alone affirmed it?

To the second I deny that Josephus slips in these matters. For although the Septuagint were Hebrew Sanhedrites, nevertheless they wrote in Greek, not Hebrew, and when they wrote in Greek they said logion; all Greek proselytes afterwards followed them in this nomenclature for no other reason than the one Josephus there related. From his Greek context it is evident that he speaks only of those Greeks who revered Jewish rites. It is well known that Jews and Greeks are so distinguished that all those who had passed from the Gentiles to Judaism retain the name Greeks.

Concerning the cessation of the oracle, I rightly prefer Josephus's authority to all the Talmudists and six hundred more recent rabbis, who are utterly ignorant of all antiquity. As to that answer of Jaddus, concerning the cessation of the oracles, neither the Latin nor the Greek historians who followed Alexander's affairs almost scrupulously remember it in even one little word. But Josephus, Zonaras, and Glycas, when they narrate accurately what Jaddus did with Alexander, recount things from which it is sufficiently gathered that Alexander thought nothing about an oracle through Urim and Thummim. I judge it entirely likely that he was even ignorant of it. He was made more certain by God through a vision concerning victory against Darius.

I think therefore that Josephus was speaking of a brightness of this kind ceasing wholly and forever. For that it sometimes ceased at intervals, even earlier, in Saul's time and afterwards in the time of certain kings after David, should not be doubted. Glycas indeed indicates that when the Israelites had offended God, God was not accustomed to answer them by the ephod. Thus I suspect that the Jews first used to consult God through the priests with the ephod applied; if they did not succeed in this way, they resorted to prophets, even those who were not priests. Thus you read that even the priests went to the prophetess Huldah for the sake of an oracle.

To the third I say that none of the things they infer follows. Josephus mentions war as the matter which was treated more frequently. And he mentions only the brightness, passing over the priestly manifestation that followed, because that manifestation was a customary matter, while the brightness was a thing wholly unaccustomed and unheard-of among other peoples, and therefore he had resolved to commend it to memory.

Therefore the manifestation or answer of one oracle, Urim and Thummim, was twofold: the former and exterior one, only through the brightness of the stone; and the latter, sometimes also extrinsic, through the priest imbued with the spirit of prophecy, who afterwards manifested to the questioners what he had perceived when the pectoral was applied. Perhaps because so many manifestations concurred, the Septuagint interpret it as "the judgment of the declarations," that is, a judgment of things first manifested twice to the priest, and then to be manifested a third time to those consulting. For the same reason they called Urim illumination, and Thummim truth or perfection, for these amount to the same thing, since God neither can nor wills to deceive anyone; but whatever he told the priest was most true and in every number most complete. The priest's office too was to announce the same things to the people truly and fully, with no mixture of omission, dissimulation, alteration, or any other falsity added.



[margin: Philo, Life of Moses, book 3; Origen on Leviticus, book 6; Jerome on Hosea 3 and Epistle 127 to Fabiola]

These things about a very obscure matter, if not brilliantly, at least certainly not altogether carelessly said, may suffice.


Question II, Section II. On the Oracles of the Prophets

Let these things about the oracle through priests suffice. After the reign of David, with the Lord rarely answering through priests, the oracle through prophets began to be more frequent. This can be divided into vision and dream, just as the oracle through priests could also be divided into the vision of brightness and the manifestation of the word. Therefore certain things that will be said about vision and word could, by a kind of analogy, also be accommodated to the prophecy of Urim and Thummim, as readers with a not unrefined nose will easily notice.

The Greek Fathers and the Septuagint not rarely confuse vision and word, as does Scripture itself, when it says that a vision was heard, or that a word was seen or shown. Thus Isaiah says, "Hear, O heaven, because the Lord has spoken," and yet at the beginning he had called it a vision. And when Zacharias and Ezekiel had said that they would explain the word of the Lord, they add a vision. Nevertheless they differ.

[margin: Philo, Life of Moses, book 3; Origen, homily 6 on Leviticus; Jerome on Hosea chapter 3 and letter 127 to Fabiola; Isaiah 1; Zechariah and Ezekiel on word and vision; Obadiah]

Vision, called horasis or horama by the Greeks and roeh by the Hebrews, is a prophecy by which the mind, with a spiritual eye, sees the prophetic object represented to it by heavenly light. It differs from word, because word often occurs without vision, and vision without word. It differs from dream, because vision is often offered to someone awake. It is also frequently used, in the Hebrew manner, for the concrete thing, or for the thing seen. Thus Moses calls the bush a vision; thus prophets are said to see visions. Such revelations were more frequently the revelations of holy men. In certain centuries they are read as very frequent, as, in almost one twelfth century, those of Orni the solitary, which Gervasius the priest described; of Tundal the Irishman; of Cyril the priest; of Robert, abbot of Limburg; of John of Pino; of Joachim of Sicily; of Simon Stock the Carmelite; of John Bridlington; and of others.

Word, or, as Cyprian prefers, speech, called logos by the Greeks and Dabar by the Hebrews, is a prophecy by which the Holy Spirit, by a certain mental address, teaches hidden things to a prophet, as when he said to Isaiah, "Take the book for yourself," and again, "Go, say to Hezekiah," and so forth. This address occurred either by a voice formed in the air and heard, as to Abraham when he was told not to kill his son, or by words placed in the prophet's mouth, as with Balaam. These are properly called in Aramaic Malki, in Hebrew Malchuth, that is, counsel, as if one should say the king of prophecies, or the chief species of prophecy. For nothing is more useful than counsel.



[margin: Exodus 3; Ezekiel 1 and similar passages; Isaiah 8:1 and 38:5; Genesis 22:11; Numbers 22-23; lexical notes on Hebrew and Aramaic prophetic terms]

Vision and word had this in common: either they concerned glad and favorable matters, and then in the New Testament they are called Gospel, while in the Old Testament they retain the names vision or word; or they concerned unfavorable and mournful matters, announcements of threats and lamentation, portending destruction for kings and peoples. Then the Hebrews called a prophecy of this kind Massa, from the verb Nasa, to lift, raise, carry, or take up. Because of the variety of this root, there is dispute over what Massa properly signifies in sacred Scripture.

Aquila once translated it by harma, not taking it in the profane sense of a chariot, but in the sense of a weight or burden, as our translator most excellently rendered it. For calamity weighs more heavily than Etna upon the person over whom it hangs; and the one against whom such a prophetic sentence was borne, oppressed by fear and sadness, could hardly raise his head, as it were. In this way I explain and embrace St. Jerome's opinion on Nahum.

Why should I not embrace it, since, if you attend carefully, you will find the word always used for an adverse denunciation, never for a favorable one? The Hebrew noun plainly signifies a burden or weight; and in Psalm 27 the Greek has phortion, that is, weight. Thus some think that John calls it baros, that is, as our translator renders it, a burden. But unless I am deceived, they themselves are deceived; for there the speech is not about prophecy, but about the burden of some forbidden precept, as Primasius and Haymo rightly thought.

Nor does the Holy Spirit go far from this when he uses burden for the people themselves to whom he announces that such a thing is threatening. For God long endured such a people, and then, as if shaking a most troublesome burden from his shoulders, he casts them off when he rejects them and abandons them, as it were, from his favor and peculiar defense.



[margin: Nahum; Psalm 27; Revelation 2:24, with Primasius and Haymo; Jeremiah 23:33; Jerome on Jeremiah 23; Favorinus in the lexicon, on the Greek term and the meaning of burden or gift]

The Septuagint, Theodotion, and Symmachus usually translate it lemma, a word derived from lambano, and signifying a gift or present. Someone may ask: what is common between a burden and a gift? Very much in the present matter. Indeed here the burden and the gift are the same thing. For a prophetic threatening of imminent misfortune and punishment is an illustrious and precious gift of God, because God chastises those whom he loves; and those whom he chastises he first sets threats before them so that they may recover their senses. As people who wish to frighten wrongdoers rather than harm them are accustomed to do, he lifts and shows the stone in his hand before he throws it. Thus he leaves the human being free to flee from the wrath to come.

Certainly lemma primarily signifies a lifting or taking up, and secondarily a gift, because when something is given it is lifted up by the giver and handed over, and is taken up by the receiver. Hence among Theon and other mathematicians, and also among dialecticians, lemma is the name of that proposition which, inserted into a demonstration or argument and not proved, is taken up from another, and is demanded as granted by the person who has inserted it. Thus, when those interpreters used lemma in sacred Scripture, they took it for the thing itself that is taken up or lifted, and this according to the idiom of the Hebrews. Among them the prophet is said, as it were, to take up and lift the burden itself, and, having poised it, to threaten it against the necks of the impious, to whom he foretells the divine wrath soon to hang over them. For to this belong the phrases that occur everywhere: to take up lamentation, to take up mourning, to take up a parable.

Therefore one must beware lest, with the more recent Greeks, we extend lemma to any prophecy whatever. If these things seem to anyone too broadly stated, if he will deign to consider how greatly excellent men have tortured themselves over these matters, I do not mistrust that he will judge our diligence fair and reasonable.



[margin: Theophylact on Habakkuk and Nahum; Peter John Olivi, book 1 On Prophecy; Arias Montanus, Praeludia on the Minor Prophets; Francisco Ribera on Nahum; Ezekiel 1:3 and 8:2-3; Justin Martyr, admonition to the Gentiles and question 2 to the orthodox; Epiphanius on the Montanist heresy; Chrysostom, preface on Isaiah and homily 29 on 1 Corinthians; Augustine, Against the Academics, book 1, chapter 7]

These two species, vision and word, are sometimes joined with rapture or ecstasy, and sometimes separated from it. They were together in the rapture of Blessed Paul as far as the third heaven, where he saw and heard what it is not lawful for a human being to speak. Perhaps also a certain vision of Ezekiel was of this sort, which is called iad, that is, a prophecy flowing in not gently but violently. Therefore, when ecstasy is added, the teaching of the Fathers must be held: the prophets were not so seized or thunderstruck in mind that they did not know rightly what they were predicting.

Polychronius, on Ezekiel 3, says:


Just as diviners and enchanters advance even to madness, with the demon producing stupor in them, so, on the contrary, the sense of the prophets is affected when the soul is illuminated by the efficacy of the Spirit.



For this was proper to fanatics, such as the Montanist heretics and the seers of the Gentiles. Olivarius very undeservedly reproaches the author of On the Spirit and the Soul, which exists among the works of Augustine, because he wrote that Blessed John wrote the Apocalypse in ecstasy. For ecstasy is twofold: one divine, the other diabolic, as Tertullian suggests in these words: "Ecstasy works this from what is proper to itself, so that wisdom introduces images to us, just as error does." That is, divine ecstasy introduces images of wisdom and truth; diabolic ecstasy introduces images of errors and falsity.

Therefore that author did not take ecstasy for the alienation of a stunned mind and a certain impotence of the soul, such as existed in those false prophets, but in the manner of the Fathers and rightly, for rapture or only for abstraction from earthly things and from the operation of the bodily senses. Nor did he mean that the Evangelist, so constituted, wrote the book; rather, he wrote down afterwards the things that he had seen while constituted in such an ecstasy.

[margin: Justin, admonition to the Gentiles and questions to the orthodox; Epiphanius on Montanus; Jerome's preface to Isaiah; Chrysostom on 1 Corinthians; Augustine against the Academics; Tertullian, On the Soul]

To pass over St. Paul's rapture, such, without doubt, was St. John's, which he testifies when he says that he was in the Spirit, that is, seized and absorbed in ecstasy, as Haymo interpreted most correctly. Andrew of Caesarea wished briefly to suggest the same thing in one word: one who became possessed by the Holy Spirit. That word signifies a person so breathed upon by the Holy Spirit that he was wholly seized by him in mind or spirit, and occupied as by solid possession. For the affection of the mind of ecstatic persons is called katoche, because for a time they are, as it were, deprived of the bodily senses. Hence also a certain disease was so named, which deprives the body of sense and motion, and is called katalepsis; our physicians call it congelation.

I think the same thing is signified when the prophets say that the hand of the Lord was made upon them; likewise, "the Spirit lifted me up," or "the hand of the Lord led me forth in the Spirit"; likewise, "an excess of mind fell upon him," where in Greek it is ekstasis. Theodoret and Theophylact wrongly confuse lemma with rapture of this kind, that is, iad with Massa.



[margin: Haymo; Andrew of Caesarea; Galen; Ezekiel 11 and 40; 2 Kings/4 Kings 3:11; Acts 10:10; Nahum; Isaiah 29:7]

The third species was dream, occurring only to those sleeping, by means of an image or phantasm. The Hebrews call it chalom, the Greeks enypnion. If someone dreams about things that are going to happen, but does not himself understand what he is dreaming, then with respect to him it will not be prophecy; but with respect to that person to whom God reveals the meaning of the dream it will be prophecy. Therefore Joseph was a prophet, and not Pharaoh or his servants; Daniel was a prophet, and not Nebuchadnezzar. But the dreamer himself is finally counted among the prophets when, together with the dream, he also received understanding of the dream, as Daniel did in the second dream of the proud king. Concerning these prophetic dreams three things must be considered: mode, cause, and degree or dignity.

The mode is manifold, as our Pererius accurately explained. Some are sent with fear and horror in the dreamer; some peacefully. Some are not understood; some, as I said, are understood at the same time. Some are clear and without coverings, as those of Joseph, of the three Magi, and of Blessed Paul; some are obscure, involved, and wrapped up, as those of Pharaoh and his servants, and of Nebuchadnezzar. In some, God seems to address the person, as Solomon; sometimes a good angel, as Blessed Joseph; sometimes a human being, as the Macedonian man addressed Paul.

Sometimes dreams correspond to preceding thoughts, and thus they take their beginning from an animal cause, as the first dream of Blessed Joseph and the first dream of that Babylonian king. Sometimes, however, no thought precedes, as happened in the second dream of Blessed Joseph. Blessed Gregory noted this difference. Sometimes God unexpectedly sends a dream to someone who is asking nothing, as happens for the most part and happened in the sacred examples already named. Sometimes, however, he sends it to those who ask for a revelation and hope for it, as to Daniel.

It is more evident from sacred Scripture than anyone ought to doubt that the Hebrews were accustomed to present desires of this kind to God, and to ask him to deign to open to them, through dreams, the future outcome. The Gentiles were accustomed to do the same thing in the temple of Serapis or Pluto, so that they might learn by what means they would be freed from diseases; or to obtain a resolution of doubts, as Aedesius did, and, in the poet, King Latinus; and Apollonius in the temple of Asclepius; and the Spartan magistrates in the temple of Pasiphae. Such also was the temple of Amphiaraus and of Callias near Mount Garganus, and temples of this kind were called psychomanteia.

The apostate Julian tried, by calumny, to twist the Christian vigils at the tombs of martyrs into this crime; but Blessed Cyril vigorously struck him back. Isaiah the prophet teaches that the Jews sometimes slipped into this superstition so far as to sleep in the temples of the Gentiles in order to catch dreams: "those who sacrifice in gardens and sacrifice upon bricks, who dwell in sepulchers and sleep in the shrines of idols." There the Septuagint, as they often do, added paraphrastically, "because of dreams," explaining the cause of the incubation. St. Jerome says: "Sleeping in the shrines of idols, where they were accustomed to lie upon the skins of victims, so that they might learn future things by dreams. The error of the Gentiles, and of many others, still celebrates this today in the shrine of Asclepius." The same Cyril confirms this there in his commentary.



[margin: Pererius, On the Observation of Dreams; Genesis 15, 28, 40-41; Daniel 2 and 4; Matthew 1-2; Acts 16; Gregory, Moralia, book 6; 1 Samuel 28; Aristophanes, Plutus; Eunapius on Aedesius; Virgil, Aeneid 7; Philostratus; Tullius, On Divination; Pausanias; Strabo; Cyril against Julian; Isaiah 65; Jerome on Isaiah 65]

The efficient causes of dreams will be explained in another place. Now we are treating only the final cause, as they call it, of divine dreams, which is gathered from sacred Scripture as manifold. First, that someone may be deterred from evil, as happened to Abimelech king of Gerar and to Laban. Blessed Job suggests this when he says, "In the horror of a vision of the night, when sleep is accustomed to seize human beings, fear held me," and elsewhere, "You will terrify me by dreams and shake me by visions with horror."

Second, that the afflicted may be consoled and the sad suffused with joy, which Blessed Angela of Foligno affirms about herself. Third, that someone may be exhorted toward some good, as Gideon and Judas and his army were. Fourth, that someone may be warned or taught what must be done or avoided, as Blessed Joseph and the three Magi were. Job indicates this cause in these words: "Through a dream he opens the ears of men, and instructing them teaches discipline, so that he may turn a man away from the things that he does," and so forth.

Fifth, that he may at the same time grant the spirit of prophecy or some other spiritual gift. To this, according to some, belong these words of Moses: "If anyone among you is a prophet of the Lord, I will appear to him in a vision, or I will speak to him by dream." They wish to signify that he will confer the Spirit of prophecy either by vision or by dream. I would rather believe that he is speaking about those to whom, once the spirit of prophecy has already been given, he signifies that afterwards he will not deal with any of them as familiarly as with Moses, with whom he deals mouth to mouth, but with the others only through vision and dreams.

The saying of Joel better belongs here: "Your old men shall dream dreams, and your young men shall see visions"; for what preceded was, "I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh, and your sons shall prophesy." Thus the gift of wisdom and prudence was given to Solomon in dreams, according to the more probable opinion of Tostado. Thus also the promise of dignity to come was given to Joseph and Mordecai.



[margin: Job 4:13 and 7:14; Blessed Angela of Foligno; Judges 7:13; 2 Maccabees 15; Matthew 1-2; Job 33:15; Numbers 12:6; Joel 2:28; 1 Kings/3 Kings 3; Genesis 37; Esther 11]

Sixth, that some divine mystery, or great changes of a republic or empire, may be revealed, as with Israel, Egypt, and Nebuchadnezzar. To these heads many divine dreams can be referred, of which mention is made in the histories of the saints: that African dream in Victor of Utica, On the Vandalic Persecution, book 2; the one offered to Eusebius, bishop of Carthage; the vision offered after the death of Sidonius to a cupbearer in Gregory of Tours, book 2 of the History of the Franks, chapter 23; among others, one to a mime in the life of Symeon Salus in Metaphrastes; another, frequently offered to a sacrilegious man of Utrecht, in Surius, volume 4, in the life of St. Frederick; another offered to a monk of Cluny by the Blessed Virgin in the time of St. Odo, in John the Monk, book 3 of the life of St. Odo, chapter 9, on which occasion the Blessed Virgin began to be called Mother of Mercy; another to Berta, mother of St. Suitbert, in Blessed Marcellinus, chapter 1 of the life of Suitbert; another to St. Abramius the confessor, in Metaphrastes in his life; another to Emperor Henry, in Rupert, in the life of St. Herebert, chapter 20; another to St. Ludger, among the monks of Werden, in his life, chapters 11 and 16; another to St. Hugh of Grenoble, in Guigo, in his life; another to Hartmann of Deutz, in Conrad, in the life of St. Wolphelm; another, a multiple one, to Elpediphorus, in John the priest, in the life of St. Basil, bishop and martyr; and innumerable others.

Concerning the degrees or dignity of prophecy, Moses the Egyptian and Francisco Pico gathered together many and various things, but things too minute rather than useful. Therefore, passing them by, I say only that, of all these, intellectual revelation, which occurs without the cooperation of the phantasy, is the most excellent if it is taken according to itself and precisely. The other, however, in which the phantasy, excited by the intellect, concurs, is more excellent extensively, because it includes the first and something else besides. Thus also intellectual revelation, taken by itself and compared with imaginary revelation, is more perfect. But if you add imaginary revelation to intellectual revelation, then both together will be more perfect extensively than intellectual revelation alone by itself. So teaches Father Francisco Suarez on the Third Part, question 30, article 1, disputation 9, section 2.



[margin: Victor of Utica; Gregory of Tours; Metaphrastes; Surius; John the Monk on St. Odo; Marcellinus; Rupert; Guigo; Conrad; John the priest; Moses Aegyptius/Maimonides in the Guide of the Doubting; Francisco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 2, penultimate and final chapters; Francisco Suarez on the Third Part, question 30, article 1, disputation 9, section 2]


Question III. In What Way Prophecy, or Divine Revelation, Is to Be Distinguished from Divination, or Diabolic Revelation

The accurate treatment of this question is no less necessary than arduous, because of the daily illusions even of spiritual persons. In deciding it I shall follow the footsteps of others, who have run together in rivalry to roll this stone. The chief were Blessed Vincent Ferrer, in his treatise On the Spiritual Life, chapters 11 and 12; John Gerson, in his treatise On the Approval of Spirits, and elsewhere throughout; Cardinal Torquemada, in the preface to the Defense of the Revelations of Blessed Bridget; Henry of Firmaria, in the book On the Four Instincts; Aegidius Carlerius, in the first part of the Bundle of Fragments, at the beginning; Jerome of Ferrara, in the Compendium of Revelations; Giovanni Francesco Pico, in the last book On Foreknowledge; Ribadeneyra, in the book On Tribulation, chapter 15; and others, including certain more recent writers, all of whose sayings you will find in those older writers.

All things can be reduced to three heads: the one who judges, the person to whom the revelation has been made, and the revelation itself together with its circumstances. Let us look at each.



[margin: Vincent Ferrer, On the Spiritual Life, chapters 11-12; Gerson, On the Approval of Spirits; Torquemada, preface to the Defense of the Revelations of Blessed Bridget; Henry of Firmaria; Aegidius Carlerius; Jerome of Ferrara; Giovanni Francesco Pico, final book On Foreknowledge; Ribadeneyra, On Tribulation, chapter 15]


Question III, Section I. On What Is Necessary for Someone Who Will Judge Concerning a Revelation

Someone judges either about his own apparition or about another's; and there is more danger in the former case. In either case the person must be spiritual and devout, for the animal man does not perceive the things that are of the Spirit.

Therefore, first, the one who is to judge rightly must ask God for the gift of discernment, so that he may be able to distinguish the sincere manna of divine revelation from the honeyed and lethal morsel of the demon. This discernment is sometimes granted immediately by God together with the prophetic light itself, as has been said; sometimes separately, and that either for the private instruction of the one receiving it, or also for the teaching and remedy of others and of the whole Church. By this gift a human being obtains the ability to test spirits in himself and concerning himself, and also to know how to discern them concerning others and in others.

Here, however, one may consider a kind of twofold mode. One is experimental, which is infused with the person's own revelation into the one to whom the revelation has been made. This mode, as Gerson says, occurs "through intimate inspiration, or internal savor, or through a certain experimental sweetness, or through illumination from eternal motions, driving away all darkness of doubt." This mode is rare and granted to few. Those to whom it has not been granted cannot stand on their own judgment in their own revelations. Those to whom it has been granted by God still cannot use it to discern the revelations of others, because just as no one knows the things that are of the spirit except the spirit itself, so no one knows with infallible certainty, through this experimental sense, the things that are in another's mind.

Another mode, which is given chiefly in relation to others, also rests upon, or is confirmed by, various experiments, both one's own and others'. It is usually granted by God especially to those upon whom the care of souls falls by reason of office and dignity. But one ought not easily persuade himself that he has received this gift from God. Therefore to continual prayers he must also add the means of human prudence and doctrine.



[margin: 1 Corinthians 2:14; Gerson on discernment by intimate inspiration, internal savor, experimental sweetness, and illumination]

For there is a third mode of discerning spirits, which they call doctrinal: through diligent and pious treatment of sacred Scripture, which supplies rules for distinguishing false prophets from true ones. The reading of the holy Fathers and of ecclesiastical history also contributes much, so that illusions and revelations may be judged beforehand by their signs and peculiar marks. If to these is added the observation and experience of spiritual men, and if, in ambiguous and obscure matters, learned, pious men, men far advanced in the way of the spirit and veterans trained in the warfare against the stratagems of demons, are consulted, there is hope that deceptions can thus be perceived and avoided.

Plainly, for this last mode of rendering judgment, doctrine alone does not suffice; experience of one's own must be added to it, so that a person may be both learned and contemplative, and so that he may have not merely tasted Scripture and the rest of theology lightly, but also have experienced within himself "the varied combat of spiritual affections," says Gerson, "as though he had now ascended into the heavens, now descended into the abysses, and had seen the wonders of God in the deep. For those who sail this mystical sea of diverse affections, as of colliding waves, tell of his wonders. But what does one inexperienced in such things know of them?"

For these things no disposition is found more necessary than solid humility. For as Moses teaches in Cassian, this knowledge is given by God only to the humble. Finally, judgment must not be rushed. The matter must first be diligently commended to God, and a manifold scrutiny of the mind must be made, in accordance with what will be said shortly.



[margin: Gerson on experiential discernment of spiritual affections and the dangers of unskilled judgment; Cassian's teaching from Moses that this knowledge is given by God to the humble]

Sacred letters teach this. Joseph narrates his dreams to his father Jacob; the father rebukes him, but silently considers the matter. An angel appears to Joshua son of Nun in the form of an armed man; Joshua inquires by questioning who he is, and does not adore one unknown. Samuel hears God calling, but does not answer the Lord; instead, he runs to Eli until he has been instructed by Eli the priest how he ought to conduct himself. Elijah distinguishes among the whirlwind, the commotion, the fire, and the gentle breeze, and prudently weighs in which of them the Lord would manifest himself. The archangel Gabriel greets the most sacred Virgin; before she answered, she considered what kind of salutation this was. And not lightly, but, as the Greek word says, she was reasoning it through; she was turning it over maturely and for a long time in mind and thought, whether that salutation was illusory and from God, or from the demon, as Euthymius most excellently says.

St. Ambrose imitated this when the bodies of the holy martyrs Protase and Gervase were revealed to him. So did the bishop of Cyprus, when St. Barnabas manifested himself to him; so did the other saints, as we saw in book 2, question 6. If that Carthaginian woman, who was the cause of a very great schism, had done this, she would not have been so disgracefully deceived, nor would she have supplied the occasion for so many evils in Africa. Certainly, so long as the matter is doubtful, it is judged far safer to repudiate it with pious humility than eagerly and confidently to receive or assent to it.



[margin: Genesis 37:12; Joshua 5:13; 1 Samuel 3; 1 Kings/3 Kings 19; Luke 1:29; Euthymius on Luke; Optatus of Milevis against Parmenian; earlier discussion in book 2, question 6]

Someone may perhaps object: in Caesarius we read that many people both sought and obtained revelations and visions from God by prayers. If it is lawful to ask, why is it not also lawful immediately to embrace and receive those offered?

I answer: many things are done by many people that should not be imitated, indeed not even approved, especially when done by persons of unproved sanctity. For if someone about whom it was established that he was holy should ask this in some particular and necessary case, as Blessed Ephrem once did holily, as Amphilochius teaches in the life of St. Basil; and as St. Maurus did, as Faustus teaches in his life, in Surius for January; and as St. Herebert did, as Rupert teaches in his life, chapter 13, in Surius for the month of March, I would not dare to condemn it. Yet I would not fear to advise others not to think that the same thing should be imitated by them.

For I find learned and very spiritual men always to have disapproved desires and petitions of this sort, because they are usually born from hidden pride, self-esteem, and self-love, by which people desire their sanctity to be manifest to others; or at least from vain curiosity, as St. Vincent, praised above, very well handed down. Therefore God is accustomed to permit such people to be deceived and to stumble, as that woman of singular prudence and holiness, Blessed Catherine of Bologna, testifies about herself.

Then too, sanctity does not consist in such things, nor Christian perfection, nor do they make us more pleasing to God or truly more useful to our neighbor. Finally, to turn away from such things is not to close the door to God, but through custody of oneself, humility, and chaste fear to attract the Holy Spirit, who loves to rest upon the humble and fearful. All these things were diligently and seriously handed down by a man of our order, Francisco Arias, and before us St. Augustine taught that the demon had tried to persuade him to ask some sign from God, but that he himself refused it, knowing how many people this curiosity had ruined. Elsewhere he warns us to abstain from these things and not to seek in visible things the kingdom of God which is within us.



[margin: Caesarius; Amphilochius, life of Basil; Faustus in Surius on St. Maurus; Rupert in Surius on St. Herebert; Vincent Ferrer; Catherine of Bologna, On Her Life and Errors; Francisco Arias; Augustine, Confessions, book 10; Augustine, On True Religion; Ciruelo on superstition]

After Augustine we are admonished of the same thing by Gerson, whose authority in such matters is certainly great, in these words:


Examples are narrated of the holy Fathers who fled from curiosity for visions or miracles of this kind as most pernicious and most deceitful. Augustine glories in the Lord that he was freed from it in his Confessions. Therefore St. Bonaventure determines that it must be greatly abhorred and repelled with every effort, now by prayers, now by rebukes or beatings of one's own mind and body; by the example of that man who, so that he might lack the temptation of pride, asked and obtained from the Lord that he be harassed for three months by demonic possession. Another of the holy Fathers, when the demon, transformed into Christ, said to him, "I am Christ, visiting you personally, because you are worthy," immediately closed his eyes and his face with his hand, crying out, "I do not wish to see Christ here; it is enough if I shall see him in glory." Immediately he disappeared. Another, under other words, preserved similar humility in an illusion of this kind: "See," he said, "to whom you have been sent. I certainly am not such as to be worthy to see Christ here." Another, because he did not wish to enter the temple, saying that it was enough for him that he had looked upon Christ with bodily eyes, they bound with a chain, made him break his fast, and compelled him to eat meat and drink wine. Thus, when the swelling was compressed, he was healed.



For caution Gerson afterwards adds that judgment should not only be held in suspense, but that one should also reverently say with the prince of the apostles:


Depart from me, Lord, because I am a sinner; because I am vile; because I am unworthy of your visions, which I neither seek here nor accept, but repel. Let the whole reward of your vision be for me in another world, not in this one, Lord God, and it is enough. What have I to do with your visions in this life? What with the admonitions of my superiors? Rather send another, whom you are going to send; and let my spirit cover me in a humble and obscure place.





[margin: Gerson; Augustine; Bonaventure, On the Progress of Religious, chapter 19]

The passage of St. Bonaventure that he cites is in On the Progress of Religious, chapter 19, where he also adds that many have fallen into the gravest errors through desire for revelations. Therefore the Blessed Virgin Colette prudently answered even God himself, when he wished to reveal many secrets to her: "Lord God, it is enough for me to know you alone, and my sins, and to obtain pardon for them from you." Thus Stephanus Julius, in her life, chapter 5.

These things are indeed said very well about one's own visions. In approving or believing another's visions, Gerson prescribes this rule for confessors themselves and for other judges:


Beware, therefore, whoever you are, listener or counselor, that you do not applaud such a person, and do not praise her, do not marvel at her as holy and worthy of revelations and miracles. Rather resist her, rebuke her harshly, spurn her, whose heart is thus exalted and whose eyes are lifted up, so that she walks in great and marvelous things above herself; so that she seems worthy to herself, one who does not work out her salvation in the human manner, namely through the doctrine of Scriptures and the saints, with the dictation of natural reason, unless she presumes to have counsel, and thinks it to come not merely from angels, but from God; not merely once in necessities, but almost continually, as in daily conversations. Warn such a person not to think lofty things, but to think unto sobriety, because he most truly says who said, "Pride deserves to be mocked." And all the more worthily, the more, like a Pharisee, the proud person does not attend to hidden pride clinging to the bones, just as the consumptive person does not attend to feverish heat. For what is easier than to call oneself a very vile sinner? But truly and simply to feel so from the inmost parts, this is a divine gift, not the exercise of a human being alone.





[margin: Blessed Colette in Stephanus Julius; Gerson's rule for confessors and judges; Bonaventure on desire for revelations]

Gerson added this last point because persons whom the demon mocks through revelations are accustomed indeed to confess that they are sinners and unworthy, but either they openly bear such rebukes badly, and thus internal pride is uncovered and the illusion is recognized; or at least they set forward one of two pretexts. For either they say that for this reason they do not believe another's judgment: because they are certain of their own through intimate and secret revelation. Or else they say that they do not dare to reject the vision, because if perhaps the vision were from God, this would be resisting the Holy Spirit and extinguishing the seed of his grace at its very beginning.

The same Chancellor of Paris very excellently meets each statement. First, God is never the God of division; therefore, if that certainty is from him, he will never fight against it through another contrary judgment. Rather, he will inspire and send into the mind the same thing to the one whom they have humbly consulted either as a superior or at least as a counselor. For God does not permit those who hope in him, who fear him, and who do what is in them, to be deceived in a matter of such great importance.

But to the one who saw the revelation, this very certainty that he alleges ought to be suspect for pride and obstinacy, and the safer part must be chosen. For by believing and relying on himself, he can sin; by believing his superior, he cannot sin, but, with certainty more certain than certain, he can merit through submission of soul and obedience.

As to the other point Gerson says:


But surely the Holy Spirit, who rests upon the humble, will by no means withdraw himself because of the humiliation we have described. Rather he will enter, exalt, and in his good pleasure lead this soul, victorious over the heights, vile in her own eyes, and humble and simple without any wrinkle of pretense.



Thus far he. Certainly this humility is as pleasing to God as anything can be most pleasing, and as hateful to the demon, who cannot bear it but for the most part immediately flees. Perhaps you do not dare to reject the vision? Consider that you can be deceived, and meanwhile postpone it, and consult people more prudent than yourself. St. Cyprian and other saints valued revelations greatly, but only those which they knew to be from God.



[margin: Gerson, Chancellor of Paris, on self-certainty, humility, obedience, and consultation of superiors; Cyprian and the saints on revelations known to be from God]

In former times, too, divine visions were more frequent because they were more necessary. Today, the less necessary they are, the less frequent they are, and they must be held more suspect. Therefore, not undeservedly, they ought both to be examined by the ecclesiastical magistrate and avoided by private persons, who, under the pretext either of feigned revelations, which is proper to hypocrisy, or of revelations actually had, which is usually illusory, concerning other persons, especially persons not committed to their care by God, thrust themselves into familiarity and concern with them, most often little women. Thus the Begards and Lollards did in Belgium in the memory of our ancestors, and the Illuminati did in Spain in our time, and certain others do even today, to their own danger and by fraud toward others.



[margin: Final caution against private use of alleged revelations; Begards and Lollards in Belgium; Illuminati in Spain]


Question III, Section II. On the Person to Whom the Revelation Has Been Made

As to the person of the prophet or of the one who sees visions, many things must be considered.

First, his faith: whether it is sincerely Catholic. Therefore one must not believe revelations of demon-worshippers, such as that one said to have been made to Childeric, king of France, by the contrivance and explanation of Basina, who, though her husband was still living, had married him and was a witch; by this the French historians think the character of his posterity was declared. Read Gaguin, book 1. Nor should one believe the revelations of heretics.

For in the beginning of the Church Cerinthus fabricated false revelations and distinguished them with the names of the Apostles, as Caius and Dionysius of Alexandria handed down. Such were the prophecies of the followers of Marcus Magus; such were those of the prophetesses and of Montanus himself, as the ancient Fathers of that time handed down: Claudius Apollinaris, Miltiades, Apollonius, and Serapion, whose words Eusebius reports. Such were the revelations of the Archontics Martiades and Martianus, who forged a book that they called Revelations of the Prophets. Such too were the revelations of Manes, about which St. Augustine treats against Faustus. Such was the revelation of Julian the Apostate, which he narrates in the letter to Oribasius about the little tree. Such were those by which the Donatists tried to deceive Generosus, and those which Vincentius the Donatist used. Such were those by which the Messalians, deceived, boasted. Such in our times were the revelations of Munzer and the Anabaptists; such those of Campanus; such those of Justus Velsius and Francisco de la Cruz.

Such also, in this year 1601, were the two people here at Graz, husband and wife, who paid the penalty for their crime by hanging. They most stubbornly boasted that the Church remained unharmed among themselves alone. Therefore the father baptized their common children, and the mother answered in the manner of a sponsor. They predicted that the world would perish in this year, but their own death forestalled the destruction of the world.

[margin: Gaguin, book 1; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, books 3, 5, and 7; Irenaeus, book 1; Epiphanius on the Archontics; Augustine against Faustus and Epistle 165; Theodoret on heretical fables]

Britain once produced very many of this kind. For there was born in Cambria a certain Merlin, a most wicked magician. In vain do Ponticus Virunnius and Leland resist; this is the testimony about him of William of Newburgh, Polydore, and even Buchanan, otherwise most mendacious. Certainly the deeds handed down about him by Geoffrey of Monmouth prove that he was a magician. Beware of confusing this man, who lived in the time of Uther Pendragon, with another, Merlin the Scot, disciple of Helius Telesinus, who was himself also a seer. Because this second Merlin, as a master of astronomy and physics, is said to have been very skilled, to have predicted many things, and seems to be numbered among the other prophets of Britain: Kentigern, Samson, and Gildas. The writers of English affairs, Trevisa, Ranulphus, and Giraldus Cambrensis, noted this distinction between the Merlins.

There too were false prophets of false faith: John Ball, in the year 1391, as Walden testifies in the Bundle of Tares; and those called Eubages, saying that Christ had been born among the pagans, from whose sect were a certain Aquila and another called Perdix, as Christopher Mylus testifies. Of no dissimilar vanity are the prophecies of those who bring forward prophecies that overturn the decrees of general councils or of the Apostolic See, such as those ridiculous prophecies of Marion, the Paris advocate, concerning the Society of Jesus, vigorously refuted by Rene des Fons in the book Against Marion's Pleading, chapters 5 and 6. For that Marion, to please Arnould, his son-in-law, and to make with him, Pasquier, and Dolet a four-horse team of the most shameless calumniators and sycophants of our time, did not hesitate to bring false prophecies into the middle before the most ample senate. Evidently Paris alone saw, one court alone produced, men whom so many centuries scarcely produced from such distant provinces: Pattacio, Medius, Ecebolius, and Lamponianus. Evidently it is worth so much to these Herostrati to be counted among informers and accusers, among slanderers and false complainants, and to be pointed at with the finger.



[margin: William of Newburgh, Polydore, Buchanan, Geoffrey of Monmouth, Trevisa, Ranulphus, Giraldus Cambrensis; Walden, Fasciculi Zizaniorum; Christopher Mylus; Rene des Fons, Contre le plaidoyer de Marion, chapters 5-6]

Second, one must ask whether they are persons seized by possession, for nothing should be believed in the revelations or prophecies of such people. Firmilian writes to Blessed Cyprian that many were deceived by a certain woman. By this argument Miltiades proves that the prophecies of Montanus were false: because he began to prophesy spontaneously, but continued unwillingly, seized by fury and madness.

Such were the prophecies of the Quercetensian nuns in the year 1491, about whom Christianus Massaeus writes as follows:


In the same year, around the feast of the Chair, terrible to say, demons began to inhabit and possess the monastery of the ladies of Quercetum. They miserably vexed them for four years and the same number of months. You would often have seen them run through the fields like dogs, fly through the air like birds, climb into trees like cats, hang from branches, imitate the voices of various animals, reveal secrets, and prophesy about future events. Finally, whenever lord Henry, bishop of Cambrai, or lord Aegidius Nettelet, dean of the same church, men of virtues, came to exorcise them, they would say: "Behold, that horned man is now on the road; he is coming to threaten us." After many remedies had been applied from every side, their names were sent to Rome and were read by Alexander VI on the Lord's Supper day during the divine sacrifice, but nothing helped. Joanna Potier, who is said to have given the beginning to the evils, began to play with the Devil from the ninth year of her age. He accused her of communicating unworthily in the monastery 434 times. But because he is a liar, we do not stand upon those words. She herself, brought to Cambrai, more than forty years old, died in prison around the feast of Martin. The others were freed after four years, in the month of June.



John Molinet of Valenciennes narrates the same history, though a little differently, in his unpublished Belgian Chronicle. I shall report what is in book 6 from that manuscript, which Peter Oranus of Liege, a most distinguished jurist and senator of proven justice, took care to have copied for me in very good faith. Wholly similar were the divinations of the Indians, who, after taking the seed of cohoba, are thrown out of themselves and then, when the frenzy has ceased, prophesy. Peter Cieza writes about them in part 2 of the History of Peru, chapter 27. Such too were those of Libussa of Bohemia, in Dubravius, book 2 of the History of Bohemia.



[margin: Firmilian to Cyprian; Eusebius on Miltiades and Montanus; Christianus Massaeus, Chronicle, book 20; John Molinet's Belgian Chronicle; Peter Cieza, History of Peru, part 2, chapter 27; Dubravius, History of Bohemia, book 2]

Third, one must ask whether sincerity of faith, integrity of life and morals, and virtues commend the person, or whether notable vices and imperfections dishonor him. Therefore one must not believe the proud, the ambitious, the impatient, the carnal, the drunken, those who foster anger, practice hatred, sow disagreements, defame others, or scrape together money by these means. Nor should one believe hypocrites who display certain singular signs of affected devotion and penance that have not been approved by ecclesiastical superiors.

These things are confirmed by the judgment of Apollonius, one of the earliest Fathers, who argued from this that the prophecies of the Montanists were false: both because Maximilla and Quintilla had abandoned their husbands, and because they were greedy for money, practiced usury, played with dice and tables, and received payment for prophecies; and because they were lascivious, given to cosmetics, care of the body, and expensive luxury of clothes. Gerson too writes thus:


Every deep-rooted passion has its own lesion and its own demon, as Origen says. This is clear in those captured by love, in the jealous, in the angry, in the envious, and in the greedy.



Hence the poet says: "Those who love fashion dreams for themselves." Plainly these are the shades that the poet sang each person suffers; this is the dread desire that becomes a god for each one.



[margin: Eusebius on Apollonius and the Montanists; Gerson on the demon of each passion; poetic allusions to self-fashioned dreams and desire]

The vices of each soul are usually detected by various signs: from the friends and companions to whom they are better known; from their actions and opinions; for example, if they presume to be instructed by God about every one of their actions; if they despise the counsels and judgments of others; if outside they imitate the Curiuses, but within they live the Bacchanalia; if they lead around little women loaded with sins; if, without legitimate vocation and mission, they thrust themselves into the offices of preaching, of hearing confessions, and other things of this sort, as that pseudo-hermit Peter the tailor of Antwerp used to do.

The same is true if in their other actions, morals, and exercises they are vain, rash, imprudent, and indiscreet, especially in mental prayer. For example, if, while they are still imperfect and are still in the purgative way, they hurl themselves into the unitive way; or if, as soon as they begin to pray, without suitable preparation, they presume to hold themselves merely passively, and, making no effort on their own part, wait for the divine influx. For if anything is that rock of rashness against which most spiritual people strike and suffer shipwreck through dangerous illusions and the foulest heresies of the Begards, Beguines, Dulcinists, Lollards, Illuminati, and others, this is certainly it.

There are two rocks for people deceived in this way. One is credulity concerning opinions equally false and erroneous, and proud stubbornness; and sometimes certain most foul and execrable sins gradually creeping in even with those deceiving angels. The other is weakening of health and injury to the brain, not only in little women, but also in men who are otherwise neither frivolous nor foolish, but who are drunk on this sweet and poisoned leisure, and on the cup of contemplative, unfruitful, titillating influx of the bodily senses, from which every cooperation of the will and aid of the intellect has been removed, and therefore merit too. It would be very long to recount plainly the recent examples known to us of those who were thrust into this pit by indiscreet and unlearned masters. Nor is it useful, since both the blind and the guides of the blind still survive. Would that the dangers of those people might make the rest cautious, even if late.

To the same point belong those who bear insults, examinations, and the judgments of others, which less approve their manner of proceeding or their sayings, or do not believe them, with difficulty and impatience. Finally, they would not be content to lack revelations of this sort and to have them granted rather to others; instead they take excessive pleasure in them, and are touched by a blind love of this gift. For the demon is accustomed to mock each person through that which he viciously loves.

St. Leo writes prudently:


The Devil knows into whom he should insert the snares of gluttony, to whom he should apply the incitements of lust, into whom he should pour the poison of envy, to whom he should offer the bait of greed. He knows whom he may deceive by joy, whom he may trouble by sadness, whom he may lead astray by error; and he seeks causes for harming where he sees each person more diligently occupied.



Gregory of Nyssa confirms the same thing in the life of Moses. Before all the rest, those are fit to be deceived who by nature hold tenaciously to their own opinion, think that they alone are wise, and spit out the rest as mushrooms. Such was the man in Cassian who threw himself into a well; such afterwards was Brother John of Rupescissa, three hundred years ago; such in our own time was Francisco de la Cruz in Peru, about whom later.



[margin: Peter the tailor of Antwerp; Begards, Beguines, Dulcinists, Lollards, and Illuminati; Leo, sermon on circumcision; Gregory of Nyssa, life of Moses; Cassian; John of Rupescissa; Francisco de la Cruz]

Fourth, the constitution of the body must be considered. For if health is not very firm; if it shows an excess of black bile; if the bodily habit has been deformed more than is right by fasting or sleeplessness; if the brain is injured, or the person is excessively apprehensive, or has a turbid and over-vehement imagination, because such people, as the saying goes, even while awake think that they see, hear, and taste things which they perceive neither by taste, nor hearing, nor eyes. The demon easily imposes on such people, because when images of false things present themselves they cling to them tenaciously and assent to them. This is accustomed to happen to epileptics, so that, stirred by the diseased force, they prophesy. Therefore in earlier years those were not cautious enough who made so much of the divinations of one person affected in this way. I shall narrate from Gerson a history of an epileptic woman worthy of admiration, book 3, section 16, at the end, folio 223.

Fifth, Gerson adds that it matters what kind of person he is and has been, how he is educated, to what things he is accustomed, with whom he has associated, in what things he has delighted; whether he is poor or rich. "In the rich," he says, "pride and ambition must be feared; in the poor, feigning." But this observation is taken from matters very remote and uncertain. The next is better.

Sixth, difference of age and sex must not be neglected. For if the age is bent and falling, there is danger of delirium; if childish, of levity and of an imaginative disease, because children have a brain more moist than is proper and full of vapors, which are stirred by a small matter. Therefore demons once loved to pour out oracles through children as more suitable for their attempts; and they do so even today in crystal-divination and hydromancy. As to the female sex, it is agreed that it is more suspect. But this will be treated separately in the following section.

Seventh, one must consider whether the person is a veteran in spiritual exercise, or only a novice; whether the Devil has otherwise tried to deceive him in this way, or has deceived him; whether the things previously revealed to him were true, and also what things were true and what false. If he is a beginner, fraud must be greatly feared, because, as Gerson says, "novice fervor is quickly deceived if it has lacked a director, especially in adolescents and women, whose ardor is too greedy, variable, unbridled, and therefore suspect." By this indication Francisco Pico first detected the falsity of a certain revelation and vision. Afterwards other indications were added, as that the Devil, in the form of Christ the Lord, began to persuade certain vain things mixed with good things.



[margin: Gerson, book 3, section 16; note on children in crystal-divination and hydromancy from Nider, Preceptorium; Francisco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 9, chapter 3]


Question III, Section III. On Revelations of Women Who Are Not Saints

The consideration of sex must be held, as I said. For if the other things are equal, the revelations of men deserve more faith. The reason is that this sex, being weaker, very often takes natural or demonic suggestions as divine. It also fashions many dreams for itself which it believes to be true, according to that proverb: "The old woman dreams what she wishes." It abounds in very sharp and vehement passions, and therefore it thinks that what was born from passion proceeded from truth.

Women are also of a more moist and viscous nature. The moist is easily moved and receives various figures, but with more difficulty and more slowly ceases from motion. Therefore women imagine more quickly, while men nourish imaginations less pertinaciously. Since women have less strength in reason, and therefore also less prudence, it is easier for demonic suggestions to deceive them by a false and apparent likeness.

In their morals, besides lasciviousness, luxury, and avarice, which I noted from Apollonius, one must chiefly consider whether they are wandering, talkative, accusatory, greedy for praise, or diseased in the brain; and whether they thrust themselves into teaching or preaching in churches, or into the administration of the sacraments, without legitimate permission from their superiors, contrary to the doctrine of the Apostle. For women of this kind do not merely deceive themselves, but in the end are accustomed to drag even learned men headlong if they are too credulous toward them. Tertullian, the most learned man of his time, is witness. When he trusted the visions of little women, as in the matter of the quantity and color of the soul, he forgot the things he had written most learnedly and truly against these very women, and slipped into the most absurd errors.



[margin: Apollonius on the Montanist women; Tertullian, On the Soul, chapter 6, and related works on last things]

But our age has supplied a more illustrious example of this in Peru. I shall write it down in the words of Father Joseph de Acosta:


There was in this kingdom of Peru a man highly esteemed for that time, learned, a professor of theology, and likewise long held to be Catholic and pious, and almost a miracle of this world. He was so bound by familiarity with a certain little woman, who boasted that she was taught by an angel certain great mysteries and was sometimes rapt outside herself, or pretended to be rapt, as once another Phitumene or Maximilla of Montanus, that he often consulted her about the highest questions of theology. In everything he held her as an oracle, and proclaimed her full of great revelations and very dear to God, though she was otherwise sordid enough and endowed with very little sense, except for devising lies.

Therefore, whether she was seized by the Devil, which is easier to believe, when she suffered an ecstasy of this kind, or whether she cunningly feigned that story, as some prudent men judged, that theologian, because he heard great and marvelous things about himself from the little woman, and conceived that much greater things would come, willingly bound himself as disciple to her, whose spiritual father he was acting as.



What more? The man was led so far that he tried to perform miracles and persuaded himself that they were being done for him, although not even the slightest trace of a miracle existed. Because of these things, and because he had received from that prophetess some propositions alien from the sense of the Catholic Church, he was seized by the most holy judges of the Inquisition, while this whole kingdom was astonished. There, for almost five years, he was heard, endured, examined, and finally revealed to be the proudest and most insane of all men.

For since he most stubbornly asserted that an angel had been divinely given to him, from whom he learned whatever he wished, and then that he had obtained the highest familiarity and immediate colloquy with God himself, he was carried into such trifles that no one could persuade himself that they could be said except by a man wholly moved out of his mind. Yet he was of such sound sense, so far as the brain is concerned, that mine is not sounder.

Therefore he seriously affirmed that he would be both king and supreme pontiff, with the Apostolic See transferred to these kingdoms; and that sanctity had been granted to him above all the angels and heavenly choirs, and above all the apostles. He even said that the hypostatic union had been offered to him by God, but had not been admitted by him; that he was given as redeemer of the world as to efficacy, as he himself used to say, whereas Christ had been so only as to sufficiency. He said that the whole ecclesiastical state was to be abolished, and that he would issue other laws, easy and open, according to which the celibacy of clerics would be removed, a multitude of wives would be conceded, and the necessity of confession would be excluded.

He affirmed these and other things with such great contention that he held us astonished, because a man thinking such things did not go mad. Finally, after his deeds had been unfolded, and more than 110 propositions, heretical or alien from the sound doctrine of the Church, had been condemned, we were ordered, as is the custom of that sacred tribunal, to dispute with the man, if perhaps we could recall him to mind and faith. We came together with him at Quito, before the bishop of Quito and three others.

When he was brought in, the man defended his most lost cause with such freedom and fluency that even to this day I am astonished how far human pride can go. He professed that his doctrine could not be shown except by divine Scripture and miracles, because it was above all human reason. He said that by testimonies of Scripture he had proved it far more openly and effectively than Paul had proved that Jesus Christ was the true Messiah. He said that he had performed many miracles, and those so great that the resurrection of Christ was not greater. For he said that he had most truly been dead and had risen again, and that this had been shown most evidently.

He brought forth Scriptures from memory, since he had no book and had even been deprived of the Breviary: from the Prophets, from the Apocalypse, from the Psalms, and from other places, so many and so long that even his memory was a marvel. But he adapted them to his fictions and allegorized them so that anyone would either laugh or weep. Lastly, if it pleased us to deal with miracles, he said he would willingly display them at once. The man said these things in such a way that he seemed either to think us mad, or to be mad himself.

For he boasted that by revelation it had become known to him that the most serene Don John of Austria had been defeated by the Turks in the naval battle, and that the kingdom of Spain was already almost lost by the most unconquered Philip, and that a council was being held at Rome to consider deposing Gregory and substituting another. He said that he told us these things because, since they were known to us by certain messengers, we should know that they had become known to him only by divine means. And although they were all so false that they could not be more false, they were nevertheless asserted by him as if most known to us.

Finally, since we had made no progress by disputing for two days, and he had been brought with the rest to the public spectacle, as is customarily done in Spain, he kept looking into heaven, waiting for fire to come from heaven upon the inquisitors and upon all of us who were proceeding against him, as the Devil had promised him. But no fire seized us from on high; rather, flame took that king, pontiff, redeemer, and lawgiver, and reduced him to ashes.

Thus far Father Joseph. Behold the fruit of incautious conversation with little women under pretext of confessions, and of too much readiness in believing. First came things that pertained to his own praise; soon things pertaining to others and to the public state of the Church; finally things pertaining to the mysteries of faith and doctrine of morals. Credulity born from hidden pride and self-love produced heresy, and a certain most vain affectation of divinity, with incredible blindness of mind. Thus a most worthless little woman deceived a man famous for learning and wisdom.



[margin: Joseph de Acosta, On the Last Times, book 2, on Francisco de la Cruz and the Peruvian Inquisition; Don John of Austria, Philip II, and Gregory XIII in Del Rio's narrative; Pedro de Ribadeneyra, Life of Ignatius, book 5, chapter 10, on Magdalena de la Cruz]

Thus also Magdalena de la Cruz imposed on many at Cordoba, and not many years have passed in Belgium since, in one of the cities of Hainaut, a certain religious woman was believed to be possessed and was brought to the superior of the same order so that she might be exorcised. While the matter dragged on and she began to speak successively with different voices, one of them, thinner, pretended to be God and Christ our Lord, while another, coarser voice imitated the demon. This latter openly poured out many impious things; the former certain things that seemed to pertain to piety. Thus it was believed, by people by whom it least should have been believed, that now Jesus and now the Devil spoke in her.

The matter, full of danger and deceit, progressed so far that the little woman dared, with solemn rite, as if Christ were speaking through her, to consecrate the unbloody host, with the words of the canon pronounced; and, alas for grief, pious people, but either unlearned or incautious, received from this priestess, though not according to the order of Melchizedek, the blessings of unleavened bread consecrated by her, which ought rather to be called execrated, and, as if they were the true body of the Lord, with candles brought and set before them, placed them on the altar and venerated them.

Yet here there were two signs of imposture: both that she was possessed, and that she dared to usurp a priestly and male office. But, Lord, free us from similar things. We are human beings; we can be deceived.

Because of dangers of this kind and similar ones, Gerson adds:


This must especially be considered: how such little women converse with their confessors and instructors. If they devote themselves to continual conversations under the pretext now of frequent confession, now of a long narration of their visions, now of any other discussion, believe those who have experience, namely Augustine and lord Bonaventure: there is hardly another plague either more effective for harming or more incurable.



This admonition is worthy of golden letters. For how many falls of stars from heaven have come from this? How many who began in the spirit are consummated in the flesh?

Father Le Loyer adds another rule: more should be attributed to the revelations of virgins than of widows, and more to those of widows than of married women. I admit that this is true when the other things are equal, because a virgin is purer, and God is a lover of purity; therefore we read of more revelations of virgins, and a virgin thinks how she may please God, while a married woman's heart is more distracted even than a widow's heart. But if the sanctity is not equal, more should be believed to a holy married woman than to a lascivious widow; more to widows who truly are widows than to virgins who anxiously desire marriage, are wandering, or are not very recollected.



[margin: Ribadeneyra on Magdalena de la Cruz; Hainaut possession narrative; Gerson on confessors and visionary women; Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4, penultimate chapter]


Question III, Section IV. On Prophecies or Revelations of Virgins or Women Who Have Been Canonized and Are Known for Sanctity

There are truly many of this kind, whose revelations survive. Such are the revelations of St. Angela, daughter of the king of Bohemia, a virgin of the order of Carmelites, who wrote a book of revelations four hundred years ago. Such are those of Blessed Bridget, the Swedish virgin, of whom many books of revelations survive. Those who attribute these to Blessed Brigid, the Scottish virgin, are deceived, unless perhaps that woman also published revelations, which I do not think. This virgin lived eighteen years, but that Blessed Bridget, a widow, died after the year 1370.

Much older even than this woman was St. Gertrude, daughter of Pepin, duke of Brabant, who also collected her revelations in the year 664. St. Hildegard flourished in Germany in the year 1180; hers and others' survive. At the same time St. Elizabeth of Schonau flourished. Roger, an English Cistercian, a learned and pious man, comprised her revelations in two books. Dalaeus, in his Catalogue of British Writers, wished no saint to be immune from the poisonous malediction of his foul mouth. I have never read anything more scurrilous, mendacious, or more blasphemous than that book. I wonder that no English Catholic has yet torn the mask from that buffoon and most criminal apostate.

More recent than these, in the time of Gregory XI, around the year 1360, at the time when St. Bridget was living, was St. Catherine of Siena, herself also illustrious for revelations. Therefore concerning the revelations of these women, especially those of Blessed Bridget, which she wrote and had in great number, some are uncertain as to how much value should be placed on them.



[margin: Simeon Metaphrastes, Le Loyer, and others on St. Angela and holy women; St. Bridget/Brigid; St. Gertrude; St. Hildegard; St. Elizabeth of Schonau; Roger the Cistercian; Dalaeus; St. Catherine of Siena]

Henry of Hesse and Sybillanus, both Catholics and both religious men, but, to say what is true, somewhat audacious, hold that the revelations of St. Bridget and similar women ought not be held as indubitably true, nor accepted as if they had been published by the Holy Spirit. If they understood this about the certainty of Catholic faith and its truth, and likewise about things published by the Holy Spirit at such a distance that one must believe they were published by the Holy Spirit, they would certainly be speaking the truth. But I think no one even a little prudent ever held such a thing. Their arguments, since they tend much farther, indicate that they meant something very different: namely, that they were speaking about human or moral certainty, and about the dictate of the Holy Spirit in divine revelations in the ordinary way. This indeed detracts too much from the authority and reputation of the holy brides of Christ.

Thus they argue. First, because the things they predicted could have been predicted from some other source, for example from diligence, by the light of faith alone and with the support of doctrine. Second, because they could have been born from an illusion of demons, with God deservedly permitting this, because, even without fault, they presumed to do things unlawful for women, such as preaching and teaching. Third, because they could have proceeded from phantasy too much weakened and from a certain error of the mind. Fourth, because in their sayings certain things occur that are less consonant with reason and truth according to the common opinion of theologians. Fifth, because their prophetic doctrine seems superfluous and not very necessary for the Church.

These considerations do not deter or move me away from the reverence owed to holy women and to their sayings. I do not indeed defend those revelations as assertions of Catholic faith, but I defend them as worthy of reverence, venerable, and uttered by minds illumined by heavenly light. So long as they are approved by the Church as pious, I contend that they cannot be rejected except rashly.

To the first argument I answer that very many things are contained in these revelations which, since they were predicted so many years beforehand, could only have been revealed by God. To the second, that various bishops and supreme pontiffs permitted that extraordinary mode of teaching and exhorting in the saints; therefore they usurped nothing improper, and there was no cause why Christ would allow his brides to be deceived and mocked so foully by the adulterer of souls, the Devil. To the third I answer that no sign of delirium or aberration from a sound mind was ever detected in them. Therefore this conjecture must be judged no less full of vanity and malice than the preceding ones. To the fourth, we deny that anything is found in their revelations that openly conflicts with the sincerity of Catholic faith or cannot stand with it. If perhaps something conflicts with the more common opinion of the scholastics, it should not therefore be immediately condemned as erroneous, since, understood piously and prudently, it is supported by its own approved authors and by reasons that are not absurd. Otherwise the Roman pontiffs, as Eugenius III in the case of Hildegard and Boniface IX in the case of Bridget, after the mature counsel and examination of doctors and cardinals had been applied, would not have permitted books of revelations to be published among the people for the usefulness of the Church.

To the fifth I say that God is accustomed often to permit, indeed also to do, certain things which do not seem to us very necessary for the Church, either so that they may be signs to us of his greater munificence, or so that he may more richly honor his servants and friends. Besides, who has been the counselor of God, or who has so penetrated the abyss of his mind that he may pronounce something done by him superfluously?



[margin: Henry of Hesse; Sybillanus, Decades of Pilgrim Questions, question 3; Eugenius III on Hildegard; Boniface IX on Bridget; Romans 11:34]

Giovanni Francesco Pico brings forward another, more troublesome argument, and one that must indeed be removed first of all. He says that the revelations of these holy women are contradictory, and therefore that one of them is necessarily convicted of falsity. For St. Catherine of Siena, he says, handed down as revealed to her that the Mother of God was conceived with original sin. Blessed Bridget, on the contrary, says that Mary existed free from the sprinkling of that stain from the beginning of her conception.

I answer that I do not admit such a contradiction. I acknowledge the revelation of St. Bridget and believe what she asserted. As to the alleged revelation of St. Catherine of Siena, some answer that she was deceived and held a false revelation as true. But this is said with too little honor toward the saint. Others hold that a revelation of this sort was fabricated after the death of St. Catherine, from a perverse and obstinate zeal, by defenders of that opinion, to weaken faith in contrary revelations. The similarity of the attempts made at Bern among the Swiss confirms this attempt, before that city turned aside to heresy, namely in the year 1509, as a little historical book published by public authority about that affair testifies, from which other chronographers handed it down.

Why, they ask, when a thing of this kind is once discovered to have been done in the same genre, should it not be believed to have been done at other times also, when many indications concur for the truth of the opposite side? Nor would the crime of falsehood be charged to the whole order, but to a few individuals.

To me it seems more probable that this was neither falsely fabricated by the order, nor handed down by St. Catherine as a revelation. Not by the order, because since it is most holy, it would not have admitted such a crime in itself. Not handed down by the saint as a revelation, because neither Francis Raymond nor any of the other confessors or familiars of Blessed Catherine, who most diligently collected all the revelations of St. Catherine and sent them, collected, to posterity, made any mention of this revelation. Nor is that revelation found in the books of Blessed Catherine.

Here two things are objected. First, the statement of Cajetan, who affirms this from St. Antoninus. Second, a certain passage from her little works. To the first I answer that St. Antoninus writes only this: if someone objects this revelation of St. Bridget, one should know that other saints, famous for miracles, had a contrary revelation. But Antoninus does not confirm his statement by the testimony of any author, as he usually does. Nor even when he himself treated the life of Blessed Catherine did he make any mention of this revelation among the others, as neither did the confessors of that blessed woman, as has been said. Therefore I do not make much of this statement of Antoninus, which he used at that time for solving the argument, because another solution of John of Naples, which he reports there, deservedly seemed to him too shameless.



[margin: Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4; Ambrosius Catharinus, of Catherine's order, book 3 in defense of the Immaculate Conception, near the beginning; Francisco Suarez on the Third Part, question 27, disputation 3, section 5; the addition to Eusebius's Chronicle and the first addition to Nauclerus on the Bern episode of 1509; chapter semel malus, De regulis iuris; Antoninus, Summa Theologiae; Cajetan; John of Naples]

To the second I answer that I would wish the place to be adduced from her writings. For I do not find it, unless perhaps they gather it from those words that are attached at the end of Oration 16, where it reads thus: "You know, Lord, that this is the truth." John Dekers, once my colleague at Louvain and now at Graz in the profession of theology, showed me this passage when I had long looked for it in vain. Concerning this word there can be a not unjust suspicion that it was added by those who wished the things said in the preceding oration to be held as a prophetic revelation, and who wished to refute the saying of Blessed Bridget that was similar to the contrary saying. For certain things had preceded concerning the Mother of God conceived in original sin.

This creates suspicion: that without these words the whole oration is complete; and that if Blessed Catherine had wished to add these words, there would have been no need for her to place that "I added," which seems to have been prefixed to these words immediately by the scribe. Add also that no other of her orations is ended in this way. Therefore either she did not add this; or if she did add it, she did not add it as something revealed to her by God, but as her opinion, which she, with most of her order, thought to be wholly true and certain, induced only by human reasons and persuasions.

That holy woman could err in this matter, since she was discussing a theological question while natural, not divine, light went before her; for that is human. Certainly no prudent theologian will doubt that the argumentation she uses in that place is fallacious. For she takes the extremes and passes over the middle time of the conception itself, as if you should conclude that neither before this time nor after this time was something or will something be, and should infer from this that it is not now at this time.

There were once certain doctors who judged that, once it is posited that the Blessed Virgin sinned in Adam and needed the redemption of Christ the Lord, it follows that she could not have been sanctified in the very moment of conception. But those who examined the matter better taught the contrary by many arguments. From their sayings, since it is clearly gathered that God could have done this not only absolutely and simply, but also while that hypothesis stands, I do not understand how it was revealed by God that God could not infuse the soul of the Blessed Virgin Mary except into putrid matter. For thus the flesh infected with original sin is there called.

Does this statement not conflict with the decision of Sixtus IV, Pius V, and the Council of Trent? For if God could not do this, then it is not lawful to believe that it was done. If God knew this because it was the truth, and revealed it to Blessed Catherine, certainly he implicitly revealed to her that those who think the contrary err in faith. How then does the Church permit it to be believed as pious and probable that she was in fact conceived without original sin? If this can be believed probably, certainly God cannot have revealed that this could not be done by him.

Far be it, therefore, that we should believe a divine revelation is contained in that oration. Far be it that we should believe that Blessed Catherine, the most humble, most holy, and most circumspect bride of God, wished to confirm by such grave testimony of God things said in so obstinate and insufficiently solid a way, or to impose them as a divine oracle.

There is therefore no conflict of revelations here, where one revelation of St. Bridget is found, which not only she herself asserted in several places, so that you may see her constancy, but which other saints also confirmed. One serious theologian, Martinus, who belonged to neither order, neither Dominican nor Franciscan, recounted three revelations of different persons, and adds that these were weighty and confirmed by miracles.

As to the other revelations concerning other matters that seem contrary to one another at first sight: if someone examines them in the same way and carefully compares the circumstances, he will without great difficulty discover that either they can be reconciled, or that one of them proceeded not from revelation but from a particular opinion of a person thinking that it was most true, or only from vehement imagination.



[margin: John Dekers on the sixteenth oration attributed to Catherine; Antoninus, Summa Theologica, part 1, title 8, chapter 2; Hales, part 3, question 9, member 2; Richard of Middleton on book 3, distinction 3, article 1; Capreolus, Ferrariensis, and others; Bonaventure, book 3, part 1, article 1, question 1; Antoninus at the cited chapter; Paludanus on book 3, question 2, article 1; Cajetan, opusculum On the Conception, chapter 3; Suarez and Valencia on question 27; St. Bridget's revelations, book 1, chapter 9, and book 6, chapters 49 and 55; Martinus on miracles confirming revelations]


Question III, Section V. On Indications Drawn from the Nature of the Revelation Itself

I suppose that if that light of certainty, about which Section I spoke, has been joined to the revelation, then it matters little whether the vision happened to a person awake or sleeping. If this light is lacking, then more should always be given to a revelation made to one awake than to a dream-vision, as Varro calls it. This being supposed:

First, one must consider what kind of revelation it is: whether it is a wise vision, that is, one conformable to the wisdom which is from heaven. Such it will be, as Gerson testifies, if it has those things required by St. James: that it is chaste, modest, persuadable, agreeing with good things, full of mercy and good fruits, not judging, without simulation.

To explain this more fully: if it instigates one toward something that makes him more like the examples of Christ and the saints; if it makes a person intrinsically more humble than he would have been without the revelation; if it makes him gentler, milder, more recollected, and more withdrawn from secular and foreign cares; if it invites him toward simplicity, union, and, so to speak, intimacy of heart; if that to which it instigates is adorned with more virtues and better ones than its omission or the contrary deed; if that to which it invites is simply and inwardly good, not only from some one part; finally, if it stirs up the beginner to detestation of sin and confusion over his past life, advances the proficient through the inflammation of good desire and the devotion of fervor toward better gifts, and fills the perfect person with an inward foretaste of divine sweetness.

Hence John of Salisbury wrote splendidly in book 2, chapter 17:


But since these things are done around human beings by spirits, the faithful soul should not reject that image alone which leaves innocence unharmed. But if it brings material for vices, perhaps kindling lust, or introducing the appetite of greed or domination, or anything of this kind, for the subversion of the soul, without doubt either the flesh or the evil spirit sends it in.



He skillfully mentions two sources of false revelations: the flesh and the demon. But a little later he speaks less skillfully and less truly when he declares that all things said about witches are false, which was refuted by us elsewhere above in book 2.

Demonic revelations should be judged those which work the contrary to the things just named: those which incite toward scurrilous and carnal things, or toward envy, detraction, and immodesty; those which make a person turned away from imitation of Christ and the saints; those which make him rejoice in his new and singular inventions. For, as St. Bernard says very well, that malignant spirit sometimes transforms himself into an angel of light so that he may do more harm by emulation of virtue. But even then, if we look carefully, he never scatters anything except seeds of bitterness and discord. For he persuades some people to certain singular fasts, from which the rest are scandalized: not because he loves fasting, but because he delights in scandal.

Likewise, if it persuades anything contrary to the canons, constitutions, rules, or other commands of superiors. By this sign Blessed Simeon, a monk of Trier, detected the demon. The story is narrated by Everwin the abbot:


When Simeon had been sent by order of his superiors to the top of Mount Sinai to live there, in the night hours a demon appeared to him under an angelic appearance and urged him to celebrate Mass. He, neither entirely sleeping nor perfectly awake, resisted, saying that no one ought to fulfill this ministry without the order of priesthood. The enemy pressed on, saying that he was the legate of God, that Christ willed this, and that it was not fitting for so holy a place to be deprived longer of such a ministry. Therefore, with another demon joined to him as companion, they drew him, resisting and contradicting, from his bed, set him before the altar now awake, clothed him in an alb, and argued on both sides about the stole: the enemy, in the manner of a priest, and Simeon, in the manner of a deacon, contended that it ought to be placed on him. At last the servant of God, having returned to himself, repelled the enemy by the virtue of prayer and the sign of the cross, and groaned that he had been deceived.





[margin: Varro's term for dream-vision; James 3:17; Gerson on wise vision; John of Salisbury, book 2, chapter 17; Bernard on the spirit transformed into an angel of light; Everwin on Blessed Simeon of Trier]

In like manner an illusion was detected from a similar, almost attempted audacity of pride, and because the revelation was not the author of modesty, at the beginning of the Premonstratensian order. I shall narrate the whole matter in the words of the writer contemporary with Blessed Norbert:


Among these religious men of Premontre, that deceitful spirit, considering certain men to be unlearned and recognizing that they had once been his vessels, in which he had been accustomed to indulge his quiet pleasure, so filled them with the false wisdom of his illusion that those who previously had barely known how to read in books now said certain great things from books, and by prophesying about future things predicted greater and astonishing things. One of them asserted that he knew the prophecy of Daniel, and spoke about it, as the leader of a lie, where the prophet writes and leads one in about the four, seven, and ten horns and kings, and about Antichrist. In these things he had already made the simpler people attentive, and, if it could be done, would have drawn even the man of God himself and the venerable abbot Simon of St. Nicholas into error.

For his arrogance had already progressed so far that, while they were sitting, he dared to make a sermon even in chapter. And the one who saw and heard gives testimony about this matter. This was his sign, that he brought forth the beginning of a sermon. For this was the sermon: "Be strong in battle and fight with the old serpent." That lying spirit brought these things forth through that instrument; but he was by no means able to advance to the truth that follows, namely: "and you shall receive the eternal kingdom."

But when that false spirit saw that he was detected in part by listeners of truth and sweetness, being, as he is, an artificer of a thousand arts, he turned himself with greater art to other kinds of deception. Since he could not subvert those intent on manifest work, he would at least turn contemplatives away from contemplation. For that same cleric, the minister of this work, was seized by a certain sudden and very grave illness; and he who before gave answers about visible things now did not fear to set his mouth in heaven to utter invisible and ineffable things. The brothers run together, as is customary, to anoint him. They run together to hear the things that he was saying. Concerning himself indeed he asserted great things, but concerning many who stood around, greater things. Concerning himself he said that on the same evening he would either be with the angels in heaven or would stand healthy with the other brothers in choir. But concerning others, considering the capacity of individuals, he spoke as if prophesying and divining: "This man, when I was recently rapt in church to the higher things, I saw called to eternity; this man already," and so forth. He adds various things about others.



See here the degrees of pride. First the demon chooses the unlearned for himself and makes them seem learned. Then he makes them interpret Scripture. Third, he makes them discourse even before superiors in places where they should be silent about such things and should rather humbly acknowledge fault. He makes them false prophets, speaking great things about themselves and no lesser things about others, so that pride may rub off upon many.

He afterwards adds about another man doing the same thing, and says that all these contrivances of the demon were dispersed as soon as the religious men, sniffing out the fraud, answered that they wished to hold this man and hear no one else any further until their father Norbert returned. For this response, by the virtue of humble obedience, conquered the demon. And scarcely any more effective remedy exists.



[margin: Surius, June 6, chapter 27, on Blessed Norbert and the Premonstratensians, including the false prophecy on Daniel, the chapter sermon, and the obedience remedy]

I shall give another example from the words of Francis Bencius, from the annual letters of our province of Milan for the year 1590:


In a certain town, a suburb near Arona, around thirty women are agitated by an evil demon, almost all of them virgins of the lowest condition, especially those bound by a vow of virginity. It is marvelous by what deceits he surrounds these, by what arts he attacks them. He assumes various forms, so that he may entice them to unspeakable things and deter them from honorable ones. He imitates now the person and piety of a monk, and, what the ears shudder to hear, even of Christ crucified himself, urging them to impious things. He also appears as a bear, a lion, a serpent, making an attack on the girls with gaping mouth and as if about to devour them in one gulp; and as a threatening soldier with a musket ready and prepared, now about to shoot out a deadly ball with flame and thunder, unless he extorts consent. But the simplicity of the virgins, relying on God, conquers every craft. Their faith magnified the Lord's name, and with the fiery shield they extinguished the most wicked darts.



Two narratives will be given from very many.


One of their number, born of noble parents and delicately educated, when she once had a night infested by the Devil lying in ambush, left her bed, and, although it was the middle of winter and the weather very cold, lay naked on the bare pavement. Since the flame nevertheless increased, as if a great fire had been fed by water, she secretly left the bedroom and withdrew into the garden. There, in great imitation of Francis, whom she had learned to have done this when he fell, she threw her body into a bank of snow, and for a long time, while the demon who was seen by her resisted and gnashed his teeth, she rolled about until she extinguished the internal fire by external cold.

Likewise, the demon showed himself by night to another in the image of Blessed Ursula, carrying the standard of the cross with the company of many virgins, and spoke thus: "God sees and loves that zeal of yours for protecting chastity. But because in your father's house, amid so much noise of people coming and going and the presence of dangers, it is very difficult for the mind not to be contaminated in some part, he has sent us to lead you away into a monastery of sacred virgins, who, with all cares omitted, serve the divine majesty zealously." Here the little virgin, with God breathing upon her and perceiving the Devil's ambushes, drew her right hand from head to breast, and soon from left to right to form the cross, and professed that she was most unworthy of so great an honor. "Nor," she said, "do I have great faith in you. I fear and suspect hidden deceits in beautiful counsels. But if you are performing God's embassy, humbly venerate these relics of the saints." She had relics tied around her neck. Wonderful to say, the masks fell to their knees as if reverencing them. They urged all the more that she hasten the journey. But she said: "It is not lawful for me to determine anything more serious without the order of my spiritual father, nor is it fitting to go to him in the dead of night. Go to him, explain God's command, and when it grows light I shall come and use his counsel." At this answer the demons, with every disguise thrown aside, hid themselves in their own darkness, snarling insults and reproaches against the girl, who laughed at them because they fought only with the tongue, and gave thanks suppliantly to God.



Thus far Bencius. What could be wiser than this virgin? Plainly true wisdom was teaching her, the wisdom to which she had bound herself by the belt of chastity. Impurity immediately betrays the demon. Thus St. Robert the abbot recognized the demon at a wedding from curled hair, insolent face, and curious wandering; and St. Dunstan recognized the same by lascivious form, movement, and words, and wittily mocked him, seizing his nose with red-hot tongs, as Osbert of Canterbury testifies.



[margin: Francis Bencius, annual letters of the Milan province, 1590, on the Arona women; St. Francis's snow example; Blessed Ursula's false apparition and relic test; St. Robert the abbot, with a Surius reference for June 7; St. Dunstan and Osbert of Canterbury, with Surius on May 19]

I shall add an example of singular caution, by which we are taught that nothing is safer than to fear one's own judgment and not to depart from obedience to superiors through confidence in any revelation, even a certain one. Genebald, bishop of Laon, through incautious familiarity with the wife whom he had left, a familiarity that had arisen from a good beginning, finally, such is human frailty, had mingled body with her. But afterwards he returned to his senses and confessed to St. Remigius of Reims, and had been shut into a very narrow place like a tomb. After he had done most severe penance there for seven years, Hincmar says this in the life of St. Remigius:


In the seventh year, on the vigil of the Lord's Supper, when the same Genebald was spending the night in the Lord's prayer and weeping for himself, around the middle of the night an angel of the Lord came with great light to him in the oratory where he lay prostrate, and said to him: "Genebald, the prayers of your father Remigius have been heard for you. The Lord has received your penance, and your sin has been forgiven. Rise, go out from here, and perform the office of episcopal ministry, and reconcile to the Lord those doing penance for their crimes." Genebald, struck before by too great a terror, could answer nothing. Then the angel of the Lord strengthened him and urged him not to fear but to rejoice in the mercy of the Lord bestowed on him. Animated, he said to the angel: "I cannot go out from here, because my lord and father Remigius has with him the key of this door, which he sealed with his seal." And the angel said to him: "So that you may not doubt that I have been sent by the Lord, just as heaven lies open to you, so also this door will lie open." And immediately, with the seal and wax unharmed, that door was opened.



Behold for you the indications of a true vision: first disturbance, soon consolation, and a true and open miracle, the integrity of the seal and wax. Nevertheless the holy man judged that nothing should be detracted from obedience.


Then Genebald, throwing himself in the doorway in the form of a cross, said: "Even if the Lord Jesus Christ himself should deign to come to me, a sinner, I shall not go out from here until the one who placed me in this enclosure in his name shall have come." And immediately the angel of the Lord withdrew from him.



Therefore Genebald's mind pleased God, and through the angel he made all these things manifest that same night to St. Remigius, who was spending the night in prayer at Reims. He ordered him to go to Laon and restore Genebald to the episcopal see, which was done by him at once.



[margin: Hincmar, life of St. Remigius, in Surius, January 13, on Genebald's vision, obedience, and restoration]

By contrast, Duke William of Aquitaine, if he had judged and repressed at the beginning the suggestions of the demon by which the fervor of devotion was diminished and he was called back to secular things, would not have thrust himself forward as leader to the people of Lucca, nor would he have been struck with blindness. But this deception made him more cautious afterwards, so that he easily scorned the falsity of a second revelation.

The most prudent old man Abramius, as Blessed Ephrem handed down, when the demon proclaimed him holy and blessed, immediately struck down those revelations by the contrary act of humility. Ah! The opposite was that girl of Gaudentium in our own times. The wretched woman had long devoted herself to prayer and had frequented the sacraments; but either she had not obtained a confessor sufficiently exercised, or, if she had obtained one, she did not disclose her spiritual secrets to him, or she did not believe him when he warned her well. Whichever of these it was, the Devil gradually puffed her up with the spirit of pride through various revelations. At last he persuaded her that in merits she was equal to the Virgin Mother of God; that only fertility joined to untouched virginity was lacking to her; if she continued, she would obtain that also. What a crafty invention, and one suited to a woman's temperament!

Now she thought herself not in need of confession. Therefore, for some years she omitted it, though she did not abstain from the sacred synaxis. What more? Once, while she was in church and was waiting for communion, she asked more ardently for that remaining benefit. She heard: "Be of good heart, beloved; know that you have obtained what you asked. The prerogative of fertility with chastity, which you seek, has been granted to you. Trust that you have been impregnated from heaven." For she had mingled herself with the demon who falsely claimed to be an angel of light.

Having returned home, she felt her womb swell. When the proper time of birth arrived, she went to a certain pious and prudent citizen well known to her, narrated the whole matter, asked that she be permitted to give birth in the inner rooms of his house, and stipulated that the matter be kept secret. He, neither credulous toward her sayings about the revelation, nor yet willing to exclude the virgin from his house, feared that, with the sectarians already beginning to rage, the matter, if made public, would supply material for the blasphemous jeers and insults of heretics. He received her, and, with a trustworthy midwife brought in, waited for the birth.

The wretched woman was violently tormented by pains. At last, at last, instead of human offspring, she poured from her womb a great abundance of horrible, hairy, most foul worms. Their appearance was so dreadful that all shuddered; their odor so foul that they were nearly killed by the stench. Thus at last the wretched woman understood that she had been deceived and that she had received from the prince of the proud the fruit of her pride, as she ought.



[margin: Theobald, life of Duke William of Aquitaine, chapter 16, in Surius for February 2; Blessed Ephrem on Abramius, chapter 19 in the same place; Del Rio's contemporary Gaudentium example]

Thus a woman was deceived; but that deceitful serpent also supplanted men. In Gregory of Tours these things are read about St. Friard and his companion Secundellus:


St. Friard remained motionless on the above-named island with Secundellus the deacon. Yet each of them had his own cell, placed far apart. When they were standing vigorously in prayer, the tempter appeared by night to Secundellus the deacon under the appearance of the Lord, saying: "I am Christ, whom you continually pray to. For now you are holy, and I have written your name in the book of life with my other saints. Now go out from this island, and going among the people perform healings." Enticed by these deceptions, he departed from the island and did not tell his companion. Yet when he laid hands on the sick in the name of Christ, they were healed. Returning to the island after much time, he came to his companion with empty glory, saying: "I went outside the island and performed many powers among the people." When the terrified companion asked what this meant, he simply disclosed all that he had done. But the old man, astonished, sighing, and weeping, said: "Woe to us, because, so far as I hear, you have been deceived by the tempter. Go, do penance, lest his deceits prevail further over you."



See here the fall: first, because from hidden pride he believed himself holy, and from this inscription, as it were, he did not recognize the deceitful contrivance; second, because he departed from the good purpose of remaining on that island; third, because he kept his counsels secret from his teacher and neglected to obey him. Now see how, conquered, he conquered, relying on humility, obedience, and prayer. It follows in Gregory of Tours:


When Secundellus understood this and feared that he had perished, he prostrated himself with tears at the old man's feet, asking that he pray to the Lord for him. Friard said to him: "Come, and let us together beg his omnipotence for the salvation of your soul. For the Lord is not difficult in showing mercy to those who confess him, since he himself says through the prophet: 'I do not wish the death of the sinner, but that he be converted and live.'" While they were praying, the tempter came again under a similar appearance to Secundellus the deacon, saying: "Did I not instruct you, because my sheep were diseased and needed a shepherd, to go out and visit them and give them the help of healings?" And he said: "In truth I have discovered that you are a seducer, and I do not believe you to be God, whose appearance you falsely claim to have. Yet if you are Christ, show that cross of yours which you left behind, and I shall believe you." When he did not show it, the deacon made a cross on his face, and he vanished in confusion.



And behold, you have counsel which you can use in similar doubts: ask that he sign himself with the cross, or that, with a cross formed, he bless you.



[margin: Gregory of Tours, Lives of the Fathers, chapter 10, cited in Surius, August 1, on St. Friard and Secundellus, the false Christ apparition, and the cross-sign test]

In similar fashion, a demon appeared to St. Matrona in the form of a beautiful woman and advised her to leave the desert and go to the city, saying that there would be less danger there to her modesty. But the blessed woman at once understood the snares of the enemy from the fact that he was dissuading her from a stricter life. Simeon Metaphrastes tells this in her life under the month of November.

So too, when St. Marcellus the abbot was going to drive demons out of possessed persons, and they cried out several times, "Order us to go out, because you have received power over us," he commanded nothing, but persevered in prayer until, compelled by God, they withdrew. When people asked why he had not commanded them at once, he answered very prudently: "By saying that I had received power over them, they were doing nothing other than trying to entangle me in the snares of vainglory." The usefulness of this lesson is very great not only in exorcisms but in all revelations, because in these the danger of vainglory is very great, as we saw in Secundellus.

The Holy Spirit himself, when by a marvelous vision he insinuated himself to Blessed Angela of Foligno, and had praised her, and she had on that very account regarded the matter with suspicion, because she was being exposed to the danger of vainglory, assigned to her as a sure sign of a tested revelation this fact: that the more she was praised, the more frequently and more sharply the memory of all her past sins came to her, and she could give no place to vainglory, even when she tried. She herself narrates this at length in chapter 19, and writes that she experienced the same elsewhere too, in chapters 21, 22, and 29.



[margin: Simeon Metaphrastes, in the life of St. Matrona, month of November; Simeon Metaphrastes, in the life of St. Marcellus, December 29; Blessed Angela of Foligno, chapters 19, 21, 22, and 29]

This also must be observed: the frauds of the demon are many-shaped on every side. Sometimes he persuades what is best; then the danger of pride lies beneath it, and this pest must be very carefully guarded against. Sometimes he persuades what is good; but then one must consider whether, by this good, some greater good is impeded.

If Blessed Jordan, master general of the Order of Preachers, had observed this latter point, the Devil would not several times have imposed upon him by this device. Once, to render him unfit and feeble for preaching, the Devil impelled him, under the appearance of giving good example and of a stricter life, to abandon things necessary for his little body, and reduced him to the greatest weakness of strength. At other times, too, he deceived him again and again under this pretext. Because this history will be useful to religious persons, it deserves to be read in several places. Thus Leander Albertus writes of him when he was suffering from very acute fevers:


It happened that with the venerable father there was a certain prior of one of the monasteries of our order, a discreet man, alert, provident, learned in letters and composed in morals, who had once applied himself to medicine. Knowing the mind of Father Jordan, and knowing that in illness he was very severe with himself, he said: "Father, a sick man must submit himself in all things to physicians, if he wishes to recover his former health. Therefore, although you are prefect and head of our religion, yet while sick lay aside the authority of your prefecture; you must submit yourself to me and obey. If you do this, I do not fear that you will shortly go out from here well."

The venerable father humbly agreed. Therefore, contrary to the custom of our order, while the sick man rested on feathers, as the prudent prior had ordered, the Devil appeared at night, presenting an angelic form, and said, as though wondering: "Is this Jordan, so famous and distinguished in the opinion of all? Is this the prefect and father of such a notable order of Preachers? I would be in doubt, if I had not known you before. O how base and shameless you have become, you who rest like one of the lords of the earth upon feathers and adorned silks! O unhappy man, what an example you give to your order and brothers! But God has not forgotten you in the end; he has sent me to correct you. Rise therefore from the bed, and immediately lie suppliant on the ground."

When the Devil had immediately vanished, Jordan, terrified, fell on the ground; and lying thus, when day had dawned, he was found by the prior and the brothers. The prior, severely rebuking him, compelled him by the merit of obedience to lie on the bed that had been prepared. The next night the Devil stood there again, having assumed the former form, and reproved him more harshly than before as disobedient to him, and soon ordered him to leap down onto the ground. When the prior saw him again in the morning lying on the ground, he was especially indignant and said: "I wonder at your simplicity, not to say your ignorance, since you have dared to do this against obedience, not only to the prejudice of the body, but also of the soul. For I call to witness the God of heaven, the Lord of earth, that I would not have wished, for the whole globe of lands, to have sinned so gravely against God and the order." Saying this, he burst into great tears.

Seeing this, the venerable father also wept, fell at his feet, and narrated to him the visions, or rather illusions, and how, as he was able to conjecture, this had been the Devil, who had been transformed into an angel of light. The prior, seized with wonder and with a kind of compassion, and somewhat softened, ordered him to climb onto the bed. For from this he had contracted such great weakness of his limbs, and his humors had so hardened, that he scarcely had breath enough to rest. On the third night the Devil came, as before. When the holy man saw him, for he had now broken out into rebukes, he said: "O most wicked enemy of the human race, O shameless dog, O unclean beast, how have you dared to mock my simplicity, pretending some zeal toward the order? Indeed, if the dispensation of almighty God had not permitted this, I would have observed more wisely that obedience is much better than the vilest thing belonging to fools." And spitting in his face, he put him to flight.



See: the holy man, deceived by the empty appearance of good, recovered his wisdom by fortifying himself with the solid good of obedience. Notice also that last point, that he spat in the face of the one appearing in angelic form. Spiritual men recommend this too when a vision is suspect, and I know a man for whom this turned out very well.



[margin: Leander Albertus, life of Blessed Jordan, chapters 21-22, on the false angelic austerity and obedience remedy]

This chapter must be concluded with the testimony of Blessed Meinulph, deacon and confessor, who, appearing himself, taught this rule: true visions are those which lead toward piety and religion. Take the story word for word from Gobelinus Persona:


Not long after his death, he appeared in a dream to a certain chamberlain of his, urging him to bid farewell to the world and its pomps and to betake himself to the army of the eternal king. But the man, holding that vision as nothing other than an illusion, took no care to amend his life. The holy man, adapting himself to the man's weakness, admonished him again as before. But when not even then did he think at all about ordering his life more rightly, he appeared to him a third time and said: "You do not know, wretched man, you do not know what savage robber claims your mind for himself, since he is your author and adviser that you obey neither the Lord who sent me nor me who have been sent by him. Certainly, since in living badly you are plainly mad and do not wish to withdraw voluntarily from this folly, divine revelation has warned you, so that even in this way you might receive yourself back to a better harvest. But you, fool, allow yourself to be miserably and ruinously mocked, because you regard true revelation as a phantastical illusion. For no one of the faithful doubts that that vision is free from illusion which invites one to Christian piety and religion. If anyone did this to you while you were awake, you ought by no means to neglect it. But when words do not correct you, one must come to deeds. Therefore I shall plainly make you experience by the reality itself that the vision which you pretend not to understand is most true." When these words had been spoken, the man woke and felt all the hair of his beard plucked from his chin; all sleep fled far from his eyes.



He adds that afterward the man obeyed the vision.



[margin: Gobelinus Persona, life of Blessed Meinulph in Surius, October 5]

The second consideration is that when things pious, good, and right are advised in a vision or revelation, one must then diligently weigh whether, at the same time, some things are being advised that are impious, wicked, vain, or useless. Examples of this sort occur everywhere; I shall be content with a few saints, and you will be too, pious reader.

James of Vitry excellently confirms this teaching when he writes thus:


A certain one among the walls of Blessed Mary of Oignies was sometimes infested by the noonday demon, the more dangerously because more subtly, as that crafty enemy, transfiguring himself into an angel of light, appeared to him familiarly under the appearance of piety, sometimes rebuking some of his vices, and even exhorting him treacherously to do certain good things, so that first, by a false appearance hidden as though under an antidote, he might afterward instill poison through the eyes, and, after blandly licking him with a honeyed tongue, might then fix his tooth in him and at the end tighten his tail like a cedar. For when trust was already had in him as though he were true, then, in the manner of a sophist and impostor, he mixed false things with certain true ones, deceitfully drawing over false things mixed with good a certain shadow of truth.

At last he brought that brother by his machines to such a point that his affairs would have had a very bad outcome if the handmaid of Christ, by the revelation of the Holy Spirit, had not learned the deceits of the crafty cheat. When she told the man that those revelations were not from God but were illusions of a malignant demon, and he on the contrary objected that she was not speaking by a holy spirit but by her own spirit, since that spirit had given him so many benefits, had predicted so many true and future things, and in no way wished to impose on him, she fled to the familiar arms of prayer. She watered the Lord's feet with tears, struck heaven constantly with prayers, and did not cease until, with much groaning and shame, that impious impostor stood by her the same night as she prayed in her little cell. Looking at him, endowed with a feigned splendor, she said: "Who are you, and what are you called?" He, proud in countenance and looking back at her with threatening eyes, said: "I am the one whom you, cursed woman, have compelled by your prayers to come to you, while you try to tear my friend from me by force. That friend I had withdrawn from a good purpose so that, according to your will, I might drag him back." And the event itself taught that this was so; but the eggs of vipers were broken, and the fraudulent counsels of that malignant one were brought to light.



By these words are set before us at once the arts of the demon, and the mode, and the end, and the remedy to be used in a doubtful matter. By this remedy Blessed Vincent Ferrer detected and dispelled another illusion of a demon. So also Blessed Guthlac understood and avoided the snares of one advising immoderate fasts. In the same way, under the appearance of helping souls, the Devil persuaded St. Elphege to follow the one leading him out of prison and guiding him, after the example of Blessed Peter following the angel. He persuaded and persuaded in the appearance of an angel, but, after the confessor had been led out, he deserted him in the road. The man understood the fraud, grieved, and offered himself again to the martyrdom which he had fled, and so merited the crown. Under the same pretext, the demon tried to persuade a certain monk to leave his cell, but he was deceived by Blessed Arsenius.



[margin: James of Vitry, book 1 of the life of Blessed Mary of Oignies, chapter 9; Peter Ranzano, life of Blessed Vincent Ferrer; Surius, in the life of Blessed Guthlac, April 11; Surius on St. Elphege of Canterbury; Simeon Metaphrastes on Arsenius]

For this reason, the teaching of the same Blessed Arsenius must be carefully noted and faithfully retained, because, as if in a mirror, he set before us the images of the demonic contest and the chief heads of the snares. Because this matter belongs to this chapter and is especially useful, I shall present it word for word:


Let this not escape you either, brothers: our enemy the Devil, using many and various devices, tries to deceive us and to drive us into evils under the pretext of good. For example, by suggesting hospitality and consequently the welcome and kind reception of brothers who arrive, he brings it about that they eat and drink together; the cause, however, is the good of charity. Then, gradually stealing and drawing imprudent men away, he leads us to serve the belly, and afterward pollutes us with the satiety of lust and with pleasures.

Again, by placing almsgiving and kindness to the poor into the minds of others, he injects love of money and drives them into the madness of avarice. To others, offering the usefulness of many as bait, he makes them leave silence and quiet as though useless, and persuades them to have dealings with many worldly persons, and sometimes even with women incautiously, as though they had already begun to become impassible; and so he renders the wretched ones lustful and serving the disturbances of the soul.

To others, showing no trouble and deceitfully procuring that they be captured by no vice, he lifts them into pride and so casts them down with no effort. Sometimes, by making men abstain from battle, especially those who had lately stripped themselves for undertaking the contests of exercise, he deceived them by making them secure and concerned about nothing. From this it happened that, after he had thrown them into sluggishness and made them neglect labors, he suddenly attacked them as easy and unarmed men already conquered, and so with a very great storm shook and disturbed their mind, and often even plunged it into the depth of vices.

Again, after he had persuaded others to trust themselves as though they had already come to a greater measure, he suggested that the thoughts of others and announcements of vices and wars should be believed to them. Since they had not yet rightly washed away their own vices, he first cast in the recollection and representation of the things they had heard, not without disturbance of soul; then he also wretchedly drove them toward the contamination of the flesh.



After enumerating these things, he adds that, because of the many harms of so many stratagems, we have need of much guarding of ourselves, sobriety, watchfulness, and attention to the good.



[margin: Simeon Metaphrastes on Arsenius and the catalogue of demonic stratagems under pretexts of good]

The third consideration is Gerson's: one must consider whether that which was revealed could have been attained by human understanding without revelation. In that case it should be suspected as superfluous and not at all necessary. But if it was about things which exceed both human understanding and the demon's knowledge, then the revelation could not have been sent from anywhere but above. Yet whether the matters are of this kind is difficult to judge at once, because this cannot be detected except by the passage of time, when the event of a prediction declares the truth, or by careful discussion, when a hidden thought is revealed: whether that matter belongs only to divine knowledge, or also to the demon's or a human being's. The prophecies of Savonarola labored under this fault, by his own confession.

The fourth consideration: one must see whether it is not so much drawn from Sacred Scripture, for then it would be suspect, as consonant with it in every respect, and consistent also with the doctrine and examples of holy men, having nothing false or erroneous mixed in, and wholly pertaining to the salvation of human beings and the glory of God. These are the illustrious proofs of divine revelation.

The fifth consideration is whether the revelation is confirmed by other undoubted revelations. For if there are no other certain ones, the matter remains doubtful. For the Devil can reveal the same thing often as he has once, and to many as to one. From this head there are many traces in ecclesiastical histories of certain revelations: such was that marvelous one of Blessed Hermann of Steinfeld, who was also called Joseph, because the Blessed Virgin Mary, seen by him in dreams together with an angel as paranymph, was betrothed to him, in a most brilliant example of virginal kindness. The delightful description is contained in that blessed man's life. Such too was another of the patriarch Eutychius, in Eustathius in his life. Such was another offered to Blessed William of Roskilde at his death and explained by Leo, in Surius on April 6. Such too were many of the one whom I praised a little earlier, Blessed Meinulph; many such are also in Peter the Venerable's books of miracles.

Confirmation by others should be judged stronger than confirmation by the same person; likewise by unknown persons than by known ones, by men than by women.



[margin: Gerson, On the Testing of Spirits; Surius on Blessed Hermann of Steinfeld, Eutychius, Blessed William of Roskilde, April 6, and Blessed Meinulph, October 5; Peter the Venerable, Miracles, book 1, chapters 23 and 27]

The sixth consideration: if there are conflicting revelations about the same matter, for the most part both should be held suspect. Yet sometimes the Devil tries to weaken true revelations by offering contrary ones. Therefore not all should be rejected at once, but, after the matter has been maturely deliberated, one should believe those which are not the earlier ones, for it often happens that when the demon has tried to mock by a false revelation, God sends in another true one and scatters that cloud by the arrival of light. One should rather believe those which more numerous and more tested persons confirm by holiness, prudence, and sacred doctrine, and whose authors had less cause to invent such things.

For example, in revelations concerning the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mother of God, when the remaining weights of the circumstances are equal, more should be attributed to revelations had, if such exist, before the controversy about the same matter arose; and after the controversy arose, to those had by persons who belonged neither to the institute of St. Thomas nor to the other institute of which the Subtle Doctor was a member. For these are freer from affection. And in this respect the revelation of St. Bridget plainly outweighs the other which is attributed to St. Catherine of Siena.



[margin: Revelations of St. Bridget and the revelation attributed to St. Catherine of Siena in the Immaculate Conception controversy]


Question III, Section VI. On Indications Sought from the Circumstances of Revelations

Two preceding indications were, as it were, mixed: one sought partly from the revelation itself, partly from outside it. It follows now that we investigate the things necessary to be observed in the circumstances.

First, there occurs that indication sought from the end: what moved the person to indicate and publish this revelation to others? Was it curiosity, levity, vanity, greed, avarice, ambition, his own advantage, or that of others? If his own, was it spiritual or carnal? If that of others, was it of a few, of many, or of all? In this very investigation of the cause, one must weigh not only the nearest and open end, but also the hidden and remote end. For, as Gerson says:


The nearest end may appear good, salutary, and devout for the edification of others, and yet at last slide into manifold scandal, when the last things do not answer to the first, or otherwise when falsehood or pretense is detected in persons reputed to be of great sanctity, as our age has taught in the deceptions of Doctor John of Varennes, John Hus, and the like.



Therefore Elijah, as much as he could, tried, loving humility, to put Elisha away from himself, so that he would not see him carried in a fiery chariot into heaven. Arsenius prudently never narrated revelations made to him unless the usefulness of others required it; and then he narrated them as though they had happened to someone else, as Simeon Metaphrastes observed. Blessed Hildegard too could scarcely be induced to write her revelations except by order of her superiors, and she was not induced until Pope Eugene III encouraged her to write them. The same was the sense of Blessed Lidwina. When Christ the Lord appeared to her while she was awake and left the signs of his five wounds visibly impressed upon her, and when the virgin saw that such gaping wounds could not lie hidden from people and feared the crowding and applause of men, she is written to have prayed to God thus:


Let, I beseech you, Lord, this sacrament of your gracious favor remain between me and you. Let your grace be sufficient for me.



Do not doubt that the humility and guardedness of the grateful bride pleased him. For by a great miracle the wounds were immediately covered over with skin, while the pain and lividity nevertheless remained permanently. The same virgin at another time deservedly saw a certain man, who had been accustomed to narrate his revelations and, as easily happens, in the heat of narration to add some things of his own, assigned for this reason to the pains of purgatory.



[margin: Gerson on the end or motive of revelations; John of Varennes and John Hus; Simeon Metaphrastes, in the life of Arsenius; Theodoric the abbot, book 1 of the life of Hildegard, chapter 4; John Brugman, life of St. Lidwina, part 2, chapter 8, and part 3, chapter 2]

Second, the thoughts which followed or preceded the revelation must be weighed. For from the imagination of preceding thoughts a phantastical illusion could be born. The Holy Spirit does not approach a mind tossed about by bad thoughts, nor does true revelation. Yet true and divine revelation does not always follow a good and pious thought; for the Devil has tried to creep in upon many even in the fervor of prayer. Good desires and good effects always follow a true revelation. Good things sometimes follow an illusory one incidentally and for a time, but these are directed by the Devil to some evil.

Hucbald had noted that earlier. When he had recounted the visions of St. Aldegund, he adds:


In all revelations of this kind the prudent virgin humbled herself more and more, drew nearer to the kingdom of God, and clung more fervently to the heavenly bridegroom.



Here, certainly, is the genuine effect of true revelations. Those which are contrary to this openly show that the one which preceded was illusory.



[margin: Hucbald, life of St. Aldegund, chapter 2, on the humbling effect of true revelations]

Third, it has been noted by some, and is also very useful, that, so that we may not be deceived, one should oppose to the vision or revelation itself the sign of the cross and fortify it with the cross. Senatus Bravonius confirms this doctrine, surely effective and pious. He narrates that Oswald the bishop, when, after all the mockeries and fearsome disturbances of the demon had been dispelled, the cunning enemy showed himself in a beautiful form as an angel, fortified himself with the sign of the cross, because he knew that a true angel would not bear that with annoyance, while the angel of darkness would be driven into flight by it. And that is what happened, for the words are those of Bravonius: "As soon as that malignant tempter saw that sign, he vanished from his eyes like smoke."

Fourth, one must see how the spirit itself entered. For, as Father Ignatius admonishes, in those making progress the evil spirit pours himself in harshly, noisily, violently, and as if with a certain crashing, like rain falling on rocks; but the good spirit pours himself into the same persons gently, peacefully, and sweetly, as water moistens a sponge. Experience teaches that the contrary happens to those who are progressing toward worse things.

Fifth, one must observe whether what had caressed the mind with gladness at the beginning was afterward changed into horror and bitterness; likewise whether the horror which began at first was not gradually removed, but remained constant. These two are signs of false revelations. But if at the beginning the person is indeed disturbed and feels something of horror, and afterward this trouble and anxiety of soul is wiped away and he is bathed in a certain inward sweetness, this is a sign of divine consolation, as St. Anthony teaches us.

A natural cause of this seems to be the antipathy which exists between a human being and a murderous demon, and the sympathy which exists between a human being and angels. I would willingly refer to that antipathy a certain common opinion which prevailed in the times of Blessed Peter of Cluny, and from which he himself was not alien: that those to whom the dead had appeared did not long survive. Perhaps this opinion arose because, when demons had appeared to some persons in the form of the dead, those persons, from horror and from the antipathy of life and death, contracted disease and soon died.

But that lesson of St. Anthony must be understood of true inward sweetness, which brings and increases hunger and desire for virtues, especially charity and humility. Blessed Catherine of Siena rightly added this limitation.

The testimony of Blessed Angela of Foligno confirms this: from a vision there remained in her mind a more vehement desire to bear all torments and injuries for God. Someone may perhaps object that the demon can change the horror which at first he brought by his presence, as he is accustomed to do when he appears as a cloud touching the head, or in some other terrifying appearance, into gladness and sweetness of sense and blandishments of words. I answer: we are speaking of an apparition which produces these effects of horror and anxiety not by reason of the form under which it appears, but only by reason of the presence of the one appearing. For when it is terrifying by reason of the form, there is almost no need of any other indication. If the form is monstrous, it is certain that it is demonic; if it is human, then other circumstances must be considered, as I treated not carelessly in book 2, question 26, section 3. You may return there, if you wish.



[margin: Senatus Bravonius, life of St. Oswald, chapter 2, on the sign of the cross; Ignatius, Exercises, on discernment of spirits; William of Paris, De universo, part 2, chapter 132, and Peter of Cluny, Miracles, book 1, chapter 1, on apparitions of the dead]

Sixth, one must consider whether revelations are supported by true miracles. Then no doubt remains that they are from God, as in the revelation made to that noble matron to whom it was revealed that St. Winwaloe would restore the sight of her eyes, which she had lost. As soon as she went to the saint, she recovered the sight she had lost. But wonders and prodigies do not confirm revelation sufficiently, because a demon can produce them. Yet if miracles are lacking, the revelation should not be judged false for that reason alone. The Blessed Forerunner of Christ was a prophet, and more than a prophet, and yet he performed no miracle.

The seventh rule is this: if a revelation predicts something absolutely, and not under a condition, which they call an absolute and independent prophecy, and afterward the contrary happens, or what was foretold does not happen, whatever was announced was a false revelation and not from heaven. The proof, says Gerson, regards the spirit, not the person who experiences the visions, but the quality of the visions: whether they are true in all things, even down to the smallest proposition. For in the spirit of truth there is no falsehood, but in a lying spirit there are a thousand and five open ways by which he may deceive through one hidden falsehood. For this reason Christ prohibited the demoniacs, and Paul prohibited the Pythoness, from the testimony of truth which they were professing. Chrysostom confirms this doctrine on Matthew 19.

By this indication the revelations of Catherine of Racconigi, which John Francis Pico recounts, are proved true, as are those of Margaret of Ravenna in Jerome Rubeus, those of Blessed Aloysius Bertrand of our Society, and those of Father Francis Borgia, as Thomas Bozio reports from his life.



[margin: Gerson on absolute prophecy; Chrysostom on Matthew; John Francis Pico, in the life of Catherine of Racconigi; Jerome Rubeus, History of Ravenna, year 1510, on Margaret of Ravenna; Thomas Bozio, On the Signs of the Church, book 6, chapter 2, on Aloysius Bertrand and Francis Borgia]

From this also are proved divine the revelations of that Joan, the virgin of Lorraine, who was called by the French La Pucelle, who restored Charles VII, king of the Franks, to the kingdom from which he had been thrown down by English arms around the year 1428. The English, often overcome and routed by her, later captured her alive in battle and, with equal envy, cruelty, calumny, and injustice, burned her in deadly flames as though she were a sorceress. But afterward, in the year 1456, Pope Callixtus, the third Roman Pontiff of that name, delegated the knowledge of the cause to John, archbishop of Reims, and William of Paris. After hearing countless witnesses, greater than all exception, concerning Joan's innocence, modesty, chastity, and religion, they declared her innocence and the injustice of the sentence against her. Papyrius Masson, born in Paris, testifies that the acts of the judgment are preserved at Paris among the Victorine canons regular near Belleforestus in the Life of Charles VII. Not only French writers favor her innocence, whom the British reject as suspect, but also foreigners, Italians and Greeks; and also the Belgian Meyer, otherwise not very favorable to the French.

Philip of Bergamo says that two of Joan's unjust judges were still living then, were cited, lawfully convicted, condemned, and burned; and that the bones of two other judges who had died were dug up and likewise burned. He says that it was ordered that a church be built at Rouen, where the virgin had been burned, and that from the remaining goods of the aforesaid men, which had been confiscated by sentence, a daily sacrifice be instituted there for the honor of God and the propitiation of the dead woman. Thus the honor undeservedly taken from her was at last restored by pontifical judgment scarcely twenty years after her death.

Therefore Polydore Vergil, though a pensioner of the English, acted prudently when he did not dare to condemn Joan in book 23 of his History of England, but left the matter so ambiguous that he rather favors her innocence. Whoever wishes to run through the judicial acts should read Belleforestus from folio 387, where he reports the sentence of the delegated judges at folio 393.



[margin: Joan of Arc; Pope Callixtus III; Papyrius Masson; Belleforestus, life of Charles VII, folio 345, and folio 393 on the delegated judges; Thomas Bozio, On the Signs of the Church, book 8, final chapter; Philip of Bergamo, On Famous Women, chapter 157; Polydore Vergil; Meyer, Annals of Flanders, book 15]

By this touchstone of truth are detected light and fictitious revelations: formerly those of the Montanists; in more recent memory, those of John Sage of Bethys and Brother John of Rupescissa; and in our own time those of the Portuguese nun who is perhaps still alive, and of Francisco de la Cruz in Peru. Therefore, in my judgment, some persons have tried in vain to defend the revelations of Jerome Savonarola of Ferrara, which were condemned by apostolic judgment. How many things did he predict about the reformation of the Church, the conversion of the Turks and Moors, and the happiness of the Florentines, things which were about to be fulfilled soon and which many standing by would see before they died? He added, in his Compendium of Revelations, that these were absolute and unchangeable prophecies. Yet almost none of these things has happened up to now, and almost all things contrary to them have happened within nearly a hundred years.

Therefore it was because of party zeal, hatred of Alexander VI, and hatred of the Medici that some historians of little sobriety undertook a defense of Savonarola or called the justice of his condemnation into doubt. Certainly, as the outcome refutes his prophecies, so also his contumacy toward the prefect of his own order, his contempt of pontifical excommunication, which, even if openly unjust, must nevertheless be feared, and other similar actions are grave and urgent arguments of diabolic illusion and of the obstinacy which usually follows arrogance. Read Raphael Volaterranus, whose truthfulness is clear from the very things which Francis Guicciardini, although leaning toward the defense of Savonarola, committed to memory. Do not those act more piously and heartily who take up literary arms and fight with the pen for the judgment of the Apostolic See rather than for the reputation of a private man? Nor does this harm that most illustrious order, which shines like a star in this heaven of the militant Church, any more than Lucifer's faction harms the choirs of angels or the impious Judas harms the apostolic company.



[margin: Montanists; John Sage of Bethys; John of Rupescissa; the Portuguese nun; Francisco de la Cruz; Savonarola, with Sabellicus, Ennead 10, book 9, Arnoldus Ferronus, French History, book 2, and others; Raphael Volaterranus, at the end of his Geography; Francis Guicciardini, book 3 of Italian affairs; Pedro de Ribadeneyra, On Tribulation, book 2, chapter 20]

And lest heretics boast that they are immune from these illusions: what, I ask, is that manuscript book of revelations by the Calvinist Jacob Brocard, addressed to Elizabeth, queen of England, and his preface on Genesis and some other little works of the same man, except a kind of jumble of demonic revelations, the chief of which, about the year 1580, time has now convicted of falsehood? On the other side, Nicholas Sander prudently proved from subsequent truth of events that the prophecies of the holy English virgin Elizabeth Barton were from God, in book 1 of On the English Schism. Certainly, the holiness of her life, the laurel of martyrdom, and the testimony of most illustrious fellow martyrs, Fisher and More, leave no room for doubt.

How unlike her was another Elizabeth born in the same island, concerning whose fraudulent prophecy Sander writes thus:


The heretics, a restless and turbulent race of people, devised an unheard-of stratagem to stir the London populace, which was then very given to sedition and heresy. They induced a certain girl, eighteen years old, corrupted by heresy and by reward, into this wicked simulation: that she should allow herself to be enclosed for a time in a hidden space between two walls in a corner of a certain house, and that through a tube fitted for this purpose she should utter those words which the craftsmen of that trick suggested to her. The girl's name was Elizabeth Croft; the author of the deceit was a certain Drake.

Thus instructed and placed in a position suited for fraud, she continually uttered marvelous voices from her cave, and so sonorous that she could be heard through all the neighboring streets. Citizens ran in from all sides, asked what it was, and wondered; they shouted that the voices were not of a mortal human being but of an angel. This spirit threatened misery, calamities, and all evils to the city and state if they admitted marriage with the Spaniard or communion with the Roman Pope. It also poured out many things against the holy sacrifice and the rest of the Catholic faith as if they were oracles. Some of the conspirators purposely inserted themselves among the crowds standing by, and interpreted the prophetic and more obscure sentences of this spirit toward the overthrow of religion and the stirring of sedition. But the magistrate came to restrain the multitude and to discover what was truly being contrived. The fraud appeared with great difficulty; but at last, when a plan was made to dig through the wall and the nearby partitions from which the voices were thought to be returned, the miserable girl came forth. Examined about by whose persuasion and plan she had done this, she at once confessed that she had been induced to that wickedness by certain seditious sectarians, and especially by the one whom we named, Drake.



Thus he writes in book 2. What need is there to mention the pseudo-prophecies of Muenzer, Luther, and the like?



[margin: Jacob Brocard; Nicholas Sander, On the Anglican Schism, book 1, on Elizabeth Barton and Elizabeth Croft]

Finally, judgment must also be formed from the manner of the revelation, when something evil is found in it, such as something shameful, scandalous, etc. But when none of the aforesaid things is present, nor any evil manner, the matter remains altogether full of danger, even if many things consonant with true faith and solid virtues are present. For there has not usually been one single or certain mode of true revelations, nor is one more certain or more customary than another. Blessed Angela of Foligno writes that these spiritual illuminations and revelations used to happen to her in one way at one time, and in another way at another: "so that there is always newness there, and this is wholly indescribable. For revelations and visions are of one mode at one time and another at another." Thus she writes at the end of chapter 56. In the whole work you will find that she describes diverse modes which she experienced, especially two remarkable ones by which Christ the Lord was accustomed to exhibit himself as present to her soul, in chapter 26.

Just as the preceding species is true, so this one is false. Therefore I placed it before conjectation, which is, as it were, mixed.


Question I. What Is Divination?

That there is such a thing is certain, even from Cicero as witness, whose two books on it survive. It seems to be nothing other than the signification of hidden things from covenants agreed with a demon. I say signification, because it is not completed by the intellective or cognitive act of the mind alone, but also uses outward signs and words; in this respect it differs from the judgment acquired through vain observance. It concerns past and present things as well as future things, provided that those things are hidden, that is, far removed from human cognition. Therefore I have preferred to say "of hidden things" rather than "of future things." For prophecy and divination agree in their matter.

The things added about a covenant with a demon separate divination from prophecy and from natural conjectation. The latter is born from discipline and human observation; the former, however, is infused from above by God. Since all divination, whatever it is, depends upon the help of a demon, who imitates divinity by stealing divination, whence it is also called divination as if an imitation of divinity, it follows that divination cannot advance further than the demon's knowledge extends. It also follows that divination is not performed by art or by nature.

Magi use various instruments for it. One who has an express pact with a demon, knowing that nothing happens more pleasingly to him than the idolatrous worship of human beings, generally interposes sacrifice, after an altar has been set up, prayers recited, incense lit, and garments worn like those of our priests. Yet they do not always do this, either because narrowness of time does not permit it, or because the form of divination which they are using does not require it. For there are several and diverse forms, as I shall teach later. Those who have a tacit pact use various observances according to the nature of the crime, not indeed sacrificing, but nevertheless referring the things they do and say, knowingly or unknowingly, to the honor of the demon.



[margin: Cicero, On Divination; Grillandus on pact with demons and divination]


Question II. What Hidden Things Can a Demon Reveal?

Some things, not all. They cannot reveal all things, because they do not know all things. This is the common opinion of the orthodox after Tertullian and Origen: namely, of Augustine, Eusebius, Anselm, Rabanus, Damascene, and St. Thomas. I shall set down only the words of Mark the historian, who, after narrating the mendacious answers of the idol of Venus, subjoins these things:


Demons are such that, in order to deceive, they say nothing true. Nor can they certainly foreknow anything, but from things likely to be true they present themselves among those who serve them as though they knew things beforehand. For how can those who have fallen away from the truth speak truth? If in some things it happens that they divine, this happens from what occurs, in the same way as it happens also among human beings, who often predict certain future things about a matter about to happen.



These words, spoken rather obscurely, are to be understood thus, so that they are true: demons prefer to lie, but can speak truth if they wish, and even customarily do speak it sometimes, yet in such a way that they deceive by this very truth. They can also predict scientifically some things which do not surpass created knowledge, according to the things that must soon be said.



[margin: Demonic knowledge: Tertullian, Apologeticus, chapter 21; Origen; Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel; Augustine, On the Divination of Demons; John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith, book 2, chapter 4; Anselm, On the Fall of the Devil, chapter 21; Rabanus on chapter Sciendum, 26 question 4; Thomas Aquinas on demons and in part 1, question 56; Mark the Historian, Life of St. Porphyrius of Gaza, on lying demonic responses]

First, the demon cannot certainly predict those things which are altogether freely future. Such are, first, those which depend absolutely on the will of God: supernatural mysteries, and also the governments and changes of kingdoms and commonwealths, because the hearts of princes are in the hand of God, who alone changes them as he pleases. Second are those things which depend on the freedom of human choice, such as what I am going to do or think tomorrow. Third are future contingents in the strict and proper sense, as long as they do not have a certain and determined cause.

Second, from those things which he does not certainly know, the demon can predict many things only probably and by making conjecture. For by long observation he has acquired for himself the highest experience, he is strong with angelic acuteness of intellect, and he knows very well the powers of natural things and to what they can incline the human will through the sensitive appetite. He knows the temperaments and affections of all human beings; he knows what usually follows from these and those things. Hence it happens that he often predicts exactly what and when people are going to do something, or even that God is going to punish this or that people, that such an army will be afflicted by sword, famine, or pestilence, or that such a person will be killed by such a person. For he can gather this also from the diligence and trustworthiness of conspirators, and from the sluggishness and carelessness of guarding or repelling danger.

Thus, in Nicetas, that fanatic Basilacius predicted to Isaac the blinding and deposition from the throne which soon followed. This seer was living near Rhaedestus and was considered a prophet by the common people. But Nicetas says:


He was saying nothing true or clear about future things, but poured forth confused words, self-contradictory and perplexed. Although he sometimes mixed in certain ridiculous things, he nevertheless drew a crowd of shepherds, farmers, and oarsmen. By touching the breasts of women who came to him, and by exploring such things, he produced obscure oracles; and to most questions he did not respond. He carried out his divinations with running about and mad gestures. There also stood by him a certain little old woman, stupid and insane, related to him, who explained to those consulting him what the gestures of Basilacius were signifying concerning future things and interpreted his silence as wise speech. Thus, as I said, the man was commonly held to be a seer and was thought to predict future things, especially by little women, to whom filthy questions and shameful entanglements of garments were dear as sport and play. To sensible people he seemed an inept stage-player and an old blockhead. There were also those who not obscurely indicated that he was endowed with a Pythonic spirit; and I strongly agree with their judgments.



Quite rightly so: the obscene inquiry, running about, and perplexed words all prove that he was a Satanic fanatic. So too do the things which follow:


When the emperor came to him, he neither received him as one endowed with such great power, nor responded to his greeting, "Hail, father Basilacius," nor thanked him by a silent nod of the head. But running this way and that, like a little foal or a raging man, he cursed those who came near, not even sparing the emperor himself. At last, after omitting those restless agitations, with the staff which he carried in his hands he erased the eyes of the emperor's image, which had been painted on the wall of his chamber. He even tried to remove the felt cap from its head. When he had done this, the emperor despised him as a madman and went away.



The event soon proved the prophecy; yet any person of keen prudence could have foreseen it, since Alexius was tending most diligently toward his brother's destruction, while Isaac, with inopportune security, was shutting out and repelling all informers, so that he seemed to wish to perish.



[margin: Nicetas Choniates, book 3, on Basilacius and the probable prediction of Isaac's blinding]

Third, the Devil can certainly predict whatever depends on necessary causes, that is, those which cannot be impeded by other natural causes, such as the motions of the heavens, eclipses, conjunctions of stars, and things of that sort. But those things which do not happen necessarily, but only for the most part, because they can be impeded by other natural causes, such as showers, rains, storm-clouds, sounding tempests, and other things of this kind, he knows by conjectures and predicts only probably. He can also certainly predict those things which he knows that he himself, if God permits, is going to do. For example, if, God permitting, he himself was the author and bearer of some pestilence, he knows that the violence of the plague is going to cease on a certain day; and still more certainly if, by pact, the disease will cease when some certain sign hidden somewhere or agreed upon is removed. He will be able to predict the end of the evil with certainty.

I think this was the case with that man of Famagusta in Cyprus, who, after gathering an assembly of the people in the forum, predicted that he would die within the space of an hour and that, as soon as he was dead, the plague would cease. Both things happened. A demon had manifested this to him, as Villamontius relates. Likewise the demon can predict those things which he has understood by revelation, whether that revelation is contained in Sacred Scripture or was otherwise manifested to the demon by God. By this path malignant spirits once predicted many things about the mysteries of the faith, the birth of Christ and his miracles, the overthrow of idolatry, and similar things. In this way they taught Hermes that the superstition of the Egyptians would be abolished; Apollo announced that he yielded to the Hebrew boy; and other things of this kind have been carefully gathered by Steuchus Eugubinus.



[margin: Villamontius, Peregrinationes, book 2, chapter 7, on the Famagusta plague-prediction; Augustine, City of God, book 8, chapter 23, and Steuchus Eugubinus, Perennial Philosophy, book 14, on Hermes and Apollo]

Fourth, one must not at all doubt that the demon retains in memory all past things which he has received either by someone else's report or which were done in his own presence. For then the act of cognition, knowing the thing as present, left its species impressed in the demon's mind.

Fifth, there is no obscure question about present things. Whatever things have been produced by an external act, such as secret thefts, lost things, treasures formerly buried, and metals underground, which escape human cognition, are known to demons. Concerning thoughts alone, remaining in the mind, it is disputed whether the demon knows them. Experience has often proved him not to be a lying accuser, but one who, through energumens, strikes with true darts of infamy. I know what Scotus, Durandus, and Ockham thought. Yet I prefer the more common opinion of Albert the Great, Alexander of Hales, St. Thomas, Bonaventure, Richard, and Ariminensis: by his natural power he cannot know any free affections or spontaneous thoughts of a human being without some manifestation. This is proper to God. By this argument the holy Fathers Ambrose and others prove the divinity of Christ and the Holy Spirit from cognition of the secrets of thoughts.

Even Gentiles confessed that such thoughts are known only to the divine nature and that other beings do not know them. But if thoughts are disclosed by a motion of the face or of some member, or by some other external sign, demons perceive the inward affections of the soul more skillfully and more cleverly from such indications than the most practiced physicians do, as Augustine and Cassian teach. The ancient cheat can also disturb a human being so violently by phantasms sent in that the person can scarcely turn his mind to anything else, or think anything else at that time, than what has been suggested by him. Thus it happens that he seems to divine the things a person is thinking. This happened in the Albigensian vision of which Cardan writes from Augustine. Thus too Scotus of Parma, at Maastricht in the year 1579, used to hunt for this knowledge of thoughts. He would say, "Think whatever you wish, and I shall divine the thought." Obviously the demon would immediately send in a very troublesome thought about some matter known to the mage. In the year 1600, that Greek little impostor among the Brabanters did the same thing. By this fraud Apollonius of Tyana was famous in Philostratus.



[margin: Knowledge of thoughts: 3 Kings 8:39 and Acts 1:24; Ambrose on Luke 5, Jerome on Matthew 9, Chrysostom, homily 30 on Matthew, Cyril, book 2 on John, Augustine, and Didymus, On the Holy Spirit, on divine knowledge of hearts; Xenophon, book 4 on Socrates; Apollonius of Tyana's oration to Domitian; Julian in Ammianus, book 25; Gellius; Augustine, On the Divination of Demons, chapter 5; Cassian, Conference 7, chapter 16; Gerson on examining doctrines, letter O near the end, on demonic inference from bodily signs and imagination]

Sixth, some frauds of the Devil should be noted concerning these things. When he is ignorant of a future matter, then, if he deals before the more prudent and learned, he answers in a weak tone, ambiguously, or in a perplexed and obscure way, so that he is scarcely understood. Various ancient writers supply examples, and Grillandus gives a more recent one, also testifying that the same is customarily done by him. But if he deals with the ignorant and simple, who will not easily detect the deception, he lies boldly and openly.

The reason for answering so ambiguously is that, however the matter turns out, he may obtain praise if it happens according to the consultant's wish; but if it happens otherwise, he can pretend that the person asking was ignorant and dull, and did not understand the meaning of the answer. Behold, he answers Croesus:


Croesus, after crossing the Halys, will destroy great kingdoms.



If Croesus had conquered Cyrus, the demon would have said, "This is what I meant: that you would lay waste all the enemy's forces." When Croesus is conquered, he says, "This is what I meant: that you would lose your very great kingdoms. Why did you not grasp my meaning?" The mother of Ferratus, count of Flanders, received a similar answer when the son, after an unhappy battle, exchanged a crown for a prison. Read Gaguin, book 7 of the History of France, and Bernard Girard, book 10 of the Annals.



[margin: Grillandus on ambiguous demonic answers; Croesus; Gaguin, History of the Franks, book 7, and Bernard Girard, Annals, book 10, on Ferratus, count of Flanders]

Seventh, one must know that by the speed with which demons are strong, they can very quickly announce things done in remote regions at long distances on the road, so that things predicted long before by the ignorant may be thought to have been spoken beforehand. Thus Apollonius, when he was at Ephesus, exclaimed that Domitian was being killed at Rome, as if he were present at the spectacle. Gellius reports another example about a certain young man, Aimonius another about Charibert, Grillandus another from his own time, and Nicholas Remigius many from our age. Whoever wishes more should read Grillandus, Michael Medina, and Binsfeld.



[margin: Philostratus, life of Apollonius, book 8; Gellius, Attic Nights, book 15, chapter 18; Aimoinus, Annals, book 3, chapter 22; Grillandus, question 6, number 8, and number 3; Nicholas Remigius; Michael Medina, On Right Faith in God, book 2, chapter 1; Binsfeld, under C. de maleficiis, note 10, on rapid demonic reporting]


Question III. How Divination Is Distinguished from Prophecy and Conjectation

When an express pact is present, the matter has no difficulty. In a tacit pact, judgment is more difficult. Nevertheless, three things can be observed: namely, the proportion of the thing to be known and the cause through which knowledge is sought; also the nature with which the knowledge sought is endowed; and the intention which the one seeking it has.

First, if there is such a proportion that one thing is sufficiently apprehended from another, this inquiry will not be divinatory or to be condemned. This proportion is threefold. One is such as effects have to their cause; thus an eclipse is known from the motion of the heavens. Another is such as a cause has to its effect; thus fire is known from smoke. The third is such as different effects have to a common cause with which each effect is connected, and thus they are also in some way proportioned to one another by reason of origin. Thus, because the cause of the heavenly rainbow is also the cause of fair weather, we rightly gather fair weather from the rainbow. But if from none of these three heads one thing can be known from another, the investigation should be judged joined with a tacit pact with a demon.

Second, as regards the cognition itself, or the mode of knowing, consider whether certain and infallible cognition is being sought, or at least cognition firmer than it is right to hope for, once the freedom of human choice and of other similar concurrent causes has been considered. Then a tacit pact will be judged present. From this there arises a very strong suspicion against astrologers, interpreters of dreams, and the like, who assert something absolutely about future contingents of this sort, even if they say that they wish to affirm it only probably. On the contrary, from the same head astrologers, dream-interpreters, and the like are excused if in reality they only conjecture certain things about human events as probable and indefinite, from heavenly impressions and bodily affections which human beings usually follow of their own accord.

Third, one must attend whether someone wishes seriously to seek knowledge of hidden things through means vain for that purpose, and expects it from these means alone, not from God. For then a tacit pact is presumed to be present.

From this head he will be excused from divinatory superstition who, first, gives attention to this divination only for the sake of play, knowing it to be useless. No one would judge him superstitious who looked in a hen's brain for an emerald, or on the back of an ape for a tail, knowing that he would not find it there. Second, a person is excused who, knowing that a thing is by its own nature ineffective for this purpose, nevertheless expects from God, by that thing, knowledge asked for with prayers and desires. In this way the consultatory lots in Sacred Scripture are excused: concerning Achan's theft, the cause of the storm, and Jonathan, according to the saying of the wise man: lots are cast into the lap, but they are governed by the Lord.

So too those are excused who, in a grave cause and an arduous matter, when no other remedy is available, have asked a sign from God and desire to be taught from heaven or earth, or through some human voice or action spoken or done outside the intention of the person. The servant of Abraham and Jonathan acted in this way. And these things are truer than the too-rigid positions which Nider set down in Precept 1, chapter 9, letter D, at the end.

[margin: Sixtus V's bull against astrology; Cajetan, Secunda Secundae, question 95, articles 5-6, on probability and divinatory inquiry; Scriptural lots concerning Achan, the storm, Jonathan, and the saying from Proverbs 16; Thomas Aquinas, Secunda Secundae, question 95, article 7, and Nider, Preceptorium, book 1, chapter 9, letter D near the end, on signs sought from God]


Question IV. What Kind of Sin Is Divination?

First, it is unlawful, superstitious, and savoring of heresy when knowledge is sought of things unknown to the demon himself. It is unlawful, superstitious, and plainly heretical when the worship of latria or dulia is shown to a demon, or images or books are baptized, or children are rebaptized, or the abuse of sacred things is added. It is merely unlawful and not superstitious when knowledge is sought which does not surpass the demon's ability to know.

Second, one must know that an explicit pact is always mortal, whether the demon is invoked by voice or by deed; nor among the faithful does there seem to be any place for ignorance. Alchimus Avitus, to pass over others, brought this most true sentence against unlawful divination in book 2, poem 15:


No less does rash care of knowing strike those
whom the foreknown end of life distresses,
although they think they are calling forth
shades led from the seats of hell,
mixing conversation with them and bearing back notes.
The spirit of error, which then raves in those people,
prepares answers to questions by vain figures.
And, lest we speak many single things in many words:
deceived in the present, that person will be condemned
in everlasting judgment,
whoever attempts to know what is forbidden.



Let Saul, consulting the Pythoness of Endor, and the wife of Jeroboam, consulting Beelzebub, god of the Ekronites, serve as examples.

By its nature too, divination joined only to implicit or tacit invocation, or what is the same thing, to a pact, is mortal. Yet it becomes venial, first, because of ignorance, if that ignorance was such that it could only with difficulty have been overcome, that is, if it was neither affected nor too gross or supine. Second, although lightness of matter does not ordinarily excuse, because this is a usurpation of knowledge reserved to God, which is in itself very grave even if one abstracts from the matter; nevertheless, when it was clear from plain indications that the mind and intention wholly lacked superstition, for example because the person did not so much wish to obtain knowledge as to amuse himself in jest by such a little observance, the sin would become venial vanity. Sometimes it could happen that such a jest would be free from every fault and would be used decently and opportunely, so that it would seem to belong to the virtue of eutrapelia. Thus Father Gregory of Valencia, whom I have followed in this question.



[margin: Pena, commentary 67 on part 2 of the Directorium Inquisitorum; Alchimus Avitus, Poems, book 2, chapter 15, against unlawful divination; Saul and the Pythoness of Endor, 1 Samuel 28; Jeroboam's wife and the god of Ekron, 4 Kings/2 Kings 1; Gregory of Valencia on the Secunda Secundae, disputation 6, question 12, point 4, on tacit invocation and veniality]


Question V. How Many Kinds of Divination Are There?

According to the doctrine of St. Augustine and St. Thomas, the foundation of all divination is an implicit or explicit pact with a demon. A pact is judged implicit when someone seeks knowledge reserved to God alone from some source other than God, and by means not due to that end, that is, not at all instituted for this purpose by divine providence. For by the very fact that someone has regard to these vanities and false insanities, he plainly wishes to be taught by a demon, who is the author of curiosities of this kind and mixes himself very willingly into their functions.

An explicit pact or invocation is twofold. It is either made with express and conceived words, as enchanters do when they conjure by illicit formulas instituted by a demon; or it is made by the fact and action itself, when someone does that which he knows the demon has established as a sign or token of his help and efficacy.

The theologians, like Grillandus, reduce all explicit forms to necromancy, and implicit forms to sortilege and augury, using these words too loosely and improperly, since their meaning is narrower and does not adequately comprehend all the species, which are almost countless. The matter and order now call me to treat these species one by one. I shall divide all the species which I find into two, as it were, heads. In the former I shall include those in which an express pact is clearly recognized; in the latter, the remaining ones.



[margin: Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapters 22-23; Thomas Aquinas, Secunda Secundae, question 95, article 2, on divination; Cajetan on question 95, article 3; Navarro, Manual, chapter 11, number 21; Grillandus, question 6, on explicit and implicit pact]


Question VI. On the Species of Divination in Which Open Invocation Intervenes

The chief genera of this are two: oracle, or demon-mancy, and mangany.

Oracles, vaticinia, chresmoi, manteumata, and demonomancy can all be taken for the same things. It is common to all of them that by them the Devil tried to imitate true theomancy or prophecy, by giving responses to petitioners either from caves, or from statues, or from human beings. Such were the oracles of Jupiter of Dodona, instituted by descendants of Dodanim, who were magi and consecrated the oaks, and instituted the striking of bowls, a species of divining which indeed flourished for a long time. Such also was the oracle of Jupiter Ammon, a term which, according to one etymology, signifies "truthful" in Hebrew. According to another, however, you can interpret it with Josephus as "strong." For the doubling of the middle letter pertains rather to pronunciation than to meaning. To the Greeks ammos is sand; to the Egyptians Hammon is the sun, than which, according to the Gentiles, nothing is more clear-sighted and nothing stronger.

There was also the oracle of Jupiter Trophonius, concerning which there is an accurate dialogue of Niccolo Leoniceno; and the oracles of Apollo at Delphi, Claros, Delos, Smynthos, and countless other places, and that of Venus of Gaza, known to a few. Many have thought that a physical cause could be given for these, not only the ancients, but also recent learned men. Most have thought that there was a certain peculiar exhalation of that place which made people frantic for prophesying. They use a likeness taken from those whom black bile agitates: such persons, they say, are accustomed not only to speak things unknown to themselves, but even to speak languages which they did not know at all while sane.



[margin: Oracles: dialogue on Trophonius; Caelius Calcagnini, Fagninus, Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, and Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4, on oracles; Josephus on Ammon; Niccolo Leoniceno's dialogue on Trophonius; Plutarch, On the Cessation of Oracles, Pomponazzi, On Incantations, and Levinus Lemnius on prophetic exhalations]

But what they add about speaking languages cannot be ascribed to black bile as an efficient cause, because it depends upon reflection. Moreover, sounder philosophy, that is, Christian philosophy, agrees in this matter with Psellus, whom they unjustly criticize. Psellus, and with him Codronchus and Fernelius, an outstanding physician, judged that such effects should be attributed to a demon assisting or possessing a human being, a cave, or a statue. It happens only incidentally that a demon chooses these places rather than those, where such an exhalation does not exist, as more suitable to his purpose, just as he more willingly possesses the bodies of melancholic persons. Therefore, when prophecy ceases after the body has been purged by medicines, this happens because the demon leaves bodies in which he no longer finds dispositions friendly to himself.

As for the fact that the ancient oracles ceased, this should not be attributed so much to the failure of that vapor or exhalation as to the power of our Savior Jesus. The stronger one, coming upon the strong armed one, wrested away these vessels of deception. Iamblichus, contradicting himself, judged that prophecies come neither from art, nor from nature, nor from reason, nor from any other cause, but only by divine grant, that is, from demons.



[margin: Demonic cause of oracles: Psellus; Fernelius, On Hidden Causes of Things, book 1; Codronchus, On Magical Diseases, book 2, chapter 8; Iamblichus, On Mysteries, chapters 21 and 26, on vaticination not from art, nature, or reason but from divinity, that is, demons]

The demon poured out most of these oracles through women who were practitioners of magic. Such were those women called Dodonides doves, as Pausanias taught in the Arcadica; they were so called because the Thessalians, according to Servius on the Bucolics, call both prophetesses and doves peleiai. Such were the Gallicenae, women priestesses of a Gallic deity on Sena, an island of the Breton sea, who by force of a magical song stirred up storms, seemed to transform themselves into whatever animals they wished, predicted future things, and healed things incurable to others. Such was the Pythia at Delphi, as is clear from the description of the oracle handed down by many. Such was the prophetic woman of the Branchidae, whose oracle was described by Iamblichus. The magi of Colophon, Trophonius, and Soracte were also seers, about whom Pausanias in the Achaica and Strabo in the Geography should be read.

Such was the Frankish Pythoness who deceived Merovech, concerning whom Gregory of Tours writes in the History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 14. Such are all Pythonic persons, also called ventriloquists and engastrimythoi or engastrimanteis, because a voice seemed to come forth from the lower belly, as Origen and others explain; and sternomanteis, because sometimes the demon displays himself under the breast beneath the skin and seems to speak through the breast. Caelius Rhodiginus writes that he saw such a person. They are also called Pythons from asking, pynthanesthai, and Euryclei from a certain Eurycles possessed in this way, according to Suidas and Aristophanes, or from the demon himself who possessed him, whom Plutarch calls Eurycles.



[margin: Oracle-women, Pythons, and ventriloquists: Pausanias in Arcadia and Natalis Comes, Mythology, book 6, chapter 10, on Dodonian women as doves; Servius on the Eclogues; Pomponius Mela, book 1, and Caelius Rhodiginus, Antiquities, book 13, chapter 33, on the Gallicenae; Iamblichus on the Branchidae; Pausanias in Achaia and Strabo, Geography, book 8, on Colophon, Trophonius, and Sora; Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 14, on the French Pythoness; Origen, Against Celsus, book 7, Chrysostom and Oecumenius on 1 Corinthians 12 and Acts 16, Caelius Rhodiginus, Suidas, Aristophanes, and Plutarch on ventriloquists and Eurycles]

Here belong those to whom a demon responds from a chest. I think it worthwhile to write down what two recent German writers have recorded about this matter. There was a farmer in Meissen. He brought home money enclosed in a bladder and placed it on a bench. When he had gone elsewhere, a domestic sow, a greedy and omnivorous animal, came upon the bladder, and, seeing it, devoured it. When the farmer returned, he did not find it and demanded it from his wife. The woman denied that she had seen it. What should he do? The foolish man went to an old woman living nearby, whom they considered a truth-teller. The little old woman ordered the man to stand in the light of the house and not to move a hair's breadth from a line which she had marked with chalk. Then, entering the bedroom and looking into a chest, she asked the demon about the thief in these words: "A certain N., having returned home, lost his money on such and such a day. Whom do you say stole it?" The cheat answered from the chest, his new tripod: "The domestic sow ate it. But you, say that his wife, so that she might gobble it down with the priest, her lover, secretly took it."

She reported to the farmer what the demon had ordered, but said nothing about the sow. The farmer, however, knew everything. For, fearing nothing from the old woman's prohibition, he had followed her step by step and very quietly, had stopped before the bedroom door, and had carefully observed through a crack what the sorceress was doing. Returning home, he told everything to his wife and friends. By their advice he slaughtered the sow and recovered the purse. He delivered the prophetess to justice as a slanderer and accomplice of the demon. The magistrate expiated the portent with flames.



[margin: German writers on the Meissen chest-response and the false accusation of theft]

Persons inspired by a demon are also called fanatics by the jurists; by the Greeks they are called entheoi, enthousiastikoi, and enthousiastai. They differ from the snatched and the possessed only in prophecy. Of this kind were Orpheus, Musaeus, Atticus, Tiresias, Sosipatra in Eunapius in the Life of Aedesius, the Montanists in Epiphanius, and others in Lactantius, Rufinus, and Oecumenius. By common consent the Sibyls too belong here, and it is not improbable that the name Sibyl is derived from kibel, "he received" or "accepted"; hence kabbalah signifies doctrine handed down from heaven by tradition. Certainly the most ancient of the Sibyls was Sambethe, daughter of Noah.

Such too are the ecstatics, who, snatched by a demon outside themselves, deprived of motion and sense, and thinking marvelous things, meanwhile claim to behold those things which they later proclaim as future. All fanatics of this kind, whether seers of idols, ventriloquists, ecstatics, and the rest whom I have named, are condemned in Sacred Scripture; and against these Saul had established the death penalty, or rather had executed the one established by Moses.

[margin: Fanatics and inspired persons: jurists on fanatics in Digest, De aedilitio edicto; Greek terms for inspired persons; Eunapius, Life of Aedesius, on Sosipatra; Epiphanius, heresy 85, on Montanists; Lactantius, Institutes, book 4, chapter 25; Rufinus, Ecclesiastical History, book 2, chapter 4; Oecumenius on Acts 12; Sibyls and the Hebrew root qbl/kabbalah; Leviticus 20, Deuteronomy 18, and 1 Samuel 28 against seers of idols, ventriloquists, and ecstatics]


Question VI, Section II. On Various Modes of Mangany, and First on Necromancy

The other head of divination is called goeteia, or manganeia; it has very many modes.

The chief mode is the one which some, wrongly following Iamblichus, dare to call theurgy, covering a very shameful thing with the cloak of an honorable name, as Peter Le Loyer has accurately taught. Others call it more correctly psychomancy, psychagogy, or psychopompia. Apuleius calls it a sepulchral song; in common usage, by a Greek name, we call it necromancy.



[margin: Leviticus 20; Deuteronomy 18; 1 Samuel 28; Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4, chapter 4; Augustine, City of God, book 10, chapter 9; Claudian; Apuleius on sepulchral song]

The Gentiles practiced this art in certain places which they thought to be mouths of hell, as on the western shore of Gaul, among the Thesprotians, at Tarentum, at Avernus, among the Cimmerians, and at Heraclea. They used certain rites by which they thought they summoned the Manes. Our poets describe these rites accurately. Horace writes in Satire 8:


By incantations and poisons they disturb human minds.
I cannot destroy or restrain these women by any means
as soon as the wandering moon has lifted her lovely face;
they gather bones and harmful herbs.
I myself saw Canidia, clothed in a black cloak,
walking barefoot, with hair spread loose,
and howling with the elder Sagana.
Pallor made both horrible to look upon.
They began to scrape the earth with their nails
and tear a black lamb to pieces with their teeth.
Blood was poured into the trench,
so that from it they might summon the Manes,
souls that would give responses.
There was a woolen image, and another of wax.
The woolen one was larger,
that it might restrain the lesser with punishments.
The waxen one stood like a suppliant,
in the manner of a slave already about to perish.
One calls on Hecate, the other on savage Tisiphone, etc.





[margin: Horace, Satires 1.8; marginal note on women of Melos tearing apart a lamb in a ritual of sworn compact; Del Rio's numbered notes on the ritual elements]

Seneca, in the Oedipus, sings that Tiresias carried out this magic art in a grove darkened by the dense shade of trees, so that he might summon Laius:


When the aged priest brought his step here,
the place did not delay: night stood ready.
Then the earth is dug in a trench,
and fires snatched from funeral pyres are thrown above it.
The prophet himself covers his body in a deathly garment,
shakes his brow,
and a mournful robe covers his feet.
The old man, sad in filthy dress, enters.
A death-bearing yew binds his white hair.
Two-year-old sheep with black fleece,
and black cattle, are dragged backward.
The flame seizes the feast;
wine quivers with deathly fire;
the victim shudders.
Then he calls the Manes,
and you who rule the Manes,
and the one who keeps closed the barriers of the deathly lake.
He rolls out a magical song,
and, threatening with swift recitation,
chants whatever either placates the light shades
or compels them.
Blood waters the ditches,
whole cattle burn,
and he saturates the cavern with much blood.
Above this he pours the snowy liquid of milk,
and with the left hand pours wine.
Again and again he chants,
and, looking at the ground,
with heavier voice and in awe calls up the Manes.



I have added numerical notes so that you may understand that just as many ritual elements are expressed, with the utmost accuracy, in these verses, as that poet is accustomed to do. Anyone who wants more about them may consult our Adversaria and Commentaries, already published in past years.



[margin: Seneca, Oedipus, with Del Rio's numbered notes on necromantic ritual elements]

Statius, however, added the number of the altars and victims, and certain other details, when he described this same summoning by Tiresias very copiously, though not very clearly. I shall add some light by writing down what belonged to the duty of those who promised commentaries. First, therefore, he indicates that Tiresias was accustomed to devote himself only to this kind of divination, neglecting the others:


He consults the gods,
not with the abundant slaughter of bullocks,
not with eager wing,
or with entrails breathing truth,
not with the entangled tripod
or with numbers pursuing the stars,
nor with incense-smoke hovering above the altars.



He then adds that Tiresias was accustomed only to call forth the Manes, and that he was going to do this then. First he had purified and fortified the Theban king who had consulted him, so that no harm would be inflicted on him by the Manes. Yet the first little verse is corrupt, and perhaps some preceding line has fallen out:


As deeply as the hard boundary of death lay open
when the Manes had been called forth, he reports...



Soon afterward:


Beforehand he prepares the leader,
and with the torn entrails of two-year-old sheep around him,
and with the breath of odorous sulphur,
and with fresh grasses and long murmuring,
he purifies him.



Then, after describing an ancient, shadowy, and horrible grove, sacred to Hecate and infested with specters, he writes:


Here the aged prophet,
because the earth is suitable for Stygian rites
and the lonely places please him, rich with much gore,
orders sheep and herds of dark fleece to stand black.
Then he himself, handling the beasts by hand,
wreathes their savage horns with iron-colored garlands
at the threshold of the noted wood.
First, in the earth hollowed out, he pours down nine times
the streams of Bacchus,
then the gifts of spring milk
and Actaean showers,
sweetened with blood.
The more dry earth drinks, the more is heaped upon the Manes.
Then he rolls up trunks of trees;
and the sad priest orders three hearths for Hecate,
as many for the Fates,
and as many for accursed Acheron.
For you, ruler of Avernus,
although sunk in the ground,
a pine altar nevertheless rises in the air above the mound;
beside this, lower by its heap,
an altar is raised for Persephone.
The cypress covers the sides
with leaves and all her mourned-for growth.
Now the tall heads, marked by iron
and by the pure libation of grain,
fell into the wound.
Then the newly married Manto,
catching the blood in bowls,
first offers it,
and all the pyres, thrice encircled
after the custom of her sacred parent,
receive the severed fibers
and the entrails still breathing.
Nor does Tiresias delay the swift torches
placed beneath the black leaves,
and he himself felt the branches sounding in the flames
and the sad heaps crackling.





[margin: Statius, Thebaid, with marginal glosses on iron-colored wreaths, altars for Hecate, the Fates, Acheron, Pluto, and Persephone, cypress in funeral use, and the first and second libations of blood]

Next follows his first magical song, for Papinius puts down two of them, by which he invokes Tartarus or the lower world, Pluto, Persephone, Hecate, Tisiphone, and orders the Manes of the Cadmean race to be allowed to go out freely, while the others remain:


Tartarean seats, and fearful realm
of insatiable Death,
and you, most savage of brothers,
to whom the Manes are given to serve,
and the eternal punishments of the guilty,
and the lowest palace of the world:
open the mute places to the one who knocks.
Stern Persephone,
bring forth the crowd hidden under hollow night,
and let the porter return in his boat full of Styx.
Bring your steps together;
let there not be one simple rule for the shades
when they return into the light.
You, clouded Arcadian,
separate the Elysian souls with your powerful wand.
But those who died through crimes,
many of them from Erebus
and many from the race of Cadmus,
let Tisiphone, shaking out her snake
and going before with flaming yew,
open day to them.
Let not Cerberus, at his meeting,
twist back the shades who lack the light.



At last the second and threatening incantation follows, since the prophet could not endure the delay:


And here Tiresias, when the shades were not yet coming, said:
I call to witness the gods to whom we have consecrated these fires,
and the bowls, and the earth torn up and given over.
I can no longer bear the delay.
Am I heard as an empty priest?
Or must a Thessalian woman command you with raging song?
Will you go whenever a Colchian woman,
armed with Scythian poisons,
drives you and Tartarus grows pale with trembling motion?
Why is less care given to us?
If it pleases me not to raise bodies from their tombs,
not to empty urns full of ancient bones,
not to dishonor the gods of the upper world and Erebus together,
not to cut bloodless mouths with iron
or pluck the sickly fibers of the dead,
do not despise my slender years
and this cloud on my darkened brow.
I warn you: we too have the power to favor.
For we know whatever you fear to have spoken or done,
and how to trouble Hecate,
and, unless you fear Thymbraeus, etc.;
and the highest power of the threefold world,
whom it is forbidden to know:
him, but I am silent; tranquil old age forbids it.
Now I shall eagerly...





[margin: Statius, Thebaid, second incantation and threat against the powers below]

From these verses of Papinius I have noted more than twenty ritual elements besides. To prove each one would be the task of an entire book. I add only this: from here two modes of necromancy are evident. One works through sacrifice and incantation alone, the mode Tiresias used. The other is the Thessalian mode, with more deadly rites added: bones and fibers of the dead, and other things plainly funereal. Lucan describes this in book 6, when he treats Erichtho raising the soul of a dead Roman soldier.

First, therefore, among the corpses, wavering in mind over which one she should take,


at last she chooses a body pierced through the throat,
and with a hook inserted into the deadly knots
the corpse that is to live is dragged
over rocks and stones,
and is placed under the high cliff of the hollow mountain,
which sad Erichtho had condemned to her rites.



When she had the corpse there in her cave, which a shadowy grove made still darker, where no light ever came from the sun, she took on the clothing fitting the precepts of her art:


With discolored and variegated dress,
the Fury clothes herself;
her face is covered with loosened hair,
and her terrible hair is bound with viperous wreaths.



Then she begins the work and applies the usual instruments, by which the body seems to be brought back to life:


First she fills the breast with hot blood,
newly loosened from wounds,
and washes the marrow with gore,
and abundantly administers lunar poison.
Whatever nature brought forth by an ill birth is mixed here:
not the foam of dogs, to which water is a terror;
not the entrails of a lynx;
not the grim knot of a hyena;
not the marrow of a stag fed on serpents;
not the echeneis holding back a ship
while the East wind stretches its cables
in the midst of the waters;
not the eyes of dragons;
not the stones that sound when warmed under a pregnant bird;
not the flying serpent of the Arabs,
nor the viper born in the Red Sea,
guardian of the precious shell;
not the membrane of a Libyan cerastes still alive;
not the ash of the phoenix placed on an eastern altar.
After she had brought together those vile things,
the pests that have names,
she added leaves saturated with an unspeakable charm,
herbs on which her dreadful mouth had spat as they were born,
and whatever poison she herself had given to the world.





[margin: Lucan, Pharsalia 6, on Erichtho's corpse, magical dress, poisons, the echeneis, dragon-stones, flying serpents, cerastes, phoenix ash, and cursed herbs]

After the herbs there follows a double incantation: first with howling, like Horace's Sagana, and with the rough sound of wild beasts; then with a conceived and solemn song. Even today they put muttering before the words:


Then a voice, more powerful than Lethean herbs,
compels the gods.
First she poured out discordant murmurs,
much unlike human speech.
That voice has the barking of dogs and the groans of wolves,
what the trembling owl complains,
what the night-hag shrieks,
what the wild beast hisses and the snake whistles.
It expresses the crashing of waves against rocks,
the sound of woods,
and the thunder of broken cloud.
The voice of so many things was one.
Soon she explains the rest in Thessalian song,
and with her tongue penetrates Tartarus.





[margin: Lucan, Pharsalia 6, on Erichtho's animal-voice incantation and Thessalian song]

Two songs are then added, the first, like those earlier ones of Tiresias, a supplication, the second a threat. In the supplication she calls on the Eumenides, Styx, Chaos, Pluto, Death, the Elysian fields, Persephone, Hecate, Cerberus, the Fates, and Charon. She adds an entreaty in which she recalls her own merits and her constant worship of them, the murder of infants, and anthropophagy:


Hear my prayers,
if I call you with a mouth sufficiently impious and polluted;
if I have never sung these songs
while fasting from human entrails;
if I have often given full breasts
and washed entrails with warm brain;
if any infant, whose head and inner parts I placed on your platters,
was going to live:
obey the one who prays.



At last, when the shade, already appearing, was afraid to enter its own corpse and refused to do what she had commanded:


Erichtho marvels that such delays have been allowed by fate,
and, angered at Death,
beats the unmoved corpse with a living serpent.
Through the hollows of the earth,
in the clefts which her song had opened,
she barks at the Manes
and breaks the silences of the kingdom.



She does this with those threats of the old magi which Porphyry mocked and remembered. I find them expressed nowhere else so clearly. They are these:


Tisiphone and Megaera, safe from my voice,
do you not drive the unhappy soul
through the empty places of Erebus with savage lashes?
Now I shall call you out by your true name,
and leave the Stygian hounds in the upper light.
I shall follow you through pyres, through funerals,
drive you from all tombs,
and expel you from every urn.
And you, Hecate,
who are accustomed to go before the gods with another borrowed face,
I shall show in your pale, wasted form,
and I shall forbid you to change the face of Erebus.
I shall reveal beneath what immense weight of earth
the feasts of Enna hold you;
by what covenant you love the sad king of night;
and by what defilement Ceres suffered you
and refused to call you back.
On you, worst ruler of the world,
I shall send Titan through the ruptured caverns,
and have you struck suddenly by day.
Do you obey?
Or must that one be compelled,
whose name, when called,
never fails to shake the trembling earth,
who sees the Gorgon unveiled,
who with his lashes chastises the terrified Erinys,
who looks upon Tartarus though hidden from you,
for whom you are the gods above,
who swears falsely by the Stygian waves?





[margin: Porphyry on magicians' threats against demons; Lucan's threats by true names; Claudian's imitation of the threatening conjuration]

Nor did she only do this. After she had driven the shade into its body, she also drove it to speak its fates, and promised it immunity from magical songs thereafter:


Tell me, says the Thessalian woman,
what I command, for a great reward.
For if you speak the truth,
we shall guarantee you immune from Thessalian arts
for the whole age of the world.
With such a tomb,
with such woods and Stygian song,
I shall burn your limbs
that your shade, though sung over,
will hear no magi.
Let it be worth so much to have lived again.
Neither words nor herbs shall dare
to loosen from you the long sleep of Lethe
once death has given it.



She also added a song by which the shade was given knowledge of whatever she consulted. Finally, when the corpse had answered, the shade could not depart without Erichtho's permission. She therefore grants it the power of returning:


Thus, after it had completed its fates,
it stands sad with silent face
and asks for death again.
Magical songs and herbs are needed
so that the corpse may fall,
and fate cannot give the soul back to itself.
Once the liver is consumed,
she builds a great pyre with much wood.
The dead man goes to the fires.
Erichtho leaves the young man laid upon the kindled flame,
at last allowed to die.





[margin: Lucan, Pharsalia 6, on Erichtho restoring the corpse, promising release from magical songs, and returning the shade to death]

That is, if a dead man could die, or be raised again by magical art. But the poet has spoken metaphorically of life and death with respect to the shade, as if it were the soul. In these verses there are thirty-two magical observances marked in this kind of divination.

To this second species, insofar as its practitioners commit outrages against the dead, the penalty of deportation, or death for low-status persons, was appointed; and by later law the death penalty was decreed by Constantine against summoners in either species. Tertullian uncovers the secret when he teaches that not the shades of the dead, but demons in their place, appear; that demons operate under the guise of souls; and that every appearance of an incorporeal thing in bodily form is a deception. Crespet gives new and old examples of demons who appeared and lied that they were the souls of the dead in his book On the Hatred of Satan, discourse 12, near the end.

[margin: Roman and imperial laws on sepulchral violation, magic, and summoners; Constantine's law against summoners; Tertullian, On the Soul; Crespet, On the Hatred of Satan]

The earlier mode of Tiresias, in which the bare image or idol of the soul was displayed and was accomplished by invocation alone, was properly called sciomancy. The later mode, in which the Devil often simulated the figure of the whole human composite even when no corpse was present, for example when someone wanted to see the dress and bodily stature of Achilles, was ordinarily never obtained without the shedding of blood. For that reason Apollonius of Tyana, to show himself more skilled than others, denied that he had poured out blood. Strictly it was called necyomancy or necromancy. Glycas, discussing the verb kledonizesthai, writes that some take that word for the observation of all things, while others take it for evocation. For kledon, he says, is called the attraction of Genii by certain incantations and their bringing down from on high, the word being derived from kalo, "I call" or "I summon."

Elsewhere the same writer put before us no obscure example in that Santabarenus, the pseudo-monk. He is said to have shown to the emperor Basil his dead son as if he were still alive. For he caused Constantine, by an imaginary appearance, to meet his father as a horseman in a certain wood. When the emperor thought he had seen him, embraced him, and kissed him, he soon lost him from his eyes as he vanished. He deceived the emperor, but not Leo the Philosopher, the younger son of Basil, who always regarded Santabarenus not as a saint but as a poisoner, as he truly was.



[margin: Philostratus, book 4, on Apollonius; Glycas, Annals, part 2, on kledonizesthai; Santabarenus, part 4, folio 45, and Basil]

The Sacred Scriptures seem to call this divination "divination by Python," obviously using Python for a demon coming and answering from a deep cave of the earth. It is a thing full of danger, both to the magician himself, whom the Devil sometimes carries off and removes from the sight and society of life, as Franciscus Picus narrates of a certain man; and also to those who consult curiously, since some are driven from their minds and perish badly, as a certain king did in our own times. Who does not know the unhappy end of Heliogabalus, most devoted to this superstition? Under the old law the penalty of death was inflicted on both: on the consultant and on the one consulted. Nor are there lacking those who understand the saying of the royal psalmist about these practices: "They ate the sacrifices of the dead," and that saying of Isaiah, "Should one seek from the dead on behalf of the living?"

Let this suffice concerning necromancy. On it there exists an ingenious work by Stephen Forcadel, jurist, in which he introduces the legal authorities Papinian, Africanus, Paul, and others, explaining their own answers.



[margin: 1 Kings/1 Samuel 28:7-8; Franciscus Picus, On Foreknowledge, book 4, chapter 9; Psellus, On Demons, book 2, chapter 3; Xiphilinus in the Life of Heliogabalus; Deuteronomy 18:11 joined with Leviticus 20:6 and 20:27; Psalm 105:28; Isaiah 8:19; Stephen Forcadel's work on necromancy and legal authorities]


Question VI, Section III. On Hydromancy

I shall speak separately of hydromancy also, because it threatens no one with richer impostures. Iamblichus mentions hydromanteia, or divination by waters, which is said to have been highly valued by the emperor Andronicus. For when he saw himself beset by many hatreds and troubles because of his cruel edict for killing the relatives of conspirators, he turned himself to the worship of harmful spirits in order to know future events.

Nicetas Choniates says: "He gave himself over entirely to those who conjecture future things from waters, as if through darkness, and seek after images of things to come as if from shadows and rays of the sun." He himself did not wish to be present at the nocturnal rites, out of fear, I think, of disgrace, but entrusted the matter to Hagiochristophorites Stephen. Stephen called in Seth, who had from early youth been devoted to such oracles and had therefore lost his eyes by order of the emperor Manuel. With a certain rite he asked who would be emperor after Andronicus. The evil genius displayed in the waters the first letters of the name Isaac, but in reversed order, "Si" instead of "Is"; and in a second response added that it would happen before the Exaltation of the Cross. And afterward it happened exactly so, within that time, when Andronicus was killed by order of Isaac Angelus.

[margin: Iamblichus's term hydromancy; Nicetas Choniates, book 2, on Andronicus, Hagiochristophorites Stephen, Seth, and Isaac Angelus]

Nicetas adds that he does not know the mode of that divination, nor does he wish to know it. Yet to avoid superstition, it is not useless to know. I find various species of hydromancy. One was done by a ring suspended from a thread in water, striking the sides of the little vessel by established blows. Another was done by throwing three little stones into still water and observing the circles which, intertwined with one another in threefold fashion, spread around the stones. A third was taken from the varied agitation of the sea; in this way the Sicilians and Euboeans once made observations, and today many sailors do the same.

From this arose the superstition of certain eastern Christians, who every year baptize the sea as if it were animate. A very different matter is the annual act by which the prince of the Venetians, after throwing a ring into the sea, espouses the Adriatic to himself. That is an indication of dominion, not an argument of magic. It is done in memory of the naval victory in which, under Doge Sebastian Ziani, they defeated Otto, son of Frederick Barbarossa, and presented him as captive to Alexander III, the pontiff who had fled to Venice. Then the pontiff offered Ziani a ring taken from his own hand, saying: "Trusting in my authority by this ring, you shall subject the ocean to yourself, and every year, on the day on which you obtained this victory in defense of the Church, you and your descendants shall espouse the sea, so that all may know that dominion of the sea has been granted to you because you faithfully undertook care and zeal for the protection of the Apostolic See. Let this be to you like a pledge of blessing and of favorable fortune hereafter."



[margin: Villamontius, book 1 of his travel narrative, chapter 34, and Sabellicus, Decade 1, book 7, on the Venetian espousal of the Adriatic, Sebastian Ziani, Otto, and Alexander III]

The fourth mode was taken from the color of water and from images appearing in it. Thus Varro relates that the outcome of the Mithridatic war was foretold in many verses. For this purpose certain particular springs existed in antiquity, whence it was called pegomancy. Macrobius teaches from Xenagoras that the craters of the Palici in Sicily were of this sort. There was such a cistern in Egypt in the temple of Aphaca, concerning which Zosimus records marvels. To omit the marsh of Juno near Lacedaemonian Epidamnus and the oracle of Apollo Thyrxeius near the Cyanean rocks at Lycus, in the spring close to the temple, the superstition of the old Celts, that is, the Germans, seems to be referred here: they entrusted newborn children to the river Rhine, believing that if the children were spurious they would be swallowed up, but if legitimate they would float unharmed. Claudian alludes to it:


And those whom the Rhine tests at birth in its flood.



We have said more on this matter in our commentary on Seneca's tragedies.

[margin: Macrobius, Saturnalia, book 5, chapter 19, on the Palici craters; Zosimus, in the life of Aurelian, on the Aphaca cistern; Pausanias in Achaia; Claudian on the Rhine testing infants]

Fifth, they placed a cup full of water and, with words muttered over it, observed whether the water would spontaneously boil up and overflow. The sixth mode is the Fezzan mode: there they pour water into a glass dish, mix into it a drop of oil, and thus think that in the water, as in a mirror, they see marvelous things. Clement of Alexandria indicates the seventh mode when he writes that German women were accustomed to observe the sound, whirlpools, and circlings of rivers, and from these to predict future things.

Finally, those who still today in Italy, to detect the authors of thefts, write the names of three suspects on the same number of little balls and throw them into water are not alien to hydromancy. Much more wicked are those who abuse holy water for this purpose.



[margin: John Leo Africanus, Description of Africa, book 3, on Fezzan water-glass divination; Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, book 1, on German women reading rivers]

In the time of St. Bernardino of Siena there still survived traces of pegomancy. For the man who composed his life, a writer contemporary with him, left this account about Arezzo: outside the walls of that city there was an ancient spring, already long ago dedicated to impure demons in those times when idolatry reigned. The citizens of Arezzo and other neighbors round about were accustomed to flow to it as to the oracle of Apollo, seeking responses to their hidden questions and cures for their diseases. Bernardino, a true worshiper and lover of the Christian religion, noticed this and rose most vigorously against that worship of demons. First, after holding and completing a sermon to the people, and after strongly confirming everyone's mind, he urged them to follow him to demolish and utterly abolish the habitation of the most impure demons. Then, seizing an axe or hammer, he went out with the people to the spring; and when he came to the demon's shrine, he himself first began to strike it, overturned the altar, and completely stopped up the spring with stones.



[margin: Life of St. Bernardino of Siena, chapter 40, on the Arezzo spring and Bernardino's destruction of the demonic shrine]


Question VI, Section IV. On Other Kinds of Mangany

First comes lecanomancy, which Psellus and Nicetas mention, and which Cedrenus testifies was used by John the Magus, teacher of the emperor Theophilus. Curopalates calls him John, the iconomach patriarch; Glycas writes that Nectanebus, king of Egypt and the true father of Alexander, most skilled in magic, learned by this art that Egypt would come under the power of enemies. The Turks use it today. They throw precious stones, little plates of gold and silver, and various characters into a basin full of water; then a response is heard from the bottom of the basin.

[margin: Psellus, in the place just cited, final chapter, and Nicetas, cited book 2, on lecanomancy; Cedrenus and Curopalates on John the Magus; Glycas, Annals 2, on Nectanebus]

Second is gastromancy. This was done through bellied glass bowls similarly full of water, with a pure boy or a pregnant woman looking in. In place of a response, certain figures and images appeared.

Third is catoptromancy, which displays in polished mirrors the figures of things sought. It was used by Didius Julianus, the emperor who bought the empire. Spartian says of him: "There was besides this madness in Julianus, that he performed many things through magi, by which he thought either the people's hatred could be softened or the arms of the soldiers restrained. For they sacrificed certain victims not suited to Roman rites, chanted profane incantations, and did those things which are said to be done at a mirror, in which boys with their eyes bound are said to look at the crown of the head after incantation. Julianus did this. Then the boy is said to have seen both the arrival of Severus and the departure of Julianus."



[margin: Spartian, in the life of Didius Julianus, on the mirror rite and the boy seeing Severus and Julianus]

Pausanias reports another form mixed with pegomancy when treating Patrae in Achaia. In front of the temple of Ceres, he says, there is a spring separated from the temple by a stone wall. "I learned that in that place there was an oracle that was most truthful. From it they predicted the outcomes not of all matters, but only of diseases. They lower a mirror, suspended by a slender cord, balancing it so that it is not wholly submerged in the spring, but touches the surface of the water at its lowest edge. Then, after they have burned incense and duly prayed to the goddess, they look into the mirror, and from its images divine whether the sick person about whom they consult will die or live. This divination of the water extends no further." Recent writers also record of Pythagoras that he used to inscribe letters tempered with human blood on a concave mirror, set the mirror opposite the moon, and thus divine.

[margin: Pausanias in Achaia on the Patrae mirror-oracle; Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4, on the Pythagorean mirror tradition]

Fourth, not unlike the preceding, is crystallomancy, except that it is done in pieces of crystal enclosed in a ring or in some other vessel, or even naked, and formed into a cylinder or obelisk, in which they pretend that a demon dwells. They say that in Nuremberg, in the year 1530, a certain man saw in crystal treasures shown by a demon. Later, when he was seeking them by digging at a place outside the city, with one familiar present as witness, and when they had already seen in the cave a chest and a black dog lying by it, the magician entered the cave to open the chest and drive off the dog. But he had not brought the Cerberian morsel with him; therefore the dog shook the top of the cave and buried the wretch in its collapse, and the cave too was filled with earth.

A certain man in our fathers' memory, learned in Greek and Latin letters, and fortunate if only he had not presumed to handle the mysteries of the faith with unwashed hands, published in Germany a learned commentary on the nature of demons and prefixed it to Plutarch's little book On the Failure of Oracles. From it, in his own words, the following story is taken. Some who consult about unknown things see manifestly in crystals the matters about which inquiry is made. He said that he had known a man of one of the leading families of Nuremberg. This man once came to him, brought a crystal gem wrapped in a little silk cloth, round in shape, and said that it had been given to him by an unknown man who, many years before, had chanced to take lodging with him when he came to the market; he had brought the man into his house and kept him with him for three days. When the man departed and left this gift as a sign of gratitude, he taught him this use of the crystal: if he wished to become more certain about anything, he should bring out the crystal, order a chaste male child to look at it, and ask from him what he saw. For everything he wanted to ask would be indicated by the appearances seen by the boy. This man affirmed that he had never been deceived in anything, and that by the indications of boys he had learned marvelous things, although all others saw nothing but a bright and pure gem when looking at it. At the time when his pregnant wife was carrying a male child in her womb, even to her also the appearances were presented in the crystal.

First of all, the form of a man was accustomed to show itself in the dress commonly worn at that time. Then it revealed, one after another, the other things about which it was asked; and when all had been explained, that figure of a man withdrew again and the rest vanished. As it departed, the figure of the man just mentioned was often seen walking through the city and entering churches. A rumor about these indications had spread widely, so that when people denied or concealed some wrongdoing, it was commonly threatened that the matter would be reported to that little man who showed himself in the crystal. It was even found that certain learned men, about their doubts in literary studies, had sometimes proposed I know not what and read the answer in the crystal.

When Spengler had recalled these and many other things of this kind, he said that this man once came to him with this explanation: he thought the time had come for him at last to abstain from such use of the crystal. He had now become persuaded that no slight sin was committed by it, and that he had suffered very grave torments of disturbed mind; therefore he had resolved that he would henceforth have no dealings with that experiment. He handed over to Spengler what he had received, and asked him to remember what it had often shown him, and not to be ignorant of the rumors that had spread through the city. He permitted him to do with it whatever he pleased. Then Spengler, after praising him, said that he took the crystal, crushed it into very tiny pieces, and threw it together with the silk wrapping into the latrine. Well done, indeed, well done; nothing could have been more suitable. Would that all destroyed such instruments of superstition.



[margin: Crystallomancy; Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 4; the Nuremberg crystal story and Spengler's destruction of the crystal]

No one should fear that perhaps a demon will avenge himself. This has gone unpunished for all who have done it in faith. At Bordeaux a certain advocate had a familiar spirit in a glass phial. After he died, his heirs neither wanted to keep the phial nor dared to break it. Seeking counsel, they went to the fathers of the Society of Jesus. The fathers ordered the phial to be brought to them and said that they would smash it on the ground in their presence. They brought it, but begged them not to break it before them, saying that they feared terrifying sights. Therefore, when the heirs withdrew, the fathers threw the phial with great force into a furnace that happened then to be nearby, and heard nothing but a brief hiss from the conflict of the two elements.



[margin: Bordeaux Jesuit destruction of a familiar spirit's glass phial]

When, in the year 1578, I was still serving as a judge, among the papers of a certain licensed man seized by the fiscal authorities, besides a little book full of magical characters, there was also brought to me a small case fashioned like a ball of wheat meal. In it was a little mandrake man, black and covered with filth and mold, with abundant hair but beardless. Common people think it wonderfully effective for divinations, profits, and many other things. I took the book, the box, and the counterfeit corpse. This last I first tore apart, breaking and pulling off its arms. Those present kept saying that great danger hung over me and my household. I laughed and ordered those who were afraid to leave. When they had gone, I threw it into the fire that was there, and perceived nothing except the smell of a burned root.



[margin: Del Rio's own 1578 judicial handling and destruction of a mandrake figure]

Fifth in place follows dactylomancy, which divines by rings constructed or enchanted according to a certain position of the heavens and moved over a tripod at certain words. Ammianus described it in book 29; we shall give his words in Section 3 of Question 7. Or it is done by enchanted rings, such as Gyges' ring, relying on which, according to Herodotus, he killed Candaules. Such also were the two rings of the Phocian tyrants, of whom Clement writes in the Stromata: by a sound made spontaneously they warned him about a suitable time for carrying out affairs; nevertheless he could not by this means escape the plots of the conspirators.

Such a ring was fatal to a certain Hieronymus Cacellarius of Milan, as also to another man who threw it into the fire, though not with a good mind, and was immediately seized by a demon and driven into madness. A certain prince in this age bought another ring for twenty gold pieces. The seller had promised that as long as he wore it, dice and card-playing would always be profitable. The prince goes and plays first; it turns out not unhappily. He returns to the dice box, but with great loss of money. Seeing himself thus deceived, he ordered the ring, which he ought not to have bought, to be broken.

[margin: Dactylomancy by rings; Ammianus, book 29; Herodotus on Gyges; Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, on the Phocian tyrants' rings; Hieronymus Cacellarius and another ring example]

Sixth comes onymancy or onychomancy. In this art they smeared the fingernail of an unpolluted boy with oil and soot; then, with the fingernail turned toward the sun and with something certain muttered under the breath, they saw what they desired. Today the evil has advanced farther. I knew at Quevaucamps a certain veteran Spanish soldier, more renowned for war and arms than for piety. At the time when the Duke of Medina Celi was setting sail from Galicia, bound for Belgium, this soldier showed clearly at Brussels, to more than one person in his own fingernail as in a mirror, the fleet departing from the port of Corunna and a little later violently afflicted by storms. He is the same man who also healed the wounds of others by words alone, though he refused either to heal his own in this way or to allow them to be healed by others.



[margin: The Greek label for onymancy or onychomancy; the Quevaucamps Spanish soldier and fingernail divination]

Seventh, some think that the Aristophanic aeromancy in the Clouds belongs here. But that practice, if it considers thunder, lightning, birds of omen, and similar things, belongs to augury; if it considers favorable and unfavorable aspects of the planets, to astrology; if it considers certain unusual appearances of airy specters, such as horsemen, arms, and the like, it must be referred to teratoscopy. Only that practice belongs here which gave oracles from conjured air, about which Pictorius writes in On Magic, chapter 10. Cardano's aeromancy, which he discusses there, should rather be called hydromancy.

Eighth, one may speak of pharmakeia. Enchanters or epodoi use this when they divine relying only on commerce with a demon, applying nothing except incantation, as certain little women among the tribades do at Fez, and as some Egyptian women or Zingarae do, of whom later, wandering through all Europe; likewise a certain Diophanes once did in the Byzantine forum and in Apuleius' ass.



[margin: John Leo Africanus, Description of Africa, book 3, on Fez]

Ninth is coscinomancy, used by the ancients, whence the proverb "to divine by a sieve." A sieve was placed on pincers; they grasped and lifted the pincers with two fingers; after fixed words had first been spoken, they supplied the names of those whom they suspected of having committed theft or some other hidden crime. They judged the guilty person to be the one at whose name the sieve trembled, nodded, moved, or turned, as if the man who held the pincers with his fingers could not move the sieve at his own choice. That Pictorius sets out a formula of words to be pronounced caused him to act imprudently; that he used it three times and predicts a certain outcome caused him to act impiously, and he lies by making the promise.

[margin: Theocritus, Lucian, and Pollux on coscinomancy, the sieve-divination proverb, and related usage]

Tenth, axinomancy was used for the same purpose. They fixed an axe in a round stake and from its movement detected a thief. When divination of future success was sought, they placed a gagate stone on the axe, as Pliny reports.



[margin: Pliny, book 36, chapter 19, on axinomancy with an axe and gagate stone]

Eleventh was cephalonomancy. They performed it by roasting the head of an ass over coals. They say it was in use among the ancient Germans. The Lombards afterward used a goat's head, to which they paid divine honor. I strongly suspect that the earlier kind, taken from the Arcadian animal, was sometimes spent by wicked Jews on divination. From this it happened that Apion and the other Egyptians, followed by Tacitus, falsely charged that the Jews worshiped an ass's head as God.

[margin: Gregory, book 7, epistle 7, and Dialogues, book 3, chapters 26 and 28, plus homily 1, on Lombard goat-head superstition; Del Rio links this with the false Egyptian and Tacitean charge about Jewish worship of an ass's head]

Twelfth is cleidomancy, through a key. Around it they wrapped a little paper inscribed with the name of the suspected person. Then they tied the key to a codex of Sacred Scripture; a virgin held this up, and when certain words had been muttered, the paper turned and moved toward the name of the guilty person.

Thirteenth may be what a certain German jurist reports in these words: "Today a thief is also known by the striking out of an eye. First psalms are murmured with a litany. Then follows a fearsome prayer to God the Father and Christ, and also an exorcism against the thief. After this, in the middle of a trace like the shape of an eye, a circular figure marked with barbarous names is fixed, and a triangular bronze nail, consecrated under certain conditions, is driven in with a cypress hammer. Then it is said, 'You are just, O Lord,' etc.; then the thief will be revealed. A certain man of Rustach had put money aside in a certain place. When afterward he could not find it quickly enough, he went to a smith and asked him to strike out the thief's eye. By this arrangement the master himself, who had used the smith's diabolical work, immediately lost an eye." Did not this man, best reader, fall by God's just judgment into the pit he had made, and deservedly suffer what, by a most wicked art, he was unjustly devising against another?

The same author adds: "A certain man of Gustrin had lost a silver spoon. Since he desired to know the thief by an eye likewise struck out, he went to a smith and asked him by his magical art to deprive the thief of an eye. This was done, and immediately the little son of the man, who had thrown the spoon into a certain corner, lost an eye."

[margin: Cleidomancy by key and Scripture-codex; a German jurist's eye-striking divination, including the Rustach and Gustrin examples]

I also find another kind of diabolical divination in the histories of the Indies, in those accounts which treat the affairs of the Floridians. We may call it aspidomancy. They report the following about King Holata Outina: when he had ordered his army to halt, he called in an old magician more than a hundred and twenty years old and ordered him to declare in what state the enemy's affairs were. The magician prepared a place in the middle of the army, and when he saw the shield of Ottigny, which his boy carried, he ordered it to be requested. When it was granted, he set it down, drew a circle five feet in diameter around it, added certain characters and marks, and then sat on the shield with knees bent and heels tucked in, so that he touched the ground in no part. Muttering something or other, he expressed various gestures, as if he were laboring over some vehement prayer. When this had continued for a quarter of an hour, he appeared so horrible to them that he no longer expressed a human form; for he so twisted all his limbs that they heard them cracking as if being dissolved, and he did many things beyond nature. When these things were finished, he returned in a moment to his former state, though very exhausted and almost stunned. Then he went out of the circle, greeted the king, and indicated to him the number of the enemies and the place where they were awaiting them.



[margin: Histories of the Floridians on King Holata Outina, the shield of Ottigny, and aspidomancy]

Let John of Salisbury close the series. In book 1 of the Policraticus, chapter 11, he writes: "Imaginaries are those who make images and send them, as it were, into the possession of presiding spirits, so that they may be taught by them about doubtful matters. Sacred Scripture proves these to be idolaters, and persons to be condemned by the judgment of divine majesty."



[margin: John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 1, chapter 11, on imagers or image-makers as idolaters]

In all these things magical words commonly intervene; therefore it cannot be doubted that they belong to this question.


Question VII. On the Species of Mangany in Which There Is Either No Explicit Pact, or a Pact Very Much Hidden

These species, which contain an implicit pact, can be reduced to three heads: ariolation or haruspicy; augury; and lots. We must now consider these.


Question VII, Section I. On Haruspicy or Ariolation

In its broadest signification, ariolation embraces all divination. Here, however, I take it strictly, as Isidore does when he writes: "Arioli are so called because around the altars of idols they utter abominable prayers, offer deadly sacrifices, and by these celebrations receive the responses of demons." By these words he describes only explicit divination, which is referred to oracles. This also pleased Rabanus and Gratian, Ivo and Burchard, who brought it into their Decretum. The same Isidore wants haruspicy to be named from the observation of hours; others more rightly derive it from the old word haruga, which, according to Donatus, signified a victim.

[margin: Ariolation and haruspicy: Isidore, Etymologies, book 8, chapter 9, on arioli; Rabanus, Gratian, Ivo, and Burchard adopting the same in decree collections; Donatus on the old word haruga, meaning sacrificial victim]

I now use each name with a certain moderate breadth, for the whole hieroscopy of the ancients, or the discipline of divining which they were accustomed to observe in the sacrifices of the Gentiles. Therefore I think that in former times expressed idolatry always intervened in these practices, though not always an explicit pact. Today it can happen that neither intervenes.

The first divination of haruspices, or gazarenes, as St. Jerome teaches they were called on Isaiah 47, was from the observation of the still living victim: while it was being led forth, while it was being set before the altar, while it was being handled, and while wine was being poured over it. We may call it thytomancy, thytice, or thymatice. If anyone wants all these confirmed by examples, let him consult book 1 of the Formularies of Barnabe Brisson, a man certainly consumed by a cruel and unworthy death. We too once touched on some points in Seneca's Oedipus, at these verses:


Bring to the altars a bull white in its back,
whose neck has never been pressed by the curving yoke.
The rich victim stood before the sacred altars.
Come quickly here, Manto,
and scatter the salted meal on the necks of the bulls.
Do they endure the rites with tranquil face,
and the hands moved toward them?
Do they fall to the ground at one wound?
Does the blood leap quickly from the narrow wound,
or, slow, water deep gashes?





[margin: Jerome on Isaiah 47 on gazarenes; Barnabe Brisson, Formularies, book 1, on divination from the living victim; Seneca, Oedipus, with Del Rio's earlier commentary on the sacrifice scene]

The second form was extispicy, by which they scrutinized the movement and all the members of the slaughtered victim, especially the liver. From this the Greeks called it hepatoscopy. Lucian and Arnobius richly mock it. Our tragedian describes it in the same play:


"Tell us the certain signs of the entrails."
"Father, what is this?
The entrails do not tremble with a light movement, as they usually do,
but shake my whole hands.
Blood springs out from new veins.
The heart is sick and withered deep within,
and lies hidden, submerged.
The veins are livid.
A great part is missing from the fibers.
The liver, rotten with black bile, foams.
And always an omen heavy for a single rule:
see, two heads rise on equal folds;
but a thin membrane hides the head of one,
denying concealment to hidden things.
The hostile side rises with strong force,
and stretches seven veins.
A slanting boundary cuts all these off,
forbidding them to return backward.
The order has been changed.
Nothing lies in its own place,
but all things are driven back."



This inspection was not of any animals at all, but only of certain ones. Juvenal says in Satire 6:


An Armenian or Commagene haruspex,
after handling the warm lung of a dove,
promises a tender lover,
or the great testament of a rich childless man.
He scrutinizes the breasts of chickens,
and the entrails of a puppy,
sometimes of a child.



Of a child cut from a living mother, as we are taught from the wicked magical rites of Julian the Apostate.



[margin: Lucian, On Sacrifices, and Arnobius against extispicy; Seneca, Oedipus; Juvenal, Satire 6; Cedrenus and Theodoret on Julian the Apostate]

The third is pyroscopy and pyromancy. In this, sometimes pitch was pounded and scattered into the fire; sometimes torches smeared with pitch were kindled and marked with certain characters. If the flame of the torches came together into one, they foretold a prosperous outcome; if it appeared licking and divided, an unhappy outcome; if it rose up in three points, a glorious outcome; if it was variously scattered, death for a sick man and sickness for a healthy one; if it crackled, misfortune; if suddenly extinguished, great danger. Sometimes they threw the victim into the fire and considered only the flame of the sacrificial fire: whether it came together into one pyramid, which was prosperous, or was divided, which was adverse; what color, brightness, ascent, and noise the fire had; whether it quickly seized the victim, or was extinguished, and similar things. Some think the author of this practice was Amphiaraus; others, the Argonauts; others, different people. Among the Romans Tanaquil used it, according to Valerius Maximus. The same tragedian says of this:


"What of the flame?
Has it now seized the abundant feast?"
"The light suddenly shone,
and suddenly fell.
Did the clear and bright fire stand fixed,
and straight lift its pure crown toward the sky,
and unfold its hair, spread into the upper air?
Or uncertain of path,
did it creep around the sides,
and with wavering smoke fall turbid?"
"The flame had no single face and was changeable:
as the rainy rainbow entwines various colors in itself,
and with curved, painted fold
announces storms over a great part of the sky.
You would doubt what color is absent from it,
or what color it is.
Blue wandered mixed with yellow marks;
again it became bloody,
and finally went off into darkness.
But see, the hostile fire departs into two parts.
The altars bellow,
and the hearths tremble."



The Lithuanians use this today. For if the shadow of sick persons, with the body set before the fire, falls in front, they conceive a certain hope of recovering health; if it falls behind, they cry out and consider the sick man as abandoned. Are the Germans free of this fault? Those who sin in the lighting of pyres which they piously kindle in honor of blessed John, the old idolatry of the Chaldeans and Egyptians having been changed into a sacred custom, do so when they attend to the crackling, smoke, manner of flame, and similar things; likewise those who think they must circle or leap over them a definite number of times. For these are, as Wimpina rightly judged, remains of the old pagan lustration and passage through fire, which the Fathers refuted from Sacred Scripture. Glycas, from Theodoret, taught this, to avoid gathering many authorities: "He even passed his children through fire. What, I ask, does that phrase mean? Josephus relates that a certain Ahaz burned one of his sons in sacrifice to Baal. But Theodoret thinks otherwise: 'I think,' he says, 'that by these words is meant a certain species of error which has endured even to our times. For we see fires kindled once in the year, into which certain boys and men throw themselves. Mothers even carry infants through the flame. Therefore the practice seems to be a certain averting and lustration.'"



[margin: Valerius Maximus, book 1, chapter 6, on Tanaquil; Ananias on Lithuanian fire divination; Conrad Wimpina, On Divination, chapter 2, on pagan lustration by fire; Glycas, folio 269, and Theodoret, questions 6.21-22, on passing children through fire; Cardano]

The fourth is cloudy capnomancy, the observer of smoke, and it is twofold. Either they threw grains of sesame or black poppy onto burning coals and observed the smoke rising from them; or, without grains of this kind, they observed only the smoke of a sacrifice, and sometimes the smoke of a funeral pyre. To this belongs Ovid's line in the Ibis about the pyre of Polynices and Eteocles:


A new concord will come from a brother's smoke,
which old discord separates from the kindled pyre.



On smoke there is this line of Papinius in book 10 of the Thebaid, where after describing Tiresias' pyromancy he adds that Tiresias drank in the prophetic smoke with his mouth:


He has long embraced the crowned fires,
drinking the prophetic vapor with flaming face.



That vapor was smoke. For who would believe that Tiresias drank in flame and survived? Theophylact on Hosea 4 teaches that the Jews too used capnomancy and considered whether the smoke which rose from the sacrifice of victims ascended straight, or inclined obliquely. Pictorius, in On Magic, chapter 11, referred to this certain verses of Papinius on the death of Menoeceus which plainly belong to pyromancy. I think incense-smoke was not another species, but a kind of capnomancy: the form in which they divined from the smoke of burning incense. Statius writes:


Nor by incense-smoke flying above the altars.



This is true of that form; but there is another, quite different, which Dio describes.

The fifth is libanomancy, properly so called. Dio Cassius sets it out when treating the Nymphaeum near Apollonia: "There too an oracle is given, and in this way. After taking incense and making prayers concerning the matter they desire, they throw the incense itself onto the fire so that it may carry those prayers with it. Then, if the vow is going to be fulfilled, the incense is immediately seized by the fire; and if the incense has perhaps fallen outside the fire, the fire runs to it, snatches it up, and consumes it. But if the vow will be vain, the incense is not accepted by the fire; and if it is thrown into the very flame, it withdraws from it and escapes. Thus in both directions the fire predicts future things, except death and marriage; about these it is not lawful for anyone to consult that oracle."



[margin: Ovid, Ibis; Statius, Thebaid; Theophylact on Hosea, chapter 4; Pictorius, On Magic, chapter 11; Dio Cassius, book 41, on the Nymphaeum near Apollonia]

The sixth is tephromancy or spodomancy, by which they formerly divined from the ashes of sacrifices. This seems to have been done at the altar of Apollo Ismenius; and therefore Sophocles in Oedipus Tyrannus called the ash "divinatory ash." Perhaps something similar was also to be observed in the ash of Alpheus, which for that reason Moschus called "sacred dust," where from Pausanias I once taught that by "dust" ashes are signified, just as it is taken in the Hercules Oetaeus:


And hairs filthy with native dust.



Today a certain trace of this superstition flourishes when the matter about which divination is to be made is written in ash with a finger or stick, the ash is entrusted to the open air, and attention is paid to letters appearing in the stirred ash. Likewise, when they order someone to think of three persons with whom he wishes or hopes to contract marriage; then they draw three furrows in the ash and he is ordered to assign his own furrow to each person. Then he stands turned away, so that he does not see the furrows, while the other points to them with tongs until one of them is chosen three times by him; the woman whom that furrow designated is promised to him as his future wife. This last could be reduced to a divining lot.



[margin: Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus; Pausanias and Moschus on divinatory ash]

The seventh is hydromancy and oenomancy, by which they considered the color of each liquid poured in sacrifice. In Aeneid 4:


When she was placing gifts on the burning altars,
she saw, horrible to tell,
the sacred liquids grow black,
and the poured wine turn into foul blood.
She told this sight to none, not even to her sister.



Some recognize ariolation here. I rather think it a curse or omen, as in these lines from Thyestes:


The spring rose flowed from his head;
his hair was wet with rich amomum.
Amid sudden horrors it stood.
Rain falls on his unwilling face.
A groan comes into the middle of his words,
and terror wanders within his voice.



And again:


But what is this?
My hand refuses to obey.
The weight increases and burdens my right hand.
Bacchus, brought to my very lips, flees,
and flows around my jaws from my deceived mouth.
The table itself leaped up from the trembling ground.
The fire scarcely shines.



Yet omens too are a form of divination, though they are included under auguries or auspices, about which in the following section. Alexander of Naples attributes divination from wine to the Persians.



[margin: Hydromancy and oenomancy examples from Virgil and Seneca; Alexander of Naples, books 5, 6, and 13, on Persian wine-divination]

The eighth form is taken from various foods: critomancy, aleuromancy, and alphitomancy. Theodorus Balsamon, on the Sixth Synod in Trullo, writes of this: "Certain women with barley announce things which are unknown to others. These are called critheiai; they sit at churches and sacred images, professing that they learn future things from them, and they predict the future no otherwise than Pythonesses."

Another practice could seem to be indicated by Horace in book 1 of the Epistles to Fuscus:


Like a slave of the priest, I refuse to taste.



In an old manuscript of St. Lawrence of Liege, at that place this note was written: "When suspicion of theft is held among slaves, they are led to a priest, who gives each one a crust of bread infected with an incantation. When it sticks in the throat, he declares the person guilty of manifest theft." Thus it is read there. I wanted to transcribe it not to explain an incantation, but to note ancient superstition.

Likewise, I think there was another kind in sacrifices, the kind Theocritus describes in the Pharmaceutriae. They observed meal and libations, and especially wheat, barley, spelt, and flour made from grain roasted and ground, and then the sprinkling of the victim that followed. Seneca says:


And scatter the salted meal on the necks of the bulls.



On this matter, from Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Suidas, and others, I noted many things there in the commentary. Promanteia was performed with cheese; ichthyomancy with fish, a most ancient form, for Polydamas in the Trojan War and Tiresias the Theban used it. Among the Lycians it was sought from living fish in more than one place: in the trench of Dina, in the spring of Apollo at Myra, and at the village of Syrrhus. Oothytice or oomancy was drawn from signs appearing in eggs; Suidas wants Orpheus to have used it. Leonicus gives some notes on the same in book 3 of Various History, chapter 13. To this belongs the fraudulent little paper of that recent impostor, which he threw into the fire and showed unharmed in any of the eggs brought to him. The superstitious expiation of the worshipers of Isis through eggs, of which Juvenal speaks in Satire 6, is not to be referred here.



[margin: Divinations by food, animals, and eggs: Balsamon on barley-divining women; Horace, Epistles, book 1, and the Liege manuscript note on bread used to reveal theft; Theocritus, Pharmaceutriae; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Suidas, and others on meal; Pliny, Natural History, Caelius Rhodiginus, Antiquities, book 7, chapter 29, and Plutarch, On the Intelligence of Animals, on fish, animals, and eggs]

The ninth is ceromancy, which the Turks also use today, when they melt wax, drop it into water, and observe the figures produced from it. Alsatian old women have invented another kind. When someone is sick, they light as many wax candles of equal weight as there are saints whom they suppose to be the senders of the disease, and they assign his own saint to each candle. The saint whose candle is consumed first they pronounce to be the author and injurer of the disease.

The tenth is anthropomancy, which scrutinized the fibers and entrails of slaughtered human beings. Heliogabalus used it, a monster, not a man. Julian the Apostate used it too; he cut open pregnant women, as was discovered at Antioch and Carrhae. A certain Pollentianus also used it, according to Ammianus, as did the Scythian diviners and Arlunae, from whom the Tartars received it, as Cromer narrates in book 8 of the History of Poland. The ancient Lusitanians used it too, according to Strabo in book 3. This could conveniently be reduced to extispicy, as could the sacrifice of sons in Topheth, where they were burned by fire in honor of Moloch in Sacred Scripture.



[margin: Ammianus, book 29; Bavarian Annals, book 1; Cromer, book 8; and Strabo on anthropomancy; 4 Kings and Ezekiel on Topheth and Moloch]

The eleventh was daphnomancy, from the burning of a laurel branch. It was a prosperous sign if it crackled with a crash; an unhappy one if, according to Propertius, "the burned laurel was silent on the extinguished hearth." Parthasius and Rhodiginus say many things about this, and in such a way that you do not know who received it from whom. They also prophesied by first chewing laurel leaves, as Lycophron and Hesiod testify; hence laurel was called the symbol of divination by Constantine in the Geoponica and by Aphthonius in the Progymnasmata.

The twelfth can be botanomancy, when knowledge of the future was sought from the leaves or little branches of vervain, lunaria, sage, tamarisk, fig, and other simples, marked with the name of those making inquiry and with the question. Beware of confusing with these the Sibyl's leaves in Maro, for on them no question was written, but an oracular song. Sycomancy required fig leaves. Concerning divination by tamarisk, or myrica, Caelius Rhodiginus writes from Nicander's scholiast: "Apollo ordained that the tamarisk should announce future things to mortals; therefore Nicander calls this shrub mantis, that is, prophet. Moreover the Scythian magi also prophesy with tamarisk wood. In Lesbos, too, Apollo holds a tamarisk branch; for this reason he is also surnamed Myricans. Archaeus also reports that this god was once seen in dreams adorned with a tamarisk branch. Metrodorus relates that the tamarisk is the most ancient plant; for the Egyptians in Jupiter's procession are crowned with myrica, that is, tamarisk, as Dioscorides interprets it, just as among the Medes the magi are crowned."

[margin: Daphnomancy and botanomancy: Propertius, book 4, on silent laurel; Parthasius on Claudian, Rape of Proserpina, book 2, and Caelius Rhodiginus, Antiquities, book 7, chapter 7, on laurel; Lycophron and Hesiod on chewed laurel leaves; Constantine in the Geoponica and Aphthonius in the Progymnasmata; Caelius Rhodiginus, Antiquities, book 7, chapter 29, from Nicander's scholiast, on tamarisk/myrica as a prophetic shrub]

The thirteenth is omphalomancy, proper to midwives, who conjecture how often a woman in childbirth will afterward give birth from the little knots attached to the umbilical cord and afterbirth.

The fourteenth is also a new superstition from the same obstetrical school: amniomancy. The fetus in the mother's womb is wrapped in three membranes. The first is called chorion, or afterbirth; another, from the shape of a sausage, allantoides; the third, from its softness, amnion. These two latter sometimes burst forth with the fetus in such a way that the face and head of the infant appear, as it were, helmeted. The common people in Belgium call this a helmet, den Helm. This membrane gave a surname to the emperor Diadumenus, and Roman advocates bought this covering for much money, thinking that they were greatly helped by it toward victory in cases. From the reddish or livid color of this covering old women prophesy the infant's fortune. This is amniomancy; on its vanity Levinus Lemnius of Zierikzee should be read. Jovius too, lest he omit any superstition, gave himself too much to vanities of this kind for a bishop, when in book 1 of the Pescara he considered that Ferdinand d'Avalos came from the womb wrapped in such a skin.



[margin: Amniomancy and caul superstitions: Lampridius, Life of Diadumenus, on the imperial cognomen and Roman advocates buying the caul; Levinus Lemnius, On Hidden Miracles of Nature, book 2, chapter 8; Jovius, Pastures, book 1, on Ferdinand Davalos's birth caul]

The fifteenth is an equally ridiculous divination of the Jews by the leduim, of which the rabbis pretend Moses made mention. They want it to have been a certain animal called ledus, of human form, from the middle of whose navel a cord hung down, by which it clung to the ground like a gourd. As far around as the length of the cord allowed, it fed on every fruit of the earth. They say that it cannot be caught by hunters unless the cord is cut by an arrow; then it immediately expires. Men who carried its bones in their mouths according to a fixed rite obtained the gift of prophesying, and from this were called Iddegonim. Such are the fables those circumcised men force upon us, worthy both to be fastened to the earth with their yiddoa and to be fed with it.

If they did not attribute a human form to it, we could suspect that they alluded to a certain animal of the sheep kind which they say is born in the neighboring Tartary of Muscovy, clinging thus to the earth and feeding on the grasses near it as far as the length of the cord permits, and withering after the lack of pasture. Sigismund writes of this in Muscovy, as does Julius Scaliger against Cardano, and Andreas Libavius more fully and expressly in part 2 of his Singular Disputations, on the Scythian lamb.



[margin: Jewish ledus/yiddoa traditions: Moses Maimonides on negative precept 38, tied to Deuteronomy 18 and Leviticus 19; comparison with the Scythian lamb in Sigismund von Herberstein on Muscovy, Scaliger against Cardan, and Andreas Libavius, Singular Disputations, part 2, on the Scythian lamb]

The sixteenth is lithomancy, of which Iamblichus makes mention, as does Orpheus when treating the siderite stone. Its rite is not sufficiently clear to me. Some think that the Jews used certain divining stones, and that these were prohibited by Moses in Leviticus 26:1. For where our translation has "a notable stone," they prefer to translate "a stone of imagination," or, as others say, "a stone of speculation." But they are trifling with their rabbis, whom they follow too readily. For eben maskith names a stone so adorned with picture or craft that by its appearance it seizes and entices people to honor it. For this reason it is added not "that you may divine by it," but "that you may bow yourself down to it," that is, that you may adore it.

I will not hide from you what once came into my mind about this passage before I saw the Roman edition. I suspected that our translator first wrote "a stone for a sign"; then, when others transposed the words into "a sign-stone," it finally became "a notable stone." The translation of the Seventy confirms the conjecture, for in it is written explicitly lithon skopon, "a stone sign." And that was an old superstition: they placed Mercuries on roads, or other road gods and wayfaring gods, as markers and signs of journeys. Therefore the lawgiver forbids not the placing of stones as road markers, but the placing of such stones in the guise of gods and for adoration. I know what Oleaster brings forward at length here about the root sakhah, but I cannot approve his so readily deserting the common interpreter, and even openly accusing him of ignorance in his translation of the passage in Job. Even if the true meaning were "to cover," I could say that things which are painted are covered and overlaid with colors. One could refer to this species the superstition of those who, so that dreams foretelling the future may happen to them, carry an amethyst gem.



[margin: Iamblichus and Orpheus on lithomancy; Leviticus 26:1; Oleaster on the Hebrew root and the stone passage]

The seventeenth is rhabdomancy, which was manifold. Caelius Rhodiginus writes about it thus: "It is permissible to conjecture from many things that rods were of remarkable use among the ancients in divine matters. Those who more carefully recorded Persian rites say that their magi, who preside over sacrifices, burn flesh placed over myrtle and laurel with very fine rods, then sprinkle it with oil mixed with milk and honey, and make prayers while holding very thin bundles of tamarisk in the hand. In the middle of the pyrethia stood an upright altar, where unextinguished fire was preserved, and prayers were likewise made not without tamarisk rods. Likewise in Scythia, where many are handed down as prophets, divination is conceived with willow rods: they loosen and separate them, and, after laying each one separately on the ground, they prophesy while grasping and arranging the rods. The Enarees, whom Herodotus thinks to be androgynes, split linden into three parts, and by entwining and loosening their fingers foretell future things." Later he adds: "For in very many places, as we said, rods presage; Dio too confirms this in the third book of his Composition."

What Rhodiginus says about the Persian magi he borrowed from Herodotus and Strabo. That the Turks, offspring of the Scythians, have retained this custom is gathered from Collenuccio's Histories. But note this, reader: rhabdomancy does not belong to one head only. For one form contained explicit invocation, namely that which by fixed words caused a straight twig of its own accord to come into a circle with its ends joined. Another belongs to lots, when they tried by rods that had been given to see to whom a kingdom or some other thing would fall. Thus the prerogative of priesthood fell to Aaron by the flowering of the rod; and thus some, from the apocrypha, hand down that the Blessed Virgin was given as spouse to Joseph; at that time the divinatory lot was still permitted. Sometimes it must be referred to our ariolation, which Tacitus called an auspice, as in the practice of the Persians, Scythians, and also Germans, which Tacitus describes in his book On the Customs of the Germans, about which more later in Section 3. Sometimes it belongs to omens, as in the story Crantzius tells in book 4 of the Metropolis, chapters 19 and 29.

"The annals of Emperor Henry III," he says, "record the story of the boy Hildebrand: when he was the son of a wood-worker, from little sticks arranged in order he himself, unknowingly, put together these letters, which a literate man standing by read from that arrangement of splinters: 'I shall rule from sea to sea.' From this he conjectured something divine in the boy and persuaded the father to give him over to letters. Once given over, he advanced, came into the royal chancery, and became scriniary. The emperor, warned in a dream about him, because the boy seemed to have horns with which he would strike down his son, threw the man into chains. But released from chains by the empress, he sought the monastery of Cluny. From there he advanced first to subdeacon, then to cardinal, and finally to Gregory VII." These things Crantzius reports from those annals. I do not know why he calls it a fable.



[margin: Rhabdomancy: Caelius Rhodiginus; Herodotus, book 1, and Strabo, book 15, on Persian Magi; Herodotus, book 4, on Scythian linden-rod divination; Dio and Tacitus on rod or branch auspices; Collenuccio, Neapolitan History, book 2, on Hildebrand/Gregory VII's childhood sign; Crantzius, Metropolis, book 4, chapter 19, on the same annalistic account]

The eighteenth is lampadomancy, when some light a candle in honor of St. Anthony and trust that in this way they will find lost things. There is also the old lantern superstition of which Propertius writes:


But the flame did not remain constant in the replenished lamps.



And elsewhere:


Or whether he wished the scant lamp to be touched by the master.



Petronius in the Satyrica: "The lamps, exhausted of moisture, were scattering a thin and final light." This seems rather to belong to an augury of omen. Whether the method of detecting theft by dish and loincloth which Sextus Pompeius describes belongs here is doubtful to me; I think rather it does not belong here, whatever Acron has handed down.



[margin: Propertius, book 4, Petronius, Sextus Pompeius, and Acron on lampadomancy and the doubtful dish-and-cloth theft test]

The nineteenth may be called parthenomancy, namely the twofold divination by which they tested the virginity of a girl. The first is by a little cord, a practice still today in wicked use; and Catullus seems once to have looked to this in the wedding of Peleus and Thetis:


Her nurse, visiting her at the rising light,
will not be able to put yesterday's thread around her neck.



The second, according to William of Paris, was that in Britain it was customary to grind agate into a fine powder and offer it in a drink. Whoever, man or woman, took it, unless a virgin, was immediately compelled to vomit. Other things are also reported which give the same judgment through urine. They are reported as secrets of nature; I fear they are wholly magical. Certainly they are unlawful and liable to restitution of reputation.

There are also other harmful arts and a thousand names, which, like those involving urine, are unknown and untried by me and by others. Theologians and canonists condemn all these. See Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel, book 4, chapter "if anyone," 26, question 5; John of Salisbury, book 2 of the Policraticus, chapter 28; Michael Medina, book 2 On Right Faith in God, folio 29; and Julius Sirenius, book 9 On Fate, chapters 15 and 16.

[margin: Catullus and William of Paris on virginity tests; Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel, book 4; John of Salisbury, Policraticus / De nugis curialium, book 2, chapter 28; Michael Medina, On Right Faith in God, book 2, folio 29; and Julius Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, chapters 15-16, on condemned harmful arts]


Question VII, Section II. On Augury and Auspice

Augury either depends on nature, as that of sailors, farmers, and others, about which later, for it is worthy of commendation since it is natural conjecture; or it is instituted by human effort and artifice, serving to conjecture future things which are not necessary but voluntary. This is the augury which we now discuss. Cicero himself condemned it for vanity and foolishness, far more prudently in this matter than Plato in the Phaedrus or Xenophon in the Cyropaedia.

As for Aristotle's mention of augury, either he speaks from common opinion, or else he called by the name of augury the natural fore-feeling of birds by which, through song, flight, or cry, they indicate to us coming rains and storms. For us Christians there can be no doubt that the whole discipline of augurs is uncertain and unlawful. Even a soothsayer praises the people of God because they abstain from it. All know that it was condemned by Moses and the prophets, and by the authors of canon law, by whom various penalties are also imposed; they know that it is condemned by Blessed Augustine as a pact with a demon; they know that it is very alien to right philosophy.



[margin: Cicero, On Divination, book 2; Plato, Phaedrus; Xenophon, Cyropaedia; Aristotle, History of Animals, book 9, chapter 31, and elsewhere; Numbers 23:23; Leviticus 19:26; Deuteronomy 18:10; Ecclesiasticus 34:5; canon law on auguries, including cause 26 material; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 24; Cicero and Franciscus Picus, On Foreknowledge, book 6, chapter 4, on divination]

I now extend the word auspice or augury so that it includes all these things, just as the Greeks used ornitheia, oionistike, oionomanteia, and ornioskopia for the observation of all things suddenly, unexpectedly, and unusually happening, instituted for knowledge of future or hidden things. Taken in this way, it can be reduced to five species: first, from the sky; second, from the flight or cry of birds; third, from the feeding-dance of chickens; fourth, from quadrupeds; fifth, from dire signs and portents. The common division of all these is that some are offered signs, which are not sought, and some commanded signs, which come when desired and sought.

The first kind, from the sky, waited for an auspice after the prospect had been watched by the augurs and a region of the sky marked out, which they called a templum. This auspice was thunder or lightning or a flash. Some signs were brute, resting on no reason of nature and wholly vain; others were fatidical; and these again were either pestiferous, advisory, auxiliary, and other such most trifling things, about which Pliny and Seneca say many things, and which Wimpina indeed refutes learnedly.



[margin: Peter Sanflorius; Varro on Latin terminology; Pliny and Seneca on sky signs; Franciscus Picus and Conrad Wimpina on lightning, thunder, and divinatory sky-observation]

The second was sought from birds, whence augury was named, as if from auigerium, "bird-bearing." Some birds were oscines, those thought to predict by song or cry; others were praepetes, those thought to predict by flight. Of these, again, there were various differences: funereal, clivia, arcula, volsora, remora, inebra, and many others. This folly is well refuted by the same Wimpina.

The third was taken from the feeding-dance of chickens. Two chickens were kept by the keepers of sacred chickens in a cage. At first light, after silence had been duly commanded, grain-paste or crumbs were thrown to the chickens when the cage was opened. If they neglected the food, it was a sinister auspice. If they devoured it greedily so that something fell from the beak and struck the ground, this was called a "solistimum tripudium" and was held to be favorable. To the ancients, pavire meant the same as "to strike." From this came first terripavium, then terripudium, and finally tripudium. The same was also called sonivium from the sound which the grain-paste made in falling. This was certainly a most trifling invention, yet the Romans attributed to neglect of it the defeats of Publius Claudius and Lucius Junius in the First Punic War, and of Flaminius in the Second Punic War.



[margin: Festus and Gellius on oscines and related terms; Pliny, Polybius, Valerius Maximus, and Livy on chicken auspices, tripudium, and Roman military disasters]

The fourth, taken from quadrupeds, Sextus Pompeius testifies they called pedestrian auspices; for example, among the Germans, from the neighing of horses. Tacitus says: "It is peculiar to that nation also to try the presages and warnings of horses. They are publicly maintained, white, in the same groves and sacred woods, and contaminated by no mortal work. The priest, and the king or chief of the state, accompany them when they are yoked to the sacred chariot, and they observe their neighings and snortings. No auspice is given greater faith." Lipsius, in his commentary, warns from Ditmar that this superstition endured there afterward, although in a somewhat different form, among the Lusatians. Pliny and others hand down very many things, wholly contradictory, about wolf auspices; you have them carefully noted by Tiraqueau. Alexander reports auspices from the goat, ass, lion, fox, dog, weasel, ram, and others, though he did not confirm them with any authorities; Tiraqueau, a man of more than ordinary diligence, carefully confirmed them.



[margin: Sextus Pompeius on pedestrian auspices; Tacitus, Germania; Lipsius and Ditmar on Lusatian horse auspices; Pliny, Tiraqueau, and Alexander ab Alexandro on wolf and other animal auspices]

Fifth are omens, and Claudian alone shows that these belong to auguries in the following verses:


No day fails to threaten sad augury.
How often do the yellow garlands of my hair fall of themselves?
How often does blood sweat from my breast,
or rivers break forth freely from my unwilling face,
and hands, struck of themselves,
beat my astonished breast?
If I strike boxwood or funeral bronze,
the drums give back lamentation to me.
I fear lest the omens portend something true.



Here Ceres both gives examples of omens or dire signs, and what she first called augury she afterward calls omens. These are also commonly called prodigies. Valerius Maximus writes: "A marvelous prodigy occurred during dinner. The wine poured into his cup, not once but a second and third time, was turned into blood. The magi, consulted about it, warned him to desist from what he had begun."



[margin: Claudian on Ceres' ominous signs; Valerius Maximus on Xerxes' wine/blood prodigy]

But we have said more about omens in book 3, where we treated vain observance. To this must be reduced all prodigies, signs, and monsters, insofar as someone institutes from them a certain vain divination which the ancients called teratoscopy. The Christian observation of certain marvelous warnings which God grants to certain people is alien to this. I shall report two examples: one in 1, chapter 3, question 2, and elsewhere another concerning Blessed Beatrice of the Este family in Scardeone. Such is also what Ditmar narrates about the spring of Glomucenz: when a happy year of peace and grain supply is going to follow, it shows itself full of wheat, oats, and acorns; when plague threatens, it is full of ashes; when war threatens, it flows full of blood. Erasmus Stella and Peter Albinus likewise bring this forward in the Chronicle of Meissen.

Elsewhere in Germany there is a spring called Hungerbrunn. When it decreases, it portends dear grain; when it dries up, dire famine. In monasteries it not rarely happens that religious men about to die are seen without heads in the churches where they have their seats. In certain noble families too a certain thing has been noted which gives very sure indications of the death of their members: if a certain spring, by nature very clear, is disturbed by some unknown worm; for another family, the sign is if a certain earth near their castle sinks into a chasm. In Bohemia a female specter in mourning dress is accustomed to appear in a certain castle of an illustrious family before one of the wives of those lords departs this life. Philip Camerarius reports this as certain from others.

Monsters are sportings of nature when she has wandered far from her usual rule in producing living beings. Signs and prodigies we call various terrible and unusual appearances and sounds or effects in the air or other elements, such as rains of blood, battle lines seen in the sky, and the like; the books of Julius Obsequens and Lycosthenes are full of these, as is Josephus in book 7 of the War, chapter 44, and Wimpina very excellently in his book On Signs. Their certain interpretation depends on divine revelation, as was granted to Daniel. It is not lawful to observe them curiously for certainly predicting fortuitous events. Nevertheless preachers rightly announce from them the impending vengeance of God, or deter human beings by them from imminent crime and wickedness of life, and exhort them to repentance. For truly it is for this reason that such things are usually shown by God. Seek more on these matters from St. Augustine, City of God, book 21, chapter 28, and from Picus, Wimpina, Medina, and Sirenius, who excellently refute these observers of portents.

[margin: Christian observation of warnings and portents: Scardeone on Blessed Beatrice d'Este; Ditmar, Erasmus Stella, and Peter Albinus in the Meissen chronicle on the Glomucenz spring; Philip Camerarius, Leisure Hours, chapter 73, on noble-family death signs; Julius Obsequens and Lycosthenes on prodigies; Josephus, Jewish War, book 7, chapter 44; Conrad Wimpina, On Signs; Daniel's divine interpretation; Augustine, City of God, book 21, chapter 28; Francesco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 6, chapter 6; Medina, On Right Faith in God, book 2, chapter 2; Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, chapters 19-20]

Finally, there is the military auspice from spear-points, which Cicero and Arnobius mention. Some refer it to signs, with Caelius Calcagnini; others to geomancy; others, with Turnebus, make it not unlike axinomancy. What sort of thing it was, I have nothing certain. Read Antonius Valtrinus, Commentary on Military Affairs, if you please.



[margin: Cicero, Arnobius, Caelius Calcagnini, Turnebus, and Antonius Valtrinus on the military spear-point auspice]


Question VII, Section III. On Illicit Lots

I have said that the third part of mangany is lots. A lot was formerly called phur, as is clear from the book of Esther, chapter 9, verse 26; most want this to be a Persian or Susa word. I agree rather with St. Jerome that it is Hebrew and derived from the Hebrew phur, "to fall" or "to slip down," even according to Furst, because lots thrown into the urn fall down. From this too comes the Hebrew feast Phurim, not Phrurim. Josephus is corrupt in this word, or bent it according to Greek custom. A lot, according to St. Thomas, is threefold: divinatory, consultatory, and divisory.

[margin: Esther 9:26; Jerome, Furst, and Josephus on phur and Phurim; Thomas Aquinas, Secunda Secundae, question 95, article 8, on the three kinds of lots]

A divinatory lot can be called cleromancy. It is prohibited by its kind, according to St. Gregory, book 7, letter 110, book 9, letter 47; in the Decretals, chapter 1 on sortilege; St. Thomas at the cited article 8. Such was the casting of lots in Jonah, as Franciscus Ribera explains very well there after Lyra and Ferus. It too is manifold.

[margin: Gregory, book 7, and book 9, epistle 47; Decretals, chapter 1 de sortilegiis; Thomas Aquinas, the cited article 8; Lyra, Ferus, and Franciscus Ribera on divinatory lots and Jonah]

One divinatory lot is the same as an oracle, as were the Delian, Lycian, Antiate, Praenestine, and similar lots. Seneca took it in this sense:


After fates, at last, faith in the impure lot.



And in Oedipus:


Awakened by Phoebean lot.



Most of the other lots take their name from their material, such as palomancy, pessomancy, and astragalomancy, which used little rods, dice, little bones, little balls, or inscribed tablets thrown up or into an urn.

Third, similar to these was cubomancy or dice-divination, as in Propertius:


For me too, when I sought Venus by favorable dice,
the ruinous dogs always leapt up.



The emperors Augustus and Tiberius were very devoted to this practice, according to Suetonius, as was Attalus, king of Pergamum. The Greeks used such a lot at Bura in Achaia, according to Pausanias, and at the spring of Aponus in Italy, according to Suetonius in Tiberius.



[margin: Delian, Lycian, Antiate, and Praenestine lots; Seneca; Propertius; Suetonius on Augustus and Tiberius; Pausanias on Bura; Suetonius on the spring of Aponus]

Fourth is palomancy or rhabdomancy, which Tacitus attributes to the Germans. He says: "Their custom of lots is simple. They cut a rod from a fruit-bearing tree into little pieces, mark them with certain signs, and scatter them at random over a white cloth. Then, if consultation is public, the priest of the state; if private, the father of the household, after praying to the gods and looking up to heaven, takes up three pieces one at a time. Once taken up, he interprets them according to the mark previously impressed." Very similar and very frequent among the Chinese today is a divination of two equal pieces of wood, which Gonzalo de Mendoza describes at length, and likewise that of the Philippine or Lusitanian people in India, according to Martin Ignatius in his Itinerary.

[margin: Tacitus, Germania, on rod-lots; Gonzalo de Mendoza, History of China, book 2, chapter 4, on Chinese wooden lots; Martin Ignatius, Itinerary, chapter 8, on Philippine or Indian lots]

In Sacred Scripture I find some lots pertaining here, such as that of arrows in Ezekiel, and another of rods in Hosea, and, according to some, in Moses. The words of Ezekiel are: "For the king of Babylon stood at the fork, at the head of the two ways, seeking divination, mixing arrows. He asked idols, he consulted entrails. At his right hand was the divination over Jerusalem." This divination is explained variously, the diversity arising because interpreters do not agree on the meaning of the verb qlql, which St. Jerome rendered "he mixed"; the Seventy, "to boil up" and "a casting of the rod," which Polychronius nevertheless teaches was said in Hebrew idiom for "he sent" or "he cast arrows."

St. Jerome in his commentary explains the mode of divination: "He will stand at the very crossroads and, according to the rite of his nation, consult the oracle, mixing his arrows in the quiver and mixing them inscribed or marked with the names of each, to see whose arrow comes out and which city he ought first to attack. The Greeks call this belomancy or rhabdomancy." He adds afterward that here the Seventy differ from the Vulgate not so much in sense as in words. For the word "to boil up" or "to rise" means nothing other than to come out or ascend swiftly. Others think it means another kind of divination: that the mixed arrows were thrown strongly into the air, and it was observed in which direction they fell, whether right or left, toward Rabbath or toward Jerusalem. Thus Rabbi Joseph, and, as it seems, the Chaldean Paraphrast. Both our translation and the Greek translation permit that interpretation very well. Finally, because qlql also means "to smooth" or "to polish," they explain it as "he smoothed or polished the arrows," for they want to signify a catoptromantic kind of divination, by which augurs saw future things in a shining point as if in crystal or a fingernail. But since this is an invention of more recent writers, it is better to follow St. Jerome and the Seventy.



[margin: Ezekiel 21; Jerome, the Septuagint, Polychronius, Rabbi Joseph, and the Chaldean Paraphrast on arrow lots, belomancy, and rhabdomancy]

The other passage is Deuteronomy 18:11, vechober chaber, which our translator renders "enchanter." Recent writers render it "joining a joining," to express a species of xylomancy by which divination was done through fragments of wood coming together again. But the Seventy confirm our translation: pharmakos epaeion epoiden, "a poisoner chanting an incantation," and rightly. For enchanters are called chabarim from chabar, which means "to associate oneself"; one might call them associates, namely of demons, with whom they unite themselves by pact or covenant. Therefore our Vulgate translator renders far more clearly than those recent writers; and Pagninus rightly retained the translation of the Seventy interpreters.

The third passage is Hosea 4:12: "My people consulted in wood, and its staff announced to them." It is not clear of what kind this is said. Among the Hebrews, Rabbi Moses son of Maimon, in his explanation of negative precept 52, records this rite: they stripped a wooden staff on one side only, then threw it into the air. If by chance on the first throw the stripped side appeared uppermost, and on the second throw the side still clothed in bark appeared uppermost, they augured a prosperous outcome; if, on the contrary, the clothed side first appeared, an unhappy one; if on both throws the clothed or stripped side was uppermost, they promised themselves a mixed outcome. They think this is signified by Hosea. St. Jerome, however, wants the same kind to be treated as in Ezekiel, and here calls rhabdomancy what there he called belomancy, for he took these as the same. Theophylact on Hosea thinks this too, but explains the rite differently: "Setting up two rods, they muttered songs or certain incantations; then, when the rods fell by the operation or effect of demons, they considered in what direction each one fell, whether forward or backward, to the right or the left. Thus at last, from the falls of the rods, they gave responses to foolish people. Nebuchadnezzar prophesied in the same way, as Ezekiel has it." Add to these what was said above, Section 1, Superstition 17.



[margin: Deuteronomy 18, Pagninus, Hosea 4, Moses Maimonides, and Theophylact on rod lots, xylomancy, and the Hebrew terms in these passages]

Fifth, a species is geomancy. Its laborious industry lies by pretending to be an art; for it marks out the names of sixteen figures in the ground or on a counting board, from sixteen different arrangements of points added together, names which they think answer to their respective stars. Haly once included this in writing, and the famous magician Oliver of Malmesbury in a published book; afterward Gerard of Cremona, Bartholomaeus of Parma, and Gaspar Peucer, follower of Luther, did the same. Their books are prohibited. I marvel that Peucer pursued it so diligently, since he most truly confesses that there is no reason at all, no appearance of truth, beneath that whole inquiry. The arch-magician Cornelius too, in a later writing, testified that his geomancy, different from that of others, was equally false and lying. Picus sang of it:


And frequently the point pierces the thirsty sand.



Pictorius described this in the Epitome on Magic, chapter 8. What madness, then, to devote oneself to things condemned by their own authors? Among pious and Catholic writers, those often already cited have learnedly refuted it: Franciscus Picus, book 6 On Foreknowledge, chapter 3; Conrad Wimpina, who drew very many things from Picus in his whole little work, book On Divination, chapter 5; and Julius Sirenius, book 9 On Fate, chapter 38.



[margin: Geomancy authorities and critics: Haly; Oliver of Malmesbury in a published book; Gerard of Cremona; Bartholomaeus of Parma; Gaspar Peucer, whose prohibited books treat it while admitting the inquiry has no reason or appearance of truth; Cornelius Agrippa's later geomancy; Francesco Pico's verse and On Foreknowledge, book 6, chapter 3; George Pictorius, Epitome of Magic, chapter 8; Conrad Wimpina, On Divination, chapter 5; Julius Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, chapter 38]

Sixth, they call stichomancy. It was first done by opening a book of Homer or Virgil and attending to the first verse that met the eye of the one looking. Thus Socrates conjectured the day of his death; thus Claudius, Macrinus, Gordian the Younger, and other emperors conjectured the time of their reign or life. Among Christians there afterward succeeded to this Gentile vanity the opening of the Old and New Testament, which by a notable blasphemy they call the Lots of the Apostles. This was used by the emperor Heraclius in Cedrenus; Romanus Diogenes in Cuspinian; Andronicus the elder in Gregoras; Chrannus, son of the king of the Franks, in Gregory of Tours; St. Theodora of Alexandria, not yet well catechized, in Simeon Metaphrastes on September 11; and Merovech in Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 14. There another rite is also expressed: three codices of Sacred Scripture are placed on St. Martin's tomb, and each is opened separately. Finally Gundulph used this, according to Ranulph, book 7 of the Polychronicon, chapter 6, as did the man who praised his own deed, Jerome Cardano, On Variety, book 14.

This superstition was condemned by decrees of more than one council of the Catholic Church. Some refer here those certain Ephesian letters joined with magical words, by which those who carried them were supposed to make all attempts effective. By the benefit of these words they say Croesus was freed from the pyre. These belong to Question 6. And let no one object to either St. Augustine's act in the Confessions or Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 47 and following. For the saints then opened the book not so that they might be rendered more certain about future things, but so that they might find something consolatory or exhortatory in the sacred page, as Gregory himself testifies. Thus today many pious men, when tempted, are accustomed to open that golden little book of Thomas a Kempis, On the Contempt of the World, because something always occurs in it by which they feel themselves strengthened and confirmed. That is certainly free of superstition. Augustine too was led to this by divine admonition; see book 9 of the Confessions, last chapter.



[margin: Stichomancy: opening Homer or Virgil; Socrates, Claudius, Macrinus, Gordian Junior, and other emperors; Christian misuse of Scripture as "Lots of the Apostles" by Heraclius in Cedrenus, Romanus Diogenes in Cuspinian, Andronicus the Elder in Gregoras, book 8, Chrannus in Gregory of Tours, History, book 4, chapters 16 and 20, Theodora of Alexandria in Simeon Metaphrastes on September 11, Merovech in Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 14, Gundulph in Ranulph Higden, Polychronicon, book 7, chapter 6, and Jerome Cardano, De varietate, book 14; conciliar condemnations; Ephesian letters; Augustine, Confessions, book 9, final chapter, Gregory of Tours, and Thomas a Kempis on non-divinatory sacred-page consolation]

There are those who want two exceptions to this rule: first, if someone does it compelled by grave necessity, to settle a grave dispute or doubtful counsel; they cite St. Augustine, letter 180 to Honoratus, and On Christian Doctrine, book 1, chapter 28. Second, if it is done with due reverence and with prayers poured out to God, as Bede wants in the first chapter of Acts. Above all, I would admit these conditions not taken separately, but jointly, and therefore as one only. For I think that both the necessity of the matter and recourse to God are required together; the Fathers do not exclude one but suppose it when they express only the other. Augustine considered only the gravity of the matter, for he was treating the abandonment of the flock because of danger of death; therefore he wanted a lot to be cast among the pastors to decide who should flee and who should remain. Bede expressly requires both. Nor was the cause light for St. Francis, namely his own salvation and that of his neighbors; nor had no prayers, or cold or lukewarm prayers, preceded when he used a consultatory lot; nor was divine revelation lacking to prompt this.

St. Bonaventure narrates in his life of Francis, chapter 13, which St. Antoninus drew from him piecemeal and mutilated. Bonaventure writes: "It was put into his mind by divine oracle that in the opening of the Gospel book it would be opened to him by Christ what would be most acceptable to God in him and about him. Therefore, after prayer had first been made with great devotion, he caused the sacred book of the Gospels, taken from the altar, to be opened in the name of the Holy Trinity by a companion, a man devout and holy to God. Since in the threefold opening of the book the Passion of the Lord always occurred, the man full of God understood that, as he had imitated Christ in the actions of life, so he ought to be conformed to him in the afflictions and pains of the Passion before he passed from this world," etc.

Therefore those two conditions must concur for someone lawfully to use this lot. If true revelation has been added, or if it alone preceded, there is nothing either to fear or to accuse. Bede teaches clearly enough that all these things were present in the lot of blessed Matthias, and besides that the custom of choosing the high priest in his turns had not yet been abolished. Therefore, if either revelation, or the other two causes together without revelation, moved the archdeacon of Bath to test what he says in letter 30 after the threefold recurrence of the same dream about a friend, which I would readily believe to have been a divine vision, namely "without affection of curiosity to examine more diligently the outcome of the vision by lots of human curiosity and by turning the Psalter," and that verse first met his eyes, "Moses and Aaron among his priests," etc., then I would judge with our John Buseus that Peter of Blois can be excused. Otherwise it cannot be denied that the matter should be judged not of the best example.



[margin: Augustine, letter 180 to Honoratus, and On Christian Doctrine; Bede on Acts; Francis, Bonaventure, and Antoninus; Matthias, Peter of Blois, and John Buseus on lawful or excusable lots]

There is a quite different Lot of the Apostles, plainly lawful and not forbidden, of which Caesarius writes in book 8 of the Miracles, chapter 56: "It is customary, especially among the matrons of our province, that by such a lot they choose a special apostle for themselves. On twelve candles the names of the twelve apostles are written, one on each; after they have been blessed by the priest, they are placed together on the altar. The woman approaches, and she gives more honor and service than to the rest to the apostle whose name she draws by the candle." Indeed, I find in the Mexican History of Francisco Lopez de Gomara, chapter 21, that when Ferdinand Cortes cast such a lot in Spain, blessed Peter, prince of the apostles, the second rock of the Roman or truly apostolic Church, for Jesus is the first, fell to him. It was fitting that the one who was going to plant the Gospel there should be favored by the one who waters; when he waters, Christ Jesus always gives growth.



[margin: Caesarius on a lawful Lot of the Apostles; Francisco Lopez de Gomara on Ferdinand Cortes and the apostle Peter]

In the seventh place comes the Game described in the Dodecahedron, and another which it calls the Shepherds' Game. These two, harmful through France and Germany, are solemn for many people for knowledge of future marriage, wealth, dignities, children, and so forth.

Nor can or should I pass over here undiscussed a certain dangerous statement of Andrea Cesalpino, On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 12, where he says: "There are those who consult books written on good and bad fortune, falling by lot onto a part of the little book in which what is asked is explained. Speaking of books such as I mentioned, he says: 'But these by their own force are for the most part found vain among others, true among those for whom a demon cooperates.'" Is the demon, then, so foreknowing of future things of this kind that he knows how to direct those things, which at least as to their means ordinarily depend on free will, to a certain and true outcome? No one skilled in true theology will grant this. He should therefore have said that when the demon cooperates, then they more often seem true because of the demon's cleverness in conjecturing; not that they are for the most part true if the demon cooperates, unless he added an explanation why then rather than at other times.



[margin: The Dodecahedron and the Shepherds' Game; Andrea Cesalpino, On the Investigation of Demons, chapter 12, on fortune books and demonic cooperation]

Eighth comes alectryomancy. In this a defined place is marked into equal parts, and to each part a single letter of the alphabet is assigned. Then on each letter a grain of wheat is placed. Afterward a cock trained for this is brought in, which eats the grains. Finally the letters are noted from which it first eats the grains. For example, if the letters P, E, T are involved, then Peter, Petronius, Petrucci, and those whose names begin in a similar way are believed to be indicated.

In this way the emperor Valens was deceived when the philosophers were asking about his successor. Because the cock had eaten the grains marked theta, epsilon, omega, delta, he ordered all Theodores, Theodosiuses, Theodotes, and Theodules to be killed; and yet Theodosius the Great succeeded him in the empire. Although some from Zonaras want this to have been done through alectryomancy, Socrates openly says it was done through necromancy; Sozomen says by an oracle from the device of a laurel tripod, and Nicephorus follows him. Cassiodorus agrees with Socrates, but by error wants Valens himself to have used the demon's work to inquire about his successor. Zonaras wants this to have been done by Iamblichus and Libanius. But it is plain from Ammianus, a writer of those times, that all these are deceived. Ammianus names Fidustius, Irenaeus, Pergamius, and Hilarius as defendants in the sought prophecy, and says that they gathered certain other men skilled in prophecy, whom he does not name and who perhaps were Libanius and Iamblichus. He then recites the words of Hilarius, already dedicated to the side-rack:


We constructed, most magnificent judges, in likeness to the Delphic cauldron and under dire auspices, this ill-fated little table which you see, from laurel twigs; and by imprecations of secret songs and many long ritual preparations, we at last set it in motion. The manner of moving it, whenever consultation was made about hidden matters, was this. It was placed in the middle of a house cleansed with Arabian odors, and a round dish, wholly pure and made by art from different metallic materials, was placed above it. On its outer circumference, the written forms of the twenty-four elements were skillfully cut, divided by carefully measured intervals. A man clothed in linen garments, and likewise shod with linen shoes, with a fillet twisted about his head and bearing vervains of fortunate trees, after sacrifice had been made with fixed songs to the deity who is author of foreknowledge, stood over the little cauldron with ceremonial knowledge, balancing a hanging ring by a very fine Carpathian thread, initiated in mystic disciplines. By falling at intervals upon the single letters set apart, the ring produced heroic verses in harmony with the questions, fully concluded according to numbers and measures, such as are read from the Pythian responses or those given from the oracles of the Branchidae. Therefore when we asked who would succeed the present empire, since it was said that he would be polished in every respect, the ring, settling, struck two syllables, and when the last letter was added, someone present cried out, "Theodorus," etc.



He adds that they were also asked whether they had inquired what hung over themselves, and that they recited verses by which capital punishment for them and burning for the prince were foretold; all these things happened in this way. For Theodosius did succeed, these men were beheaded, and Valens was burned alive by the Goths. So much so that I suspect all these things were revealed by the Devil, God permitting it, for vengeance upon so many crimes. From Ammianus' words it is clear that Socrates, Cassiodorus, and Zonaras narrated things not learned by them and not very true.



[margin: Alectryomancy and the Valens succession oracle: Zonaras, tome 3, on Valens; Socrates, Ecclesiastical History, book 4, chapter 15, says the inquiry was by necromancy; Sozomen says by an oracle from a laurel tripod; Nicephorus follows him; Cassiodorus, Tripartite History, chapter 35, follows Socrates but misstates Valens's own role; Ammianus, book 26, names Fidustius, Irenaeus, Pergamius, and Hilarius, and records the laurel-table and suspended-ring procedure; Del Rio notes possible but unnamed involvement of Libanius and Iamblichus]

The ninth kind is onomancy, which is sought from the name of the person consulting by arranging the elements of the name in different ways and indicating something favorable or contrary as if by anagram. This was a Pythagorean invention; for example, if you resolve Ioannes Magnus into magnus animose. By this they think that at Rome Apollonius raised a girl who had died on the day of her wedding.



[margin: Philostratus, book 4, on Apollonius and the Ioannes Magnus/magnus animose name-anagram example]

The tenth was called arithmancy. It was twofold: one kind belonged to the Greeks, who considered the value of letters and augured the future victor to be the one whose name contained the greater numbers; for this reason Hector was overcome by Achilles. The other belonged to the Chaldeans, who distribute the alphabet into three decades, with certain letters repeated; and, after resolving the names of those seeking into numbers, they change them into numbers and assign individual numbers to their planets. To this must be referred the Kabbalah of recent Jews, which they divide into two parts: a certain theomancy full of blasphemies, and this most vain arithmancy. Read Tegnius refuting it in his book On True Christian Study.

Not far from this is Plato's arithmetical prophecy, criticized by Aristotle in book 5 of the Politics. Certainly the apostle and evangelist St. John in the Apocalypse signified the name of Antichrist by the number 666, as it had been revealed to him by God, but perhaps the talents of all men have so far labored in vain to find that man out. Whoever wants many things may read Ribera on the Apocalypse, Sanders on Antichrist, Feuardentius on Irenaeus, and Raymond, discussing Antichrist very fully from chapter 20 to chapter 25. Raymond, however, attributed somewhat more to arithmancy than was fitting, from the fictions of the Platonists. That passage of the apostle does not confirm arithmancy; it only weaves prophecy with arithmetical wrappings of numbers, which would be lawful for us too if the Holy Spirit inspired it. But to attribute any divine force or natural property to numbers themselves is erroneous.

[margin: Arithmancy: Terentianus Maurus, cited by Del Rio with a cross-reference to his own fuller discussion in the Opinions on Accius' Astyanax; Tegnius, On True Christian Study, against the Jewish Kabbalah's arithmancy; Plato, Republic, book 8, on the arithmetical prophecy; Aristotle, Politics, book 5, criticizing it; Apocalypse 13 on the name of Antichrist signified by the number 666; Ribera on the Apocalypse; Sanders on Antichrist; Feuardentius on Irenaeus; Raymond, On Antichrist, chapters 20-25; Del Rio says Raymond conceded too much to arithmancy from Platonic fictions, and rejects any divine force or natural property in numbers themselves]

Eleventh can be the practice which Pliny attributes to Pythagoras: in proper names one should consider the number of vowels; an even number is prosperous, while an odd number is an indication of childlessness or lameness. A book of Alchindrina circulates on these and similar trifles, plainly superstitious and most worthy of flames. They pretend that he was a disciple of Aristotle. To this and the preceding species should commonly be referred that circular figure in whose middle, between half-moons, various arithmetical numbers stand in an area; in the next circle are inscribed the words life, good fortune, bad fortune, death, illness, health; in the following circle, the names of the planets with certain numbers; in the third, the alphabet in Latin capital letters; in the fourth, certain arithmetical numbers. Certain people use it in Germany, and if George Pictorius had not displayed its form and explained its use, he would have acted far more wisely.



[margin: Onomancy and arithmetical name-divination: Pliny on the Pythagorean rule counting vowels in proper names; the superstitious Alchindrina falsely linked with Aristotle; George Pictorius on the circular arithmetical figure used in Germany, with half-moon area, numerical circles, words of fortune, planetary names, and the Latin alphabet]

Perhaps among the Gentiles another kind of onomancy was also in use, when they took an omen from the very meaning of a name, or divined some future thing from it, as I have elsewhere taught, in my Opinions on the fragments of the tragedians, that the Greeks did in the name Astyanax, and Augustus in the name Nicon. Read above, book 3, part 2, question 4, section 4. To this I would refer what Prudentius reports, that the martyr blessed Hippolytus was thus mocked by the tyrant:


The tyrant, sitting with neck bent back, said:
"What is he called?"
They affirm that he is called Hippolytus.
"Then let him be Hippolytus:
let him be shaken and thrown into confusion by horses,
and let him perish torn apart by savage horses."



For, as Ausonius somewhere records, it was a species of divination among the ancients to compose a name that was an indication of fortune, character, or death.

Those are not free from this superstition who think that human fortunes and future outcomes depend on names imposed by the choice of parents, and from that reason out what will happen. They are free of fault who, with careful diligence, compare certain names imposed through angels or holy men by a prophetic spirit with the office, virtues, or end of life of those on whom they were imposed, and show that the names agree with the realities. The orthodox Fathers once did this with Abel, Enoch, Noah, and the rest; on these read St. Isidore, Etymologies, book 7, chapter 6. The angel in the Gospel history goes before us in this, Matthew 1:21 and Luke 1:13-14, as does Jesus himself imposing the name Cephas on Simon, John 1:42 compared with Matthew 16:18. Father Nicolas Serarius noted something similar from Gorionides on the name Maccabee in the first preface to Maccabees; certainly that name could have been prophetically given by his father, who foresaw the great strength and heart that Judah would have. To impose the names of saints on children so that they may entrust themselves and their affairs especially to the patronage of those saints, and imitate their morals, is pious and religious. For the same reason the custom of Roman pontiffs, already for some centuries changing their former name along with the dignity of the high priesthood, is most praiseworthy.



[margin: Name-omens and lawful name interpretation: Prudentius on Hippolytus; Ausonius on fortune, character, and death in names; Isidore on etymological meanings; Matthew, Luke, and John on divinely significant names; Nicolas Serarius and Gorionides on prophetic and pious naming]

In the last place, John Leo, a diligent writer, lists a certain sortiary ornithomancy. In a box constructed in the shape of a little counting board, they feed certain little birds. Those who seek counsel come to these, and offer a small coin. A bird takes the coin, carries it in its beak into the box, then returns and brings the response back to the consultant on a little paper. Let this suffice concerning these superstitious lots, partly divinatory, partly consultatory.



[margin: John Leo Africanus, Description of Africa, book 8, on sortiary ornithomancy]


Question VII, Section IV. What Kind of Sin Is in These Things?

The following conclusions must be noted.

First, with respect to divinatory lots and other auguries, it is a grave sin to inquire into hidden crimes by haruspices, auguries, or divinatory lots. For these things cannot be known in that way without the aid of a demon. Therefore a certain man who had tried to know a hidden thief by an astrolabe, even without the intention of invoking a demon, was suspended from the ministry of the altar for a year as one who had gravely sinned, and that by grace and dispensation, because according to common law he ought to have been suspended forever.

Second, it is equally a mortal sin to try to predict future contingents by auguries or lots; therefore a sentence of excommunication was issued against clerics.

[margin: Decretals on sortilege; canon law on clerical suspension and excommunication; Thomas Aquinas, Secunda Secundae, question 95, articles 6-7, on divination and lots]

Third, although it is not a mortal sin to observe such things unless someone gives faith to them, nevertheless it is always extremely dangerous to direct one's actions according to them, even if one in no way believes them. The reason is that God very justly permits such persons to perish badly; and the Devil often draws people through such things into greater ones, and deceives them in more serious matters. At the least, by these things a person acquires a very bad habit, disposed very closely toward unbelief.

Several examples scattered here and there have shown how harmful it usually is to consult demon-worshipers. I add now another from the Chronicle of the Scots. They narrate that Natalogus, the thirtieth king, sent to diviners the very man by whom the king was afterward killed, in order that he should ask about victory, the king's life, and the kingdom. The man received this response from a certain old woman: the king would not live long; danger threatened him not from an enemy but from familiar persons. When he pressed her to say from whom, she added: from you. The man cursed the woman. When he was returning home, this thought entered his mind: that it would be neither possible to conceal the response nor safe to reveal it, lest he be made suspect before the king, a wicked man who indulged his own fear. Therefore it was safer to kill the tyrant with the thanks of many than to preserve him unharmed with very grave danger to his own head. As soon as he returned home, having obtained a private meeting to disclose the responses of the diviners, he killed the king, who had entered the twelfth year of his rule, and freed his country from slavery and himself from danger. Buchanan narrates this; but why he calls it a story more neatly made up than plausible, I do not understand. For although that old woman, or rather the demon himself, could not have known this without revelation, nevertheless God used the demon's malice in this way. For those words were most cleverly arranged so that this soldier, whose headlong spirit and ready hand did not escape the demon, would be driven to the thought of killing the tyrant. Whether the matter turned out successfully or badly for him, the murderous spirit would feed itself either on the death of the tyrant or on the death of the attacker and consultant. Does Sacred Scripture not supply us with a similar impulse of mind and a similar tyrannicide in Hazael the Syrian in 4 Kings 8?



[margin: Chronicle of the Scots and Buchanan, book 4, folio 35, on Natalogus; 4 Kings/2 Kings 8 on Hazael]

In the same Scotland, malicious lots promising Banquo the kingdom brought him destruction. For he was killed by Macbeth or Macabeus; and for Macbeth himself too, divinations of fortune-tellers brought death as the reward of cruelty. They had persuaded him that he would be unconquered until a certain forest, far away from there, approached the castle where Macbeth lived, and that he would not fall by the hand of one born of woman. To give credibility to similar prophecies, when the demon already foresaw that he would be conquered and killed by a stronger and very hostile enemy, he persuaded the soldiers to carry very large branches before them, so that they gave the appearance of a forest; and he sent against Macbeth as striker Macduff, who was not born but cut from his mother's womb. Boece describes these things at length. Buchanan laughs at them as a fable of witchcraft or a mime from the Atellanes; but these things wonderfully express the customs of a demon, and contain nothing which cannot happen or is not accustomed to happen. Olaus and others tell similar things about the stratagem of forests, and histories are full of the false oracles of demons.



[margin: Buchanan, book 7, at the beginning, and Hector Boece on Banquo, Macbeth/Macabeus, and Macduff; Olaus on moving forests]

Fourth, the same must today be said of the consultatory lot by which we inquire what is to be done or judged by us. This too is prohibited under anathema. It is proved, because one may not inquire into such things except from God; but God does not want us to investigate his will by lots, but to seek it from the doctrine of the Church, Sacred Scripture, our superiors, and other learned and pious men. It is mortal when something superstitious is applied, or certain faith is given to the lot. But if both were absent, and without any superstition someone simply by lot inquired into the will of God, believing the lot only probably, it would be a venial sin.



[margin: Canon law on lots and the chapter sortes, cause 26, question 5]

Up to this point the discussion has concerned foreknowledge that is altogether lawful, treated in chapter 1, or altogether unlawful, treated in chapter 2. It remains now to discuss the kind which is sometimes lawful and sometimes unlawful. We call it conjectation. This is either physical or natural, or political and civil, which retains the name of lot.


Question I. On Conjectation from the Stars

I refer to the class of natural conjectation everything that truly rests on natural causes, or at least alleges such causes with no great improbability: the conjectures of farmers, shepherds, sailors, architects, physicians, physiognomists, chiromancers, astrologers, and interpreters of dreams. These must now be discussed one by one.

With respect to conjectation, or judicial mathematics, from the stars, two species can be established: the former lawful, the latter unlawful. The first species is astronomy. It rests on universal, true, and unchangeable principles, and it attains knowledge of the future things that belong to its art, such as the revolutions of years, the courses of the stars, the distinctions of the heavens, likewise the nature of the sun and planets, eclipses, stations, retrogradations, aspects, conjunctions, oppositions, and the like. In this kind some useful works have already appeared, and greater ones are expected from Tycho Brahe, the noble Dane. The other is astrology, as unlike the former as a concubine is unlike a lawful wife. It rests on common and variable principles and predicts the effects of future events, not necessary but contingent, as though they depended by some necessity on the stars.



[margin: Tycho Brahe; distinction between astronomy and astrology]

From that former science, at last, the Chaldeans slipped into this latter one. They were so called at first, on the testimony of Diodorus Siculus, because the Chaldean nation excelled in this kind of thing. Later the usage was received by which simply "Chaldean" meant "astrologer," just as "Arab" meant robber and "Canaanite" merchant. Daniel uses the word in this way in his prophecy, as do Juvenal and Gellius.



[margin: Diodorus Siculus, Historical Library, book 2, on Babylonian priests and Chaldeans; Daniel 2:2, Juvenal, Satire 6, and Gellius, Attic Nights, book 1, chapter 9, on the word "Chaldean" used for astrologer]

Astrology has four parts. The first concerns revolutions and predicts the vicissitudes of the whole year in war and peace, the healthfulness of the air, the price of grain, diseases of animals, and the like. The second contains the mastery of nativities, teaching what will happen to a man individually throughout his whole life. The third is called elections, which teaches what in each matter is to be done deliberately and usefully, what is to be omitted, when one should build, sail, ride, go out or remain at home, and in what places individual things should be done so that they may turn out happily. In this my former teacher in mathematics, Johannes Stadius, used to strut wonderfully; yet for him, if one sets aside the things he sometimes achieved by trickery, everything turned out as badly and as unhappily as possible. The fourth concerns the carving of images, plainly a deceptive magical practice and sufficiently refuted by us elsewhere. Of the other three, none has any certainty at all; and the farther each withdraws from those common canons of astronomy and approaches more nearly to particular and singular events, the farther it withdraws from knowledge and certainty and binds itself more tightly to the lie of vanity.

[margin: Johannes Stadius; four parts of astrology; magical image-making treated elsewhere]

The first conclusion is this: the astronomer, not departing from his own universal, commensurate, and immediate principles, can, according to the canons of his art, predict with certainty those universal events of his art, even many years before they occur, unless either his computation or his instruments deceive him. Hence the ephemerides commonly circulated have arisen. I think no one will deny this conclusion, because as a thing is in being, so is it in being known. Necessary events are certain, and therefore they can be certainly known. In the same way, from the various color of the moon and sun, and from other phenomena, the astronomer can probably predict the occurrence of winds, rains, fair weather, and such changes of weather. The reason is that these things happen for the most part, although sometimes they are hindered by particular causes. To this belong the poems of Aratus, Cicero, Hesiod, Virgil, and Germanicus on the phenomena.



[margin: Aratus, Cicero, Hesiod, Virgil, and Germanicus on astronomical phenomena]

The second conclusion is this: the first species of astrology is not superstitious if it professes only opinion with fear of the contrary; for example, "the stars threaten scarcity of grain; perhaps the harvest will be rather hard; I fear that it may be so." Nor is the second species superstitious if it professes only suspicion, for example, "there is a suspicion that this boy will be such and such; he will be inclined to this; his horoscope portends such things for him." Nor, finally, is the third part superstitious if it only says that it estimates that the matter will turn out well, and if it in fact attributes no more in its own mind than it declares in its words. This must be noted in all three. Conrad Wimpina teaches this in his book On Fate and in another work, On Superstition. The reason is that, because similar events have often followed similar positions of the stars, it is lawful for us to estimate, suspect, and fear similar things. No sin lies in the caution of this observation, which is a certain portion of prudence, and therefore in itself good.

[margin: Conrad Wimpina, On Fate, and On Superstition, book 2, chapter 7, on cautious, non-certain astrological opinion]

The third conclusion is this: astrology, if it goes farther in any of these three ways and predicts anything as certainly going to occur, is merely unlawful and superstitious; every divination of this kind is uncertain and vain, and not worthy of the name of art or science.

It must be noted from Cajetan that three mortal sins are commonly incurred here, according to three ways of exceeding the limit. The first occurs when the mysteries of the Christian faith are subjected to the stars and deduced from the influence or position of the stars. Peter of Ailly sinned in this matter when he subjected the Flood of Noah, the nativity of Jesus, changes of religion and faith, and other supernatural secrets of this kind to the discipline of the stars. Firmicus too, Albumasar, Aponeus, Machiavelli, Paul Jovius, and many Italians struck the same rock. Giovanni Pico, count of Mirandola, rightly accused them of faithlessness. This doctrine is refuted because such mysteries depended solely on the free decree of God; and God, as he established the courses of the heavens, so can also change them. Therefore the Christian religion must be judged higher than the heavens, for its confession is above heaven and earth.



[margin: Cajetan, in the Summa under "observation of the stars," on three mortal sins in astrology; Peter of Ailly, Firmicus, Albumasar, Aponeus, Machiavelli, and Paul Jovius; Giovanni Pico, Against Astrology, book 2, chapter 5, and book 5, chapter 11; Psalm 148]

The second sin occurs when future contingents are thought to be certainly knowable in advance from the stars. For this removes the freedom of the human will. If such things could be certainly foreknown, this would be because those actions depended on the stars and not on the freedom of the will; and so they would cease to be future contingents. Therefore it is contradictory both to predict any such thing with certainty and to say that it is free or contingent.

The third sin occurs when interrogations and elections are subjected to these celestial bodies as to a certain cause and, as it were, the decree of a law, so that a person sets this as rule and norm over his life and actions. This is contrary to the dignity of divine grace, which conquers nature; it is contrary also to the divine law, which forbids such things to be observed in this way; and it is contrary to the dignity of our mind and counsel, by which we are more excellent and more sublime than all corporeal things.

Those who attribute more than is proper to this later astrology fall into these two later sins: the ancient Chaldeans, those called mathematici and planetarii in the books of law, and among more recent writers Julius Gauricus, Leovitius, Cardanus, Bellantius, Johannes Stadius, Junctinus, and Nostradamus. Against them all the preceding third conclusion stands.



[margin: Julius Gauricus, Leovitius, Cardanus, Bellantius, Johannes Stadius, Junctinus, and Nostradamus]

This can be proved by reason and authority. By reason, because since these events do not exist necessarily and certainly, they cannot be certainly and necessarily known in advance. Then, too, these effects are not contained in the power of the stars, to which neither God nor the human will is subject. Many other reasons can be drawn from the bull of Sixtus V against astrologers and from the very learned and extensive work of Giovanni Pico against astrologers.

The proof from authority has its own classes. First, it is proved by testimonies of Sacred Scripture, which teaches that foreknowledge of future things belongs to God alone, and takes it entirely away from man; warns that no one should learn astrology or fear from the stars, and that these are the vain laws of unbelievers; teaches that we are not to follow the vanities of philosophers "according to the elements of the world," which St. Athanasius understood of astrology; laughs at augurs and shows that the Babylonians and Chaldeans were deceived by their own knowledge, and that their study was useless and harmful. Who will not believe God? Behold, God himself cries out: "I am the Lord, making void the signs of diviners, turning soothsayers into madness, turning wise men backward, and making their knowledge foolish." From these passages it is clear that John of Salisbury erred when he wrote that this science flourished, and perhaps was allowed to be practiced, until the star from heaven announced God born and led the not-reprobate Magi, the firstfruits of faith, to adore him by a new and unheard-of guidance, but that afterward it was utterly forbidden. Rather, as it was always evil, so it was always forbidden by divine law.



[margin: Scriptural and patristic authorities against astrology: Isaiah 41:23 on foreknowledge belonging to God; Ecclesiastes 8:7; Jeremiah 10:2; Paul to the Colossians 2:8, understood by Athanasius of astrology; Isaiah 47:10 and 47:13 against Babylonian/Chaldean knowledge; Isaiah 44:25 on God making diviners' signs void; John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 1, chapter 11, on the supposed earlier toleration of astrology]

Second, councils and the canons of the Fathers condemn it, after setting most grave penalties. It would be long to write out the words; I indicate the places instead: the canons cited under the questions on augury and sortilege, the Index of prohibited books of the Council of Trent, and most fully the bull of Pope Sixtus V against astrologers. I indeed read in Epiphanius that Aquila Ponticus was once expelled from the Church because he would not abstain from these studies.



[margin: Ecclesiastical condemnations of astrology: chapters Illud, Illos, and Sed et illud, 26 question 2; chapter Igitur, 26 question 3; chapter Non liceat, 26 question 5; chapter 2, De sortilegiis; the Tridentine Index of prohibited books; the rule and fuller bull of Pope Sixtus V against astrologers; Epiphanius, On Weights and Measures, on Aquila Ponticus expelled from the Church because he would not abstain from these studies]

Third, the same is condemned by the civil law of the Romans. The art is forbidden, its books are burned, and its users are punished with exile; elsewhere they are even punished with death.

[margin: Roman civil law against mathematici and astrologers: law 2, Code, De maleficis et mathematicis; law Mathematicos, Code, De episcopali audientia, forbidding the art, burning books, and condemning users to exile; law 5, Code, De maleficis et mathematicis, punishing some by death]

Fourth, to omit Origen and Eusebius, the orthodox Fathers commonly condemn it: Basil, Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine, Gregory, and John of Salisbury.

[margin: Patristic and medieval condemnations of astrology: Origen and Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel, book 6, chapter 9; Basil, homily 6 on Genesis and sermon on the beginning of Proverbs; Chrysostom on Matthew 2; Ambrose, Hexaemeron, book 4, chapter 4; Augustine, Literal Commentary on Genesis, book 2, chapter 17, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapter 21, City of God, book 5 in the opening chapters, and homily on Psalm 61; Gregory, homily on the Epiphany; John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 2, chapters 19, 24, and 26]

Fifth, theologians commonly condemn it, both the older ones, such as St. Thomas, St. Bonaventure, St. Antoninus, Peter of Tarentaise, Richard of Middleton, Gabriel Biel, and William of Paris, and recent ones, such as Giovanni Pico, the phoenix of his age, in his most learned and abundant work, and his nephew defending the books of his uncle against Bellantius; Giovanni Francesco Pico; Julius Sirenius, who nevertheless later seems to attribute somewhat more than is fitting to astrologers; Ciruelo of Daroca, a good theologian, philosopher, and mathematician; Miguel de Medina; and our Benedictus Pererius in his whole book on astrological divination.



[margin: Theologians condemning judicial astrology: Thomas Aquinas, II-II, question 95, article 5; Bonaventure, Centiloquium; Antoninus, part 3, title 12, chapter 1, section 6; Peter of Tarentaise, Richardus Paludanus, and Gabriel Maior on book 4 of the Sentences; William of Paris, treatise On Laws, at length; Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, with his nephew Giovanni Francesco Pico defending his uncle's books against Bellantius; Giovanni Francesco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 5; Julius Sirenius, On Fate, book 9, from chapter 29, though later in chapters 36-37 he seems to grant astrologers somewhat more than is fair; Ciruelo of Daroca, theologian, philosopher, and mathematician, On Superstition, part 2, chapter 3; Miguel de Medina, On Right Faith in God, book 2, chapter 2; Benedictus Pererius, an entire book On Astrological Divination]

Sixth, jurists commonly condemn it, both canonists and civilians: Johannes Andreae, the Abbas, Ancaranus, Ananias, Torquemada, Albericus Rosatus, Troilus Malvetius, Baldus, Salicetus, Grillandus, and Peter Leloyer.

[margin: Jurists, both canonists and legists, commonly condemning the art: Johannes Andreae; Abbas; Ancaranus; Ananias on chapter Ex tuarum, De sortilegiis; Turrecremata on the said chapter Illos and in the Summa de Ecclesia; Albericus Rosatus under the entry Sortilegus; Troilus Malvetius, Treatise on Lots, part 1; Baldus, Salicetus, and others writing on Code, De maleficis, laws 2 and 5; Grillandus, De sortilegiis, question 3, number 8, question 9, number 13 and following, and question 11, number 16; Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 3, chapter 9]

Seventh, a man skilled in this art, Sixtus ab Hemminga the Frisian, condemns it from the very experience and practice of horoscopes, bringing forward twenty schemes and examples in his recent work Astrology Refuted.



[margin: Sixtus ab Hemminga Frisius, in his recent work Astrology Refuted, condemns the art from horoscope experience and practice, with twenty schemes and examples]

Eighth, philosophers and physicians condemn it. Among the ancients Bardesanes the Syrian and Diogenianus do so excellently, as do many others cited by Stobaeus; among recent writers, George of Trebizond and Francisco Valles. Nor should we omit the prudent saying of a certain Jewish physician. When a certain Jew had promised King Peter of Castile, whose savagery of manners and guiltless bloodshed of wife, brothers, bishops, princes, nobles, and countless common people earned him the name "the Cruel," new empires and, as they say, mountains of gold from his horoscope, the king afterward, when his affairs were desperate, asked how the prophecy held up. The physician is said to have answered: "Even if the sky is freezing, if a man bathes in a hot bath, he will still sweat," meaning that studies and habits of life have more force than the stars.

[margin: Philosophers and physicians condemning astrology: Bardesanes the Syrian and Diogenianus in Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel, book 6, chapters 6-7; others in Stobaeus, Sermon 78; George of Trebizond, Why the Judgments of Astrologers Are for the Most Part False; Francisco Valles, Sacred Philosophy, chapter 31; Mariana, Spanish Affairs, book 17, chapter 14, on Peter of Castile and the Jewish physician's reply]

Ninth, Henry Cornelius himself, that most devoted follower and leader of all vanities, condemns it when he writes that this art is nothing other than the deceitful conjecture of superstitious men, who from long use have made a science of uncertain things, in which, for the purpose of wringing out money, they deceive the ignorant and are themselves deceived at the same time. Thus he, in a bad book, bears good witness to a bad art.

[margin: Henry Cornelius Agrippa condemns astrology]

Tenth, historians condemn it, such as Tacitus, whose most excellent saying about mathematici stands out: "a kind of men treacherous to those in power, deceptive to those who hope; it will always be forbidden and always retained in our state."



[margin: Tacitus, book 17, on mathematici as treacherous to rulers and deceptive to those who hope]

Eleventh, poets condemn it, such as the author of the Sibylline Oracles, Juvenal, and Ennius, whose excellent lines are these:


I hold a Marsian augur worth nothing,
nor village haruspices, nor astrologers of the circus,
nor Isis-collectors, nor interpreters of dreams.
They are not divine by art or knowledge,
but superstitious seers, shameless chatterers,
lazy, mad, or driven by poverty,
who for their own gain raise up fabricated opinions.
They do not know the path for themselves, yet show the way to another.
From those to whom they promise riches, they beg a drachma;
from those riches let them deduct the drachma for themselves and return the rest.



In Laertius, Thales is deservedly mocked by an old woman in his household; a witty epigram by Gabrias stands against him, and others jested at astrologers in the Anthology. Above the rest I like the line of Leonidas, who called audacity the mother of astrology and foolishness its midwife. He also laughs at the husband of an adulteress, boasting that he knows he has begotten another man's shame and his own dishonor, while he does not know it. The martyr Thomas More played on the same subject:


If the stars lay open to you all things in the high ether,
and warn all men what future fates will be,
yet your wife publishes to all what she is doing;
though the stars see everything, none tells you that.



The verses that follow are seasoned with the same salt and charm.

[margin: Poets and satirists condemning astrologers: Sibylline Oracles, book 3; Juvenal, Satire 6; Ennius; Laertius on Thales mocked by an old woman; Gabrias's epigram against Thales; Greek Anthology, book 2; Leonidas on audacity as astrology's mother and foolishness as its midwife; Thomas More's epigram on the astrologer cuckold]

Yet astrologers are not without arguments. First, they object from Genesis: "Let them be for signs, and for seasons, and days and years." From this some, even among theologians, gather that the stars, even if they are not causes, are still certain signs of all future things. Julius Sirenius attributes this not only to Plotinus and Porphyry, but also to Origen, Eusebius, and Augustine, and he maintains and confirms it from the words of Isaiah, "they shall be rolled together like the book of heaven." By "heaven" many understand the firmament, and they say that the firmament is called a book because, as in a book, so in heaven, whose stars are its characters, future things are read as written there.



[margin: Astrologers' first objection from Genesis 1:14; the opinion attributed by Julius Sirenius to Plotinus, Porphyry, Origen, Eusebius, and Augustine; Sirenius on Isaiah 34:4 and the "book of heaven" argument, with related material around chapters 36-37]

I answer that the stars are not certain signs of all future things. That opinion of Origen is indeed reported by Eusebius, but not approved by him; and it is expressly and clearly refuted by St. Augustine at the beginning of the fifth book of The City of God. Nor is Augustine inconsistent with himself or favoring Origen in the second book against the Manichaeans. For in that chapter he understands by celestial bodies not the celestial spheres, but the glorious bodies of the blessed, as the context shows. The passage from Isaiah has nothing to do with the matter. The comparison is drawn from the custom of the Hebrews, who wrote sacred books on a single sheet or oblong parchment and wrapped it around a wooden cylinder or rod, like cloth wrapped around a weaver's beam. Therefore, by a comparison drawn from that practice, just as when heaven first appeared created it is said to have been stretched out like such a parchment book when it is unrolled and exposed for viewing, so the Prophet, speaking of the end of the world and the dissolution of the heavens, compares it to that book rolled together, or to parchment rolled up. The author of the Orthodox Questions noticed this very well, and Blessed John explained it clearly in the Apocalypse: "the heaven departed like a book rolled up." In that passage Andreas of Caesarea also observed that Hebrew custom. Since what Arethas of Caesarea writes there was taken almost word for word from Andreas, and since Arethas's passage is mutilated in the Latin version, anyone who corrects Arethas's passage from Andreas will take good counsel for himself.



[margin: Augustine against Origen in City of God, book 5, opening chapters, and on the Manichaeans, book 2, chapter 21; Psalm 103:2 on heaven stretched out like a skin; Orthodox Questions, response 90; Apocalypse 6:14; Andreas of Caesarea and Arethas of Caesarea on the Hebrew scroll custom]

To return, then, to the place of Moses in Genesis: I say that signs are treated there in general, or of whatever kind, as the Hebrew word oth indicates: namely astronomical and universal signs denoting the diversities of the year's seasons, days, and nights; or political and forensic signs; or sometimes miraculous signs. It is not about astrological signs, which are most vain and do not deserve the name of sign. Benedictus Pererius refutes this opinion of Sirenius at greater length.



[margin: The Hebrew word oth for signs in Genesis; Benedictus Pererius refuting Sirenius in the cited work, chapter 4]

Second, they object from the book of Judges: "From heaven they fought against them. The stars remaining in their order and course fought against Sisera." How, they say, did they fight, unless because that course of the stars and position of the constellations was favorable to the Jews and unfavorable to Sisera? If Sisera perished because of this order of the stars adverse to him, then that very thing could also have been foreseen, feared, and avoided through astrology. I answer from Josephus' Antiquities that at the time of this conflict a great storm arose, and much water and hail was poured into the eyes of the Canaanites, so that their weapons of war could not be used. Since this help was sent from heaven, Holy Scripture says that there was fighting from heaven. It was sent by the angels who defend the Israelite people, whose prince is Michael. They are said to have been in their order and course in aid of the Israelites because of the order of their army or hierarchy, in which each preserved his own order and station, and also because of the continuous operation and urgency of the guardianship committed to each, in which each angel faithfully persevered. Some, such as Vatablus, Valles, and others, wished the name of stars to be attributed to angels there. They confirm it from the passage of Blessed John where the dragon's tail drew a third part of the stars. But neither does the Hebrew name set down in Deborah's song signify anything other than stars or constellations, nor, according to the truer exposition, are angels to be understood by stars in St. John, but holy men, as also in Daniel when he says, "it was magnified even to the strength of heaven, and cast down of the strength and of the stars, and trampled them."



[margin: Second objection from Judges 5:20 on the stars fighting against Sisera; Josephus, Antiquities, on the storm; Procopius on Judges; Vatablus and Francisco Valles on stars as angels; Apocalypse 12:3 and Daniel 8:10; Gregory, Moralia, book 32, and Andreas of Caesarea on Apocalypse 6:12, on stars understood of holy persons rather than angels]

The better interpretation of Deborah's song, therefore, is the one I see pleased Cajetan: the air, the other elements, and time itself favored the people of God, so that the stars themselves, which are accustomed to stir up rains, are judged to have fought against Sisera for Israel. Finally, the consequence of the argument does not hold.



[margin: Cajetan on Deborah's song and the stars fighting against Sisera]

Third, they object from David: "The firmament declares the works of his hands," that is, they say, it announces beforehand the things God is going to do. I answer that this is not the sense, but this: the beauty of this celestial and visible structure indicates to us the excellence of God's invisible works and compels us to confess that no other could have been the architect of the firmament. Most of the Fathers expound it so, and the Rabbis and Vatablus do not dissent. As for the Apostles, that is certainly an allegorical interpretation.

[margin: Third objection from Psalm 18:1-2 on the firmament; Jerome, Ambrose, Hexaemeron, book 2, chapter 4, Euthymius, the rabbis, and Vatablus on the firmament declaring God's works rather than astrological futures]

Fourth, they object from histories that these predictions have often been true. Besides others, there were four: first, that of Theagenes, who from his stock and nativity promised Augustus the empire; second, that of Thrasyllus, who told Tiberius, when he was secretly planning death for him and had communicated the matter to no one, that death was threatening him; third, that of Ascletarion, about whom Suetonius writes in Domitian that the mathematicus, brought forward and not denying the things he had foreseen by his art, was asked by Domitian what end awaited himself, and when he affirmed that he would soon be torn by dogs, Domitian ordered him killed at once, but also buried with the greatest care to prove the rashness of the art. While this was being done, a sudden storm knocked down the funeral pyre and dogs tore apart the half-burned corpse. Fourth, they cite those to whom dignities, empires, or pontificates were predicted beforehand by astrologers: dignity to a certain Allabius, wonderfully cast about by fortune, and to Athenais, who later became the wife of Theodosius the Younger; empire to Rudolf of Habsburg; pontificates to Leo X, Hadrian VI, and Marcellus XI [II].

[margin: Historical examples used by astrologers: Suetonius, Augustus, chapter 94, on Theagenes; Dio on Thrasyllus; Suetonius, Domitian, on Ascletarion; Eunapius, Life of Aedesius, and Zonaras on predicted dignities; Cuspinian on the Caesars on Rudolf of Habsburg; Jovius on Leo X and Hadrian VI; Garimberti and Onuphrius Panvinius on predicted pontificates, including Marcellus XI [II]]

I answer: when astrologers speak the truth, then they must be avoided much more carefully, because this would be a clear enough sign that they had entered a pact with a demon, as St. Augustine says and as Dio indicates concerning Thrasyllus, since he used to affirm only those things whose reports had been brought from distant regions. Therefore jurists, in the heading of the title, join malefici with mathematici, because very often mathematici too are malefici, as Dio explains very well. In that heading and often elsewhere in law, mathematici are used for astrologers alone, or genethliacs; historians also take the word in that sense. Sometimes this name also includes Chaldeans and other soothsayers, as in Juvenal. Yet when that superstition was forbidden, it never included the lawful conjectation of astronomers, nor the art of geometers or arithmeticians, whose knowledge philosophers counted among philosophy.



[margin: Dio, book 49, on astrologers expelled from Rome by Agrippa and on Thrasyllus; Roman legal usage joining malefici with mathematici; Ulpian, On the Office of Proconsul, book 7, as edited by Pithoeus; Collation of Mosaic and Roman Law, title 15; Juvenal, Satires 6 and 14, on mathematici]

Sometimes God permitted, and still permits, even ignorant and unknowing astrologers to predict the truth, as a punishment for those who listen. He also sometimes permitted lots or oracles to be true, and the soothsayer Balaam to prophesy. To this I freely refer Ascletarion's case, permitted for the punishment and terror of Domitian. This is often permitted because of the excessive curiosity of those who inquire, as St. Augustine testifies. He rightly adds that, because a prediction is true, it is not therefore less superstitious or sacrilegious, nor is it therefore more lawful to give faith to such predictions; rather, that precept of God must always be retained: even if they have spoken to us and it has so occurred, we are not to believe them.

[margin: God sometimes permits true but forbidden predictions: Augustine, Confessions, books 4 and 7; Numbers 23-24 on Balaam; Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapters 22-23; Deuteronomy 13 on not believing diviners even when the sign occurs]

Finally, what Aristotle said about dreams is also most true here: this kind of divination is true only by accident. Just as a man who continually throws dice or knucklebones sometimes throws sixes and sometimes Venus, and finds what he seeks, so when these men lie a hundred times, what wonder is it if they speak truth three times? If their lies were noted, there would be a thousand for one true statement; few are noted, and yet their false sayings are far more numerous than the true. Who does not know that those Jews who predicted some true things to Leo the Isaurian were driven from Arabia because of false predictions, when they had driven Prince Zita into unhappy iconoclasm? Who has not read of Pancratius, that he was the cause both of Emperor Constantine, son of Irene, suffering a very great defeat and of his own death? Who does not know the madness of Constantine Stethatus, who by a foolish prophecy brought ruin on himself and Alexius Branas, although Stethatus was held to be the leading astrologer of his time? Who does not know how vain all the predictions have so far been of those who foretold the day or year of Antichrist's coming, or of the destruction of the world?



[margin: Failed or harmful astrological predictions: Zonaras, tome 3, on Jews driven from Arabia and Leo the Isaurian; Paul the Deacon, Roman History, book 23, on Pancratius; Nicetas Choniates on Constantine Stethatus; Del Rio's commentary on Seneca for false Antichrist/world-ending predictions; Cedrenus on Abraham and Egyptian genethliacs; Nicetas Choniates on Manuel Comnenus; Aeneas Silvius on Peter of Monte Ilicino at the Council of Constance]

I pass over the empty trust in this mathematics of Pietro Leoni of Spoleto, a distinguished physician, by which he gave Lorenzo de' Medici an occasion of death and himself an occasion of plunging into a well. I pass over what Cedrenus narrates about Abraham convicting the genethliacs of vanity before the king of Egypt. I pass over Emperor Manuel Comnenus, for whom too much addiction to this madness stood at a great cost: it deprived him of a very great fleet and left him to posterity as an object of perpetual laughter. I pass over the deed of Gian Galeazzo, duke of Milan. When a certain astrologer plainly predicted an untimely death for the duke but promised himself a long life, the duke laughed at the man's stupidity and ordered him strangled at once. I pass over the double lie of Peter of Monte Ilicino in the Council of Constance, which Aeneas Silvius narrated.



[margin: Pietro Leoni of Spoleto and Lorenzo de' Medici; Cedrenus on Abraham refuting the Egyptian genethliacs; Nicetas Choniates on Manuel Comnenus; Gian Galeazzo, duke of Milan, and the astrologer; Aeneas Silvius on Peter of Monte Ilicino at Constance]

I add only the different judgments and manners of two princes. Alfonso, king of Aragon, a lover of true wisdom and wonderfully generous to all learned men, barred only astrologers from his court. He judged prudently that he had no need of their industry, because he thought the stars rule fools, but wise men rule the stars. Cardanus, by contrast, committed to memory that Ludovico Sforza, a prince more crafty than prudent and more treacherous than a lover of fairness and goodness, and wholly unlike Alfonso, kept at great expense a certain astrologer most ignorant of the art, on whom he spent more than one hundred great talents of gold. The astrologer, for so great a fee, prescribed for every action the time when it should be begun, so ridiculously that the prince was forced in the greatest storms to mount his horse and depart with his courtly retinue and attendants through rain, mud, and mire, just as though he were fleeing the hands of enemies. The outcome was so happy that he was stripped of his kingdom by the king of the French, captured, thrown into prison, struck on the face, and died behind an iron grating: a true mockery of the fortune of each.



[margin: Mariana's words on Alfonso the Wise and the judgment depriving him of the kingdom; Cardanus, prologue to the astrological judgments, book 1, text 14, on Ludovico Sforza and his astrologer]

Pope John XXI, who before had been Peter of Spain, author of the Summulae, a physician, philosopher, and astrologer, promised himself publicly before his household a long life in the pontificate from the situation and position of the stars. In the fourth month thereafter, the eighth of his pontificate, he perished at Viterbo, crushed by the sudden collapse of the vault of a newly built structure, according to Valerius and Stella in their lives of the pontiffs.

[margin: Valerius and Stella, Lives of the Pontiffs, on Pope John XXI, formerly Peter of Spain, and his failed astrological promise of a long pontificate]

But what astrologer will set himself above Alfonso the Wise? That name was given to him by this vanity, but it was a greater and truer disgrace than praise, to use the words of our Mariana. Manuel, his uncle, in his own name and that of other nobles, after a public sentence pronounced in assembly, deprived Alfonso of the kingdom, as worthy of that calamity because he had dared, with remarkable insolence of tongue and confidence of mind, to accuse divine providence and the structure of the human body, as common opinion, handed down from ancient times, has it. God's voice most justly vindicated his stupidity. The persuasion of vain wisdom had brought him to this foolishness. Perhaps the stars foretold this, as those mindful of the art assert, if it is an art and not rather the empty mockery of mortals, which will always be accused by prudent men, and yet will always have patrons. From this they say he was made suspicious, and from fear, cruel. You see where this vanity drove him, and how it made him, though wise in other matters, go mad throughout the whole course of life and always take counsel most badly for himself.

[margin: Mariana on Alfonso the Wise and the judgment against him]

They say the Egyptians were devoted to this vanity, especially the Alexandrians. Yet what the judgment of the more prudent was we can gather from Suidas. He reports that astrologers at Alexandria used to pay a tax called blakenomion, because only foolish men consulted them, whom the Greeks call blakes, by a metaphor drawn from a useless fish which not even dogs wish to touch.



[margin: Suidas on Alexandrian astrologers and the blakenomion]

The fourth conclusion is this: if those physicians are not superstitious, they are certainly harmful to the sick who judge diseases according to the stations of the moon and other planets in the signs of the Zodiac, for example what illness has happened to someone and how it must be treated; likewise surgeons who observe the same thing in wounds, and consider the day of the wound and the stars presiding over them, which they call Centel, Neus, Dibelgibel, Lachadiel, Sapissa, Elebra, and the like, and from that announce that a wound is lethal or curable. Conrad Wimpina describes all these things at length. Those astrologers also seem to be of this sort who generally announce on what day the body should be purged by medicines, bloodletting, or cupping glasses. All these are deservedly suspect, because the stars do not have such great force over these lower things; and even if they did have some such force, it could and usually would be wholly hindered by the concurrence of other particular causes. Indeed, mere indisposition of the matter can alter the actions of the moon and all the stars, as Galen testifies, with whom Avicenna agrees. Therefore observations and effects of such indicative, provoking, or critical days depend far more on the disposition of matter, on concoction, on the fixed times and symptoms of the disease than on the stars. This is the true opinion of Hippocrates and Celsus. These astrological physicians go farther astray because they attend chiefly to certain imaginary angles, aspects, and configurations of the moon, making little account, or rather despising, the way in which the matter is disposed to receive the influences of heaven or the stars, and what the periods of times, concoctions, and crises of diseases are. Galen therefore rightly despised them greatly, Augustine Niphus laughed at them, Johannes Langius attacked them after uncovering many of their errors, and Marsilio Ficino, who in his youth had defended those things, later admits that he wrote them not to approve them but, with Plotinus, to laugh at the ineptitudes of astrologers.

[margin: Astrological medicine and critical days: Conrad Wimpina describes the wound-stars Centel, Neus, Dibelgibel, Lachadiel, Sapissa, Elebra, and related practices; Galen, On Critical Days, book 2; Avicenna, book 4, fen 2, tractate 2; Hippocrates and Celsus, book 4, chapter 4, on natural crises; Galen, Therapeutics, book 12, and On Critical Days, book 1; Augustine Niphus; Johannes Langius, epistle 35; Marsilio Ficino, On Life, on laughing with Plotinus at astrologers' ineptitudes]

The fifth conclusion is this: that part of interrogations which investigates hidden things, such as thefts, treasures, virginity, and the like, is plainly forbidden and pernicious by every law. Sacred Scripture forbids it: "Do not turn aside to magi, nor inquire anything from soothsayers, lest you be polluted by them"; and again, "Let there not be found among you anyone who purifies his son or daughter by leading them through fire, or who consults soothsayers, observes dreams and auguries, is a sorcerer or enchanter, consults Pythonic spirits or diviners, or seeks truth from the dead. For the Lord abominates all these things, and because of such crimes he will destroy them at your entry." It is forbidden by ecclesiastical law in the chapters on sortilege, and by civil law in many rescripts. These people are often tolerated in the commonwealth, but with very bad example and public harm.



[margin: Interrogations about hidden things forbidden by law: Leviticus 19:31; Deuteronomy 18:10-11; canon law, chapters 1 and Ex tuarum, De sortilegiis; civil law, law Item apud Labeonem, section Si quis astrologus, Digest, De iniuriis; laws 2 and Nemo haruspex, Code, De maleficis et mathematicis; law 1, Code, De thesauris, book 10]


Question II. On Conjectation from the Elements, Meteors, Plants, Trees, and Brute Animals

The element nearest to the stars, about which there is certainty, is air; for it is highly probable that there is no proper sphere of fire, an opinion very ancient and strongly defended by some recent writers. This seems to be Ausonius' meaning in the Riddle of Three:


Three Graces, three Fates, triple voice, three elements.



[margin: On the sphere of fire and the elements: Jerome Cardan, De varietate, book 1, chapters 1-2; Scipione Capece, On Principles, book 2; Francesco Patrizi, Peripatetic Discussions, book 7, tome 4; Francisco Valles, Sacred Philosophy, chapter 50; Villalpando and others; Ausonius, Riddle of Three]

In the middle region of the air many very varied meteorological impressions occur. An abundance of exhalations produces great and small fires, configured in very diverse ways according to the different form of those exhalations, so that they sometimes seem to be flames, sometimes columns, sometimes spears, sometimes stars leaping or running about, descending or ascending, and sometimes even manifold comets. This is not now the place to treat comets at length. All these have in common that they denote great dryness of the weather. They are also signs of lasting or violent winds, which especially agrees with comets. If comets are frequent, they also signify sterility, famine, and plague, because the force of a comet consumes all the moisture of vapors and exhalations; consequently they threaten death to bilious persons and to those of a more ardent nature, such as many princes and great men. By the same cause of dryness they also incline toward wars and seditions. The other things astrologers and Squarcialupi add to these are vain and deceptive. The things I have said seem consonant with nature.



[margin: Natural signs from meteors and comets: Aristotle, Meteorology, book 1, chapter 4; Pliny, Natural History, book 2, with Milichius's commentary there; Seneca, Natural Questions, book 1; Contarini, On the Elements, book 2; Cardan, De subtilitate, book 4, and De varietate, books 1 and 14; Scaliger against Cardan, exercise 79; Fracastoro, Homocentrica; Andreas Dudith, treatise On Comets and letter to Johann Crato; Squarcialupi's additions rejected as vain]

Yet it happens not rarely that the cause of comets is merely a supernatural disposition of God, as when they portend some happy event, which Chaeremon once taught by examples from histories, according to Origen. If his book On Comets survived, perhaps it would be found that this opinion arose from the fact that things happy for one region or kingdom were joined with calamity for others. Or surely the cause is God's disposition, wishing in this way to warn men of an imminent public calamity or death of kings and princes, so that we may turn back to repentance and amendment of morals. Then comets belong to the signs and portents already discussed, and they splendidly commend God's charity toward us, since he does not strike us unless he has first warned us.

[margin: Origen, Against Celsus, book 1, reporting Chaeremon's lost On Comets; John Damascene, On the Orthodox Faith, book 2, chapter 7, and Bonaventure on book 2 of the Sentences, distinction 14, final question, on divine warning signs]

We therefore see that hairy stars spread their hair toward the part they threaten. Gobelinus Persona narrates a marvelous sign of this kind of warning. In the monastery of Boddeken, which Blessed Meinulphus the Confessor built, he says, a certain great bronze bell, of good sound, is reverently preserved. Whenever any sister of that monastery is shortly to depart this life, without any human ministry the bell gives forth of itself a strong sound. Let the heretic laugh as he pleases; let him also receive, even if unwilling, two similar accounts. Leonard Vair writes that in Celtiberia, in the town of Vililla, there is a bell which the inhabitants call the Bell of Miracles. For some months before Christendom suffers some adversity, it is accustomed to sound of itself, with no one striking it. Of this matter, he says, he himself read public notarial testimony as an eyewitness, in addition to the faith which the viceroys of that kingdom made concerning the same thing in their letters. Let another example from Gaul be added, since our opponents exclude Spain from testimony. By the same Vair's witness, on the Rhone, near the borders of the Sequani, there is a noble monastery of St. Maurice. A fishpond is seen there in which fish are placed according to the number of the monks. If any one of the monks falls sick, a little fish is also seen floating half-dead on top; if the monk is about to depart this life, a few days before, the fish dies. Vair writes that he received this both from Antonio, cardinal of Granvelle, an eyewitness and singular patron of good arts, and from other trustworthy people, as a thing known in those places and attested by every kind of faith.



[margin: Gobelinus Persona, in the life of St. Meinulphus in the October material, on Boddeken and Meinulphus; Leonard Vair, in his book on fascination, on the Bell of Vililla and the monastery of St. Maurice]

Moreover, since exhalation is also the matter of wind, and since heat and dryness are especially qualities of winds, it is easily understood why probable signs of bodily health and of the fertility of the year can be taken from them. Let anyone who wants more about winds seek elsewhere.



[margin: Winds and atmospheric signs: Seneca, Natural Questions, book 5; Pliny, Natural History, book 2, chapter 40, with Milichius; Cardan, De varietate, book 1, chapters 1 and 8; Valles, Sacred Philosophy; Conrad Wimpina, On Signs, chapter 5]

Second, no fewer signs arise from vapors, which also bring their probable foreknowledge. How many things can be predicted from clouds, after a certain Gerard, Conrad Wimpina teaches; and there are also rustic prognostics from common rains, and from prodigious rains, whether natural signs of the year's weather or supernatural threats of divine wrath. In the previous year, 1600, on February 18, near Arequipa, from among those many fire-vomiting mountains in Peru which they call volcanoes, one called Guaynaputina was seen by shepherds from a distance to belch out a white cloud. This was followed by a storm of huge fragments, as if torn from rocks but burning. After these had advanced a little space, they were broken into smaller stones and, almost a hundred paces from the crater, gradually into ash. Wherever the rocks fell, everything was torn up, ruined, shattered, and killed; where the stones fell, few mortals or beasts escaped.

[margin: Gerard and Conrad Wimpina on clouds and rains; Father Juan Ruiz de Alarcon on the 1600 Guaynaputina eruption near Arequipa]

By chance a Spaniard was making his way on horseback. When he could not bear the force of the stony hail, he dismounted and placed himself under the horse. But the horse could not stand because of the force of the blows. Seeing that under the animal there was no safe or quiet refuge for him, the master took off the saddle, left the horse, and put the saddle on his head. Thus he barely escaped having his skull broken. Torrents, rivers, and some springs dried up completely; the flow of others was blocked by the mass of ash, and that for more than three hundred leagues. At Arequipa, after this began, darkness during broad daylight lasted for almost a whole month. Meanwhile at the beginning the sky seemed to gape open with lightning, and thunders were heard, and fiery globes like artillery, with battle lines arranged here and there, seemed to fire mutually at one another and run this way and that. Once a huge globe fell, burst from a church into the adjoining enclosure, then through an open gate into the public way, and suddenly disappeared, leaving the smell of sulfur. The earthquake was continuous, so that many houses collapsed and the others seemed to dance as they swayed.

Meanwhile white earth, like ashes or ground lime, did not cease to rain, so that no one could walk through the streets without being covered at once to the thickness of a finger. Houses that were least covered were covered to a depth of half a foot; many, groaning under the weight, sank down. The calamity lasted, with light showing itself at intervals rather than providing day. After almost a month there was a cessation and some pause, as our men who live there wrote; yet fear of worse things still remained. Fear produced a great change of morals for the better. All threw themselves at the feet of the priests, so that no rest was given, and penitents broke into their bedrooms by force. Thus God gained profit in many souls. But Satan too did not neglect the occasion. When the neighboring pagan Indians, by their usual superstition, approached magicians nearer the flames and hurried together to that mountain, and tried to appease it with evil songs and sacrifices, the flame consumed the magicians and all those nearer it; all the rest, badly maimed, despaired and killed themselves, some by hanging, others otherwise. These things were narrated in the letter of Father Juan Ruiz de Alarcon, written at Arequipa on March 15 of the previous year. In March of this year I read a Spanish copy of it, from which I excerpted this summary. I have scarcely read or heard anything similar.



[margin: Father Juan Ruiz de Alarcon's Arequipa letter on darkness, ash, fire, earthquake, repentance, and Indian sacrifices at Guaynaputina]

The same must be said of hail and ice, which do not differ in species, though Pisides speaks poetically, not philosophically, against Aristotle in the Cosmergia. Abundance of snow foretells the fertility of the year; multitude of dew and frost, rather, sterility. A descending mist indicates fair weather; an ascending one, rains. Thunder and ecnephias are signs of following rain; other unusual sounds customarily heard in the air belong rather to prodigies. Wimpina will teach you what lightning and the fiery whirlwind announce.



[margin: Pisides against Aristotle on hail and ice; Wimpina on lightning and fiery whirlwind]

Third, swelling of the sea, winds, unusual overflows of rivers, are announcements of plague; earthquakes also signify the same, as Ammianus, Procopius, and others testify.

[margin: Ammianus, Procopius, Seneca, Convarra, and Pernumia on sea-swell, winds, river floods, and earthquakes as signs]

Fourth, with respect to impressions which arise by reflection of light around vapors and exhalations, such as rainbow, halo, crowns, parhelia, and rods, they can be counted among the prognostics of natural fore-sensings, as can also gaps and what are called caves and windows. So too can those tracks of flames called will-o'-the-wisps, for they are varied effects of a superabundant exhalation or vapor overcoming an obstacle, or sometimes of light conquered and routed.

Fifth, to come to earthly things, prognostics are also gathered from the produce of trees, as Cicero says:


The lentisk, accustomed to swell with threefold fruit,
by bringing forth three harvests, shows the three seasons of plowing.



[margin: Cicero and the panegyric on the Nativity of the Virgin on weather and tree signs]

Abundance of almonds indicates abundance of harvest. Trefoil bristles and lifts its leaves against a storm. Tree leaves moving without breezes, poplar down flying through the air or floating on waters, announce a storm. If roses or violets bloom again under autumn, plague is imminent. At Bordeaux, the winter which preceded that great plague produced some roses in our garden; I saw them. This one thing does not seem empty of superstition, which some have handed down: that under autumn two or three acorns should be gathered and then split with a knife, and that among them one of three things is usually found: a fly, a worm, or a spider. The fly is said to denote future discord in that year, the worm fertility, and the spider mortality.

Sixth, certain animals too give us forewarnings, as:


The white gull, fleeing from the deep abyss of the sea,
crying, announces that horrible storms are at hand.



And:


If the dusky crow presses on with morning cries,
or, running along the shores,
has plunged its head and received the wave upon its neck.



So too frogs, inhabitants of sweet water, and oxen looking toward the lights of heaven, and other such things from Aratus as translated by Cicero, and from Hesiod by Virgil. What is more contemptible than a little mouse or sparrow? Yet the former anticipate houses about to fall, and the latter anticipate by flight the contagion of the air. Francesco Pico investigates the causes of all these things.



[margin: Aratus, Cicero, Hesiod, Virgil, and Francesco Pico on animal signs]

From observing phenomena of this kind arose the canons of foreknowledge used by sailors, shepherds, and farmers. On these there is a not-contemptible work by Antoine Mizauld of Montlucon, Rural Ephemerides. These animals themselves are ignorant of their own presage; they merely feel a certain natural impulse, when the imagination has been stirred by the humors, toward seeking the things that will be useful and fleeing those that will be harmful. Since Pico shows this separately for storks, swifts, diving birds, dolphins, and others, it would be too long and slow for me to dwell on each. Let us come to the nobler animal, man, and to certain presages drawn from him.



[margin: Antoine Mizauld's Rural Ephemerides; Francesco Pico on storks, swifts, diving birds, dolphins, and other animal presages]


Question III. On the Conjectation of Physicians

We have dealt with a certain false and illegitimate conjectation. Now we must speak of the true, serious, and genuine one. Ancient and recent doctors have pursued this medical semiotic in whole treatises, which those who thirst for full bowls can read. To me this one thing seems capable of being stated generally.

Approved signs are those confirmed by natural principles and true experiences; the rest are vain and foreign to the art of physicians. Of approved signs, some testify to sound and intact health; some to health degenerating or already affected; some to a disease that is overpowering and already victorious; some to one that is almost gathering itself and victorious; and finally some are ambiguous, even to the masters themselves. None is so certain that it does not sometimes deceive. Hence that old saying is true: it is better to be condemned and sentenced to death by sixty physicians than by six aldermen.

[margin: Medical semiotic: Hippocrates, Prognostics, with Galen's commentary; Galen; Aristotle in the Problems; Celsus, On Medicine, book 2; Francisco Pico following them; Conrad Wimpina, On Signs, chapters 8 and 13 through 21; Guinter of Andernach, commentaries on old and new medicine, tome 1, dialogue 7]


Question IV. On Physiognomic Foreknowledge

The physiognomist thinks that from the color, habit, and proportion of the hair and members of the body, and from temperament and health, he can also know certain things about morals, talent, and the affections of the mind. He especially considers the forehead and face, because this is accustomed to be the mirror of intellectual virtues; then this is called metoposcopy. Juvenal mentions this when he writes of the forehead being offered by a woman to a seer. Aristotle and Polemon confuse it with chiromancy, which properly considers the lineaments of the hands as a kind of mirror of active virtues. But if it also considers the other members and the habit of the whole body, it is called physiognomy.



[margin: Juvenal, Satire 6, on metoposcopy; Aristotle and Polemon on physiognomy and chiromancy]

The ancient physicians Hippocrates and Galen diligently cultivated physiognomy, as did Aristotle in an entire book and Polemon the Athenian in the extant book On Natural Signs. Their writings are praised because they followed the tracks of nature. But the more recent writers Bartholomaeus Cocles, in Anastasis Physiognomica, Luca Gaurico, and others mix in many superstitious things, with the possible exception of Petrus Motus. Miguel de Medina praises his book On Multiple Temperament and on Knowing Men, because he first describes the mode of complexion, then by medical and philosophical reasoning the inclinations and talents of nations, provinces, and individual men. This method is true and correct, but I have not yet been able to obtain that author. Conrad Wimpina seems to me to have reduced almost all of Galen and Aristotle into a compendium not unhappily.

[margin: Physiognomy authorities: Hippocrates and Galen; Aristotle in an entire book; Polemon the Athenian, On Natural Signs; Bartholomaeus Cocles, Anastasis Physiognomica; Luca Gaurico and others; Petrus Motus, On Multiple Temperament and on Knowing Men, praised by Miguel de Medina, Christian Exhortation, book 2, chapter 2; Conrad Wimpina, On Signs, chapters 8-10, reducing Galen and Aristotle to a compendium]

The foundations of the art are various. The first is taken from a certain likeness with animals. For example, those who have small eyes are judged envious, because monkeys are such; those who have large eyes are judged stupid, like oxen and asses. The reason is that when God, the author of nature, knew with what character he had endowed each animal, he also added to each those instruments which were most fit for that character: to the fierce, such as lion, boar, and bull, claws, teeth, and horns; to the timid and fugitive, such as hare and deer, limbs necessary for swift flight; to strong beasts destined for plowing or bearing burdens, such as camel, ox, horse, and the other beasts of burden, sinews, hump, and strength of back and shoulders. Therefore from those bodily instruments with which they have been endowed by nature, as from a sign and a posteriori, physiognomists gather the character of animals.

The second foundation is taken from the morals of nations and provinces. Since they certainly have a bodily habit, for the most part they also differ in talents and morals. For instance, physiognomists define people who are very dark as stupid and stubborn, because the Ethiopians are of this kind.

The third is taken from sex. Because women for the most part have white and soft skin, and are timid and light, physiognomists judge those who are white and soft-skinned to be liable to the same morals. The reason for the second and third foundations is drawn from complexion. Since the same temperament is at once the cause of such skin and of such morals, they reason that wherever the skin is of this sort, the temperament is of the same sort. Therefore similar morals are to be expected from the same temperament by reason of the same temperament.

Fourth, they investigate the affections of the mind from the motions of the members and the affections of the body. Such is that saying of Hippocrates: "eyes that do not blink belong to the irascible," because angry people look with fixed and unmoving eyes. Solomon reasoned in this way when he said: "The apostate man, the useless man, walks with a perverse mouth, winks with his eyes, scrapes with his foot, speaks with his finger, and with a wicked heart devises evil." Isaiah too says, "The recognition of their face answered them," that is, their outward face revealed the secrets of the heart. Martial, whom I do not know why old copies call Martial the Cook, argues in this way:


Red hair, black mouth, short foot, wounded eye:
you present a great matter, Zoilus, if you are good.



We have learned that Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary, a prince not undeserving of praise, was so devoted to divination that he usually undertook nothing without consulting astrologers, and that he applied himself so eagerly to this physiognomic divination that at first sight, from the lineaments of the face, he most skillfully judged the temperament and morals of men, so much that he gave his rivals the appearance of magic.



[margin: Outward signs of character: Hippocrates on fixed eyes; Proverbs 6:12-13 on the apostate man winking, scraping the foot, and speaking with the finger; Isaiah 3:9 on the face answering; Martial, Epigrams, book 12, number 54; Bonfini, Hungarian History, decade 4, book 8, and Joachim Cureus, Silesian Annals, on Matthias Corvinus]

The fifth foundation is taken from the comparison of signs with signs, and from some signs they gather others; for example, envy from anger joined with sadness and depravity of mind.

Let this be the conclusion: physiognomy, when it remains within the limits of natural philosophy, is lawful and has some probability.

It is proved first because some of the foundations set down are probable, some less and some more. Second, it is proved from Sacred Scripture, in which the faces of strong men are said to be like the faces of lions; likewise that wisdom shines in the face of the prudent, while the eyes of fools are at the ends of the earth; again, "the wisdom of a man shines in his face," and "the heart of a man changes his face," as already cited. Third, it is proved from legal interpreters, whose more common calculation accepts that when several have been accused and arrested for some crime, the one whose face is more deformed should first be subjected to questioning, because he is to be believed also more depraved in soul. Fourth, it is proved by the opinion of philosophers. Pythagoras admitted or rejected disciples by the rules of this discipline; by this indication Socrates recognized what sort of man Plato would become, as he was later praised. Plato, Aristotle, and Sextus the Philosopher made much of this: the first uses it in his dialogues, the second treated it carefully, and the third for this reason called the body the image of the soul. Cicero, from this point, wonderfully attacked his opponent with skillful javelins. Velleius Paterculus testifies that the ancients made much use of it.



[margin: Scriptural, legal, and philosophical proofs for physiognomy: 1 Chronicles 12:8 on faces like lions; Proverbs 17:24; Ecclesiastes 8:1 and 13:31 on wisdom and the face; Proverbs 6:12 and Isaiah 3:9 as already cited; Baldus and other legal interpreters on questioning the more deformed accused first; Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Sextus the Philosopher, Cicero, For Roscius the Comedian, and Velleius Paterculus, History, book 2]

I said that it has probability, not certainty, because bodily dispositions usually go before the affections of the mind, as Galen demonstrated in a whole little book; but they go before, not by dragging or compelling, but by gently and steadily inclining, so that by good habit and the bridle of reason that inclination is overcome without great difficulty. Socrates was not ashamed to testify this about himself, when the physiognomist Zopyrus judged from the lineaments of his body that he was dull, stupid, and given to women. Cassius the physician must be understood in this way, when he was asked why men of monstrous form are often also disturbed in mind and answered: "because the soul agrees with the body, as the body with the soul."



[margin: Galen on bodily disposition and affections of the soul; Cicero, On Fate, and Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Fate, book 4, problem 5, on Zopyrus judging Socrates; Cassius the physician on body and soul agreeing]

From this follows, first, that a far more certain judgment is made of brute animals than of men, because brutes are drawn by inclination alone, while a human being, having freedom of will, moderates inclination. Second, it follows that a physiognomist is not allowed to judge of fact, or of a man's actual life, as though this man is such and such, but only of proneness and inclination. Proclus judged this very well: for example, that such a man tends and inclines toward greed, women, wine, and the like. Third, it follows that this faculty cannot judge divine and gratuitous gifts, because God distributes these to each as he wills; nor can it judge things wholly extrinsic to a man, such as violent death, wealth, honors, and the other good or bad things of fortune; nor marriages, state of life, and other affairs whose choice is purely voluntary. The book of Melampus on moles is full of such trifles. The reason is that none of these things depends on the habit or constitution of the body.



[margin: Proclus on Alcibiades; Melampus on moles]

God indeed permits certain divinations of these matters to be confirmed by the event; but at the same time he lets them be deceived in those matters that are more necessary to them. In his Elogia, Paul Jovius writes of Antonio Tiberto of Cesena, who was regarded as an excellent physiognomist in his time, that he predicted to Guido Balneo that he would be killed by an intimate friend, and to Pandolfo Malatesta, tyrant of Rimini, that he would be expelled from his country and die in exile in extreme poverty. Shortly afterward Pandolfo, because of Guido's observed virtue and suspected virtue alike, slew him, committed Antiochus to the custody of a guard, and waited for the outcome of the forecast. Antiochus bent the daughter of the keeper of the fortress to his will so that, having obtained a rope from her, he was lowered into the ditch; but betrayed by the sound of his shackles, he was dragged back from flight and struck down with the girl. Pandolfo finally died in exile and poverty, abandoned by everyone, an old man in a hospice. Thus, while Antiochus took precautions for others, he took none for himself. These things could also have been conjectured by human prudence. What is unexpected or marvelous if a tyrant kills a strong man close to him, out of suspicion? What is more plausible than that a hated tyrant, if bold, is killed, or if timid, is compelled into flight, and once driven out, is reduced to poverty?

[margin: Paul Jovius, Elogia, on Antonio Tiberto of Cesena, Guido Balneo, Pandolfo Malatesta of Rimini, and Antiochus of Cesena, with Del Rio's caution about Jovius's reliability and Augustine's answer to such examples]


Question V. On Chiromancy

Chiromancy is divided into physical and astrological.

The first conclusion is this: physical chiromancy is lawful and is a part of physiognomy; therefore the same judgment applies to it as to physiognomy.

The reason is that by the lines and parts of the hand it considers the very temperament of the body, and from the temperament of the body it probably investigates the inclinations of the soul. Aristotle approves this art, and Conrad Wimpina treats it at length. Pierre de La Primaudaye is incautious when, because he does not distinguish these two species, he seems to condemn all chiromancy.



[margin: Physical chiromancy: Aristotle, History of Animals, book 1, chapter 5, and Problems, section 10; Conrad Wimpina, On Signs, chapters 10-12; Pierre de La Primaudaye, French Academy, part 2, day 1, chapter 4, criticized for not distinguishing physical from astrological chiromancy]

The second conclusion is this: astrological chiromancy is utterly vain and unlawful, and does not deserve the name of science. Antonius Verderius tries to prove that it is a science. It is plain that he speaks also of this kind, not only of physical chiromancy, both because he joins it with astrology and contends that both are sciences, and because in the response to the penultimate objection he says that the signification of these lines of the hand is infallibly directed by the stars. This certainly deserves ecclesiastical censure, because Pope Sixtus V, by his bull issued against astrologers and chiromancers, defined that neither is a science and, condemning both alike, subjected them to grave penalties. The judgment of this most learned and greatest Pontiff outweighs all rashness of those who think the contrary. Moreover, because in the Roman catalogue of books whose reading is forbidden all who teach chiromancy are openly numbered, it is therefore prohibited.



[margin: Antonius Verderius, Various Readings, book 7, chapter 9, attempts to prove chiromancy a science; Pope Sixtus V's bull against astrologers and chiromancers and the Roman Index deny that status and forbid such books]

Francisco Valles, a most learned physician, teaches very well that it is vain, and most deservedly detests it. First, its practitioners labor under the madness of mathematici concerning the influences of the stars, which we disproved above in Question I. They add from themselves, what is even more foolish, that this little field belongs to Jupiter, that one to Mercury, a third to Venus, and so on. Third, they add that such fields and lines foretell this thing, others that; none of this they confirm by reason or authority, but they demand that we give our hands to their bare delirium and alleged experience. Yet, though the principles of this art are so empty, there have always been people who cherish this little lie.



[margin: Francisco Valles, Sacred Philosophy, chapter 32, against astrological chiromancy and the supposed planetary fields and lines of the hand]

In ancient times Helenus of Syracuse handed down chiromancy in prose in a book he called a chiroscopic augury, an "omen of hand-inspection"; a certain Eumolpus put it into verse. Pollux and Suidas mention both. More recent writers include Johannes de Indagine, a Lutheran distinct from the Carthusian of the same name, Johannes Taisnerus of Athens, Antonius Cermisonus, Bartholomaeus Cocles, Michael Savonarola, Petrus de Arca, Marcellus Saya, Andreas Tricassus, Michael Scotus, Johannes Teukesberg, and others, whose books swarm with superstitions. This art first divides the palm of the hand into certain little hills, fields, and lines; it assigns individual planets to the fields and certain stars to the lines; finally it ascribes to these fields and lines of the hand the effects commonly believed to belong to those stars and planets. Wimpina briefly sets this out, adding that he is merely a narrator of these things, not an approver, and that in his judgment all are trifles. John of Salisbury, an ancient writer, detests and attacks these things more vehemently.

[margin: Chiromancy authorities and critics: Helenus of Syracuse, in a prose book called a chiroscopic augury, and Eumolpus in verse, both mentioned by Pollux and Suidas; recent writers Johannes de Indagine, Johannes Taisnerus of Athens, Antonius Cermisonus, Bartholomaeus Cocles, Michael Savonarola, Petrus de Arca, Marcellus Saya, Andreas Tricassus, Michael Scotus, Johannes Teukesberg, and others; Conrad Wimpina, who says he narrates rather than approves the art; John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 2, chapter 27, attacking it]

Against these stands that well-balanced line of Juvenal:


She will offer both forehead and hand to a seer asking for repeated kisses.



Britannicus rightly observed that the first belongs to the metoposcopist, the second to the chiromancer. Wives, if they are wives, from that scum which wanders through all Europe are accustomed to profess this vanity. Common people call them Zingari or Egyptians. Crespitus gathered many things about them. But these people are better known to German writers than to French or Italian writers; therefore let us hear them. Sebastian Munster, not contemptible outside matters of faith, carefully investigated their condition and origin:



[margin: Juvenal, Satire 6, on forehead and hand offered to a seer, with Britannicus's distinction of metoposcopy and chiromancy; Crespitus, On the Hatred of Satan, book 1, discourse 12, folio 176 and following, on Zingari or Egyptians; Sebastian Munster, Cosmography, book 3, folio 267, on their origin and practices]


In the year after Christ's birth 1417, there first began to appear throughout Germany men deformed by blackness, baked by the sun, filthy in dress and in the use of all things, intent especially on theft, above all the women of that people; for the men live from the theft of the women. The common people call them Tartars or Gentiles; in Italy they call them Cianos. They honor among themselves a leader, counts, and soldiers, distinguished by clothing; they keep hunting dogs in the manner of nobility, but unless it is by theft they have nowhere to hunt. They often change horses, yet the greater part goes on foot. The women are carried with baggage and little children on a beast of burden. They carry letters of King Sigismund and of some princes, that harmless passage through cities and provinces may be permitted to them. They report that, by penance imposed on them, they wander through the world, and that they first emigrated from Lesser Egypt. But these are fables. It is a race of men, as has been learned by experience in their wandering, born for idleness, recognizing no homeland, and roaming through provinces in such a way that, living from the theft of the women, they pass their lives like dogs, with no care for religion, although they see to it that their little children are baptized among Christians. They live from day to day, migrating from province to province; at intervals of several years they return, but they split into many parts so that the same people do not easily return to the same place except after long intervals. Everywhere in all provinces they receive men and women willing to join them, who mix themselves with their company. A marvelous scum of people, skilled in all languages, weighing heavily upon the rustic common people. Where that woman is laboring outdoors in the fields, there they are watching for plunder in the cottages. Their old women give themselves to chiromancy and divination, and meanwhile give responses to those who ask how many children, husbands, or wives they will have, and with astonishing cunning and nimbleness they search out and empty the purses of those who ask.



These things are very true concerning their morals. Hence wonder often enters the mind: by what right, or rather by what wrong, is this kind of crime tolerated by princes in certain provinces, with very great scandal and harm to rustics? For whoever permits impunity for crimes tolerates criminals. If these thieves may be tolerated, certainly others may also be tolerated. If their chiromancy and other malefices are tolerated, is this not to strive against the authority of divine law and ecclesiastical canons? The notorious crimes which Munster records are also recorded in the same words by Albert Krantz, so that either one received them from the other or both from a third.

[margin: Sebastian Munster, Cosmography, book 3, folio 267, and Albert Krantz on the Zingari: their first appearance in Germany in 1417, Italian name Cianos, letters of King Sigismund, claimed Lesser Egyptian origin and penance, wandering life, thefts, reception of outsiders, languages, old women's chiromancy and divination, and harm to rural people]

As for malefice, experience teaches it. If anyone gives them a single coin from a bag or chest, all the coins which were in the same chest or bag are often discovered to have moved to the place where that one coin is; this is an open malefice. As for those divinations, they cannot be excused from superstition, or heresy if they think in that way, or scandalous imposture. The commonwealths ought by no means to allow that they receive others everywhere from the nations through which they pass; rather, those who attach themselves to them, and the receivers themselves, should be restrained by fitting penalties. For it is contrary to the welfare of the commonwealth to foster idle and wandering people, which is plainly either foolish or wicked. The Egyptian and Attic laws against the idle are known. It is known today that where justice flourishes, magistrates are accustomed to inquire into such people, from what they live, for no one is presumed to live on wind. The law of the Corinthians, which Athenaeus reported from a comedy of Diphilus, has therefore always been deservedly commended:


This is most excellently established among the Corinthians:
if we see someone always buying splendid fare,
we ask this man from where he lives and what work he does.
If he has means, so that his revenues can bear such expenses,
we allow him to enjoy his goods.
But if his expenses exceed what he possesses,
we forbid him to do this afterward.
If he does not obey, he is punished with a heavy fine.
If one who has nothing lives lavishly,
they hand him over to the torturers. By Hercules,
it is not lawful to live such a life without crime:
know this, that he must either steal prey by night,
dig through the walls of houses,
play the sycophant in the forum,
or offer himself as a perjured witness.
We cast this kind of mortals out of the city as sweepings.



I believe they would have tolerated the Zingari, whom not presumption but fact teaches to live by stealing, plundering, tricks, and malefices.



[margin: Athenaeus and Diphilus on Corinthian laws against idle luxury; Albert Krantz and Munster on tolerated Zingari crimes]

Their patrons, however, excuse them: they are a wretched race of men, worthy of pity. Why? Originating from Egypt, they are paying the penalty for their ancestors' apostasy from the Christian faith, and they perform a penance of wandering for seven years in uncertain places. This is the sum of their defense. Others refute it, including the Sebastian I mentioned. "It is more or less twenty-six years from this time when I, Munster, write these things," he says, "since, while living at Heidelberg, joining myself to the leaders of that people, I barely wrung out certain letters which they boasted that they had from emperors. That writing was shown to me. We saw one which they say had been obtained at Lindau from Emperor Sigismund, in which mention was made of how their ancestors in Lesser Egypt, for some years, having abandoned Christianity, had fallen back into the error of Gentility, and when they came to their senses a penance was imposed on them: that for so many years some from each of their families should wander through the world and wash away in exile the crime of their treachery. But the time of this wandering has long since vanished, and yet that scum does not cease wandering about, stealing, lying, auguring, and divining."



[margin: Sebastian Munster, Cosmography, book 3, on the alleged Lesser Egyptian origin, imperial letters from Sigismund at Lindau, apostasy from Christianity, seven-year wandering penance, and Munster's objection that the term of penance had long expired while theft, lying, augury, and divination continued]

Why, if the term of penance has expired, do they still pretend penance? But the thing they boast about Egypt is also false. When questioned, they do not even know what Egypt is, or where Lesser or Greater Egypt are. From where, then, have they come forth? There is a marvelous variety of opinions. Some think they are called Cincali, as though houseless people and beggars. Certainly gamma and kappa are easily exchanged, and Menander in the Thais calls someone "more beggarly than a leberis and a cingale." Leberis means the cast-off skin of a serpent; cinclus is a bird also called the wag-tail, which, if you remove the ornament of the tail, is very bare-feathered. From this country people call poor wanderers cincli, as the collector of adages teaches from Aelian and Suidas. This opinion pleased Pierius Valerianus, but it does not touch the matter.



[margin: Etymologies for Cincali/cincli: Menander, Thais, on someone poorer than a leberis and a cingale; Aelian and Suidas as reported by the collector of adages, chiliad 2, century 2; Pierius Valerianus, Hieroglyphics, book 25]

Polydore thinks they are Assyrians and Cilicians; Volaterranus thinks they are Uxians from Persia, that is, he is guessing. The name points elsewhere. The Belgians call them Egipteners, the French Egiptiens, the Spaniards Gitanos, the Italians Cingaros or Cianos, the Upper Germans Zigenners, all words drawn from Egypt; and this last perhaps as Chuseners, from Chus, son of Ham, father of the Egyptians and Ethiopians. Since they see that the fixed time of penance has expired, they now invent two things. One is that they cannot return to their homeland because the roads have been blocked. Then let them be forced to divide up, be assigned to a fixed dwelling, and live there under the laws received there, or else be expelled. The other is that even after that seven-year period, a necessary migration from their native seats is still required of them; if they do otherwise, and do not every year send out their bands or hordes, that is, multitudes of both sexes, into exile, calamity and sterility are certainly at hand for all. This is a worthy cause, I say, to be diligently investigated; if that is done, the imposture will at once appear. What or where is this nation which multiplies so greatly every year? Indeed in its wandering it would quickly perish, unless it collected adults from everywhere.



[margin: Polydore Vergil thinks the people Assyrians and Cilicians; Volaterranus thinks them Persian Uxians; European names include Belgian Egipteners, French Egiptiens, Spanish Gitanos, Italian Cingaros or Cianos, and Upper German Zigenners, all connected by Del Rio with Egypt or Chus]

Moreover, they themselves show sufficiently that the first story of the imposed penance was false. What I have discovered as more likely concerning the source of these people is what Aventinus wrote in the Annals of the Bavarians: "At the same time that most thieving race of men, a scum and sink of various nations, whom we call Zigeni, dwelling on the border of the empire of the Turks and Hungary, under King Zinkel, began to wander through our regions, seeking life by theft, rapine, and divinations with complete impunity. They falsely claim that they are from Egypt and most shamelessly invent that they are driven from home by the gods as exiles to expiate by seven years of exile the crimes of their ancestors, who refused to receive the Virgin Mother of God with the boy Jesus as guests. I have learned by experiments that they use the Wendish language and that they are traitors and spies. Maximilian, Emperor Caesar Augustus, and Albert, parent of our princes, among others, testify this in public edicts. Yet vain superstition has so invaded men's minds, like lethargy, that they think it sacrilege to violate them, and they allow them to attack, steal, and deceive everywhere with impunity."

[margin: Aventinus, Bavarian Annals, book 7, folio 826, on the Zigeni under King Zinkel as a thieving mixed race near the Turkish-Hungarian border, falsely claiming Egyptian exile, using the Wendish language, and acting as spies and traitors; public edicts of Maximilian Caesar Augustus and Albert, parent of the princes, testify the same]

Gather three things from this. First, by origin they are Slavs from the region of the Wends; Aventinus indicates this by saying that their native language inclines toward Slavic. I know that they also have, besides this, a made-up language known only to themselves, which the Spaniards call Ziriguenca and the Germans, according to Munster, Rotwelsch, that is, Red Barbarism. Meanwhile they know almost all the languages of Europe; among Germans they speak German, among Frenchmen French, among Italians Italian, and so on, which is necessary for the purpose of spying. Second, you see that they now extend that seven-year penance of their ancestors to individual descendants, so that it may be a pretext for wandering. Third, though found out by most prudent princes for treason and deservedly condemned, they are fostered by a certain superstition of the imprudent.



[margin: Aventinus and Munster on Slavic origin, Ziriguenca, Rotwelsch, languages, spying, and extended penance]

I shall say a thing that strongly confirms the matter. When I was in Spain in 1584 at Leon, a great multitude of those people had flooded the surrounding villages. The feast of Corpus Christi was being celebrated. They sought entry into the city so that, as a matter of honor, they might dance before the procession, as was customary there. They did so, but after midday, because a riot had arisen from the thefts of the women, they fled into the suburbs and gathered at St. Mark's, the magnificent residence and hospital of the knights of St. James, and drove back the ministers of justice by military force. Soon afterward, I do not know by what means, everything was covered over. This horde had a count, as they call him. Many Spaniards had been received into the group, even from Grajal, Villabraxima, and some villages of Castile. The count spoke the Castilian language as perfectly as if he had been born in Toledo. He knew all the land approaches into Spain, which they call puertos, all the bends and difficulties of the regions, what strength each city had, who were the leading men in each, and what resources each possessed. Almost nothing pertaining to the commonwealth was so secret that he did not know it, and he did not conceal this but boasted of it. For what or for whose business was this curious exploration? Should not this curiosity of wanderers be restrained, even if they were only foreigners and of blameless life? May good be with you, greatest Charles: in the constitutions of the Diet held at Augsburg in 1549, chapter 26, you decreed that this dregs of mortals, these most dangerous wanderers, Zingari or tricksters, should leave German soil as spies and traitors of the Christian Church sent by the Turks. Peter Gregory records this constitution; Crespitus inveighs against them, as does Philip Camerarius, whose better religion I could wish.



[margin: Del Rio's 1584 Leon account; Charles V's Augsburg constitution of 1549; Peter Gregory, Crespitus, and Philip Camerarius]

Two things are objected against us: one, the authority of Sacred Scripture; the other, certain examples of this divination. The authorities are two. The first is Exodus: "And it shall be as a sign in your hand." I answer that this is explained by the words following: "and as a memorial before your eyes." For it speaks of the solemnity of unleavened bread, whose celebration God wishes to be for the Hebrews a memorial sign of liberation from Egypt. He takes the metaphor from the custom of men who, when they wish to remember some matter, put a ring on a finger or tie a thread, because since we often lift the hand before the eyes, we are made to remember what we feared forgetting.



[margin: Exodus 13 on a sign in the hand and memorial before the eyes]

The second is Job: "He signs in the hand of every man, so that all may know his works." Therefore, they say, God has painted in the hand of each person the marks by which they can know in advance what they will say, do, or suffer. I answer with Olympiodorus and Philip the presbyter that these words signify that the change of weather of which Job speaks, with fair weather and storms of snow and rain, is moderated by God so that God's strength may be made manifest, and so that man, seeing himself hindered so easily by God from his purpose in any weather, and his hand bound as if by certain chains and barred from work, may recognize that he can do nothing without God's help and confess his own weakness. The version of the Septuagint favors this exposition, since it has, "so that every man may know his own weakness," as does the Hebrew text, which literally reads: "in the hand," or "in vehemence," "he will seal all, so that all men may know his work." There, according to Hebrew usage, our translator renders veiad as "in the hand," for a vehement and admirable sign, just as Isaiah and Ezekiel used "the hand" for a prophetic vision that was not common, and as Moses used "the hand of God" for the power and greatness of God. Read another explanation of the passage in Job in Francisco Valles. Although it is ingenious, it does not cohere with the preceding words.

[margin: Job 37; Olympiodorus, Philip the presbyter, the Septuagint, Isaiah, Ezekiel, Moses, and Francisco Valles on "hand" and divine power]

Third, they contend from examples of predictions which the event confirmed. Bartholomaeus Cocles, who published so many books of chiromancy and was a disciple of Antiochus of Cesena, about whom I wrote in the preceding question, advised Luca Gaurico the astrologer to flee, so that he might escape the violent torture threatening him. Gaurico despised the warnings because he had predicted in his ephemerides that Giovanni Bentivoglio would be cast down from his tyranny at Bologna. By order of the violent prince, suspended on a rope from a raised pulley, he was shaken five times and paid the penalty for his boasted astrology and despised chiromancer. A certain Greek predicted death to Alessandro de' Medici from inspection of his hand and gave the signs of the killer: that he would be one of his intimates, slender in habit, with a box-colored little face, suspended in taciturnity, and unsociable with the rest. All these things converged in Lorenzino, who was also the killer. But that same Cocles had predicted to a certain Copono that he would shortly stain his hands with wicked homicide, and to Hermes, son of the tyrant, that he would be killed in exile in battle. Therefore Hermes, struck with fatal fear, secretly ordered Copono to kill Coelites, this new Calchas for his Agamemnon. Cocles was not unaware of the danger. Therefore he secretly fortified his head with a helmet and, always armed with a huge sword which he handled most skillfully with both hands, was on his guard. But Copono, disguised as a porter, when Cocles inserted a key at the threshold of a door that had been blocked by a small stone, killed him with an axe driven into the back of his head. Copono gave no other reason for committing the deed than that Cocles himself had asserted that he would shortly be a murderer. Jovius alone narrates all these things, and he is not in every respect a historian of undoubted faith, nor sufficiently free from superstitious and pagan opinions, or at least from pagan expressions. Even if we grant that these things happened, the same answer must be given, with St. Augustine, that was given above to those who boast such things for astrologers.



[margin: Paul Jovius, Elogia, on Bartholomaeus Cocles, Luca Gaurico, Giovanni Bentivoglio, Alessandro de' Medici, Lorenzino, Copono, and Hermes; Del Rio applies Augustine's answer from the earlier astrology question to such fulfilled predictions]


Question VI. On Conjectation from Dreams

The Greeks call this oneiropolia, on which there is a little book of Senarii edited by Junius Hornanus. Of the other ancient interpreters of dreams, with no great loss to the commonwealth, all books have perished except one Artemidorus of Daldis, a delirious old man, who in five books gathered together everything handed down by others. Today the Arabic Apotelesmata of Apomasar are valued. Among recent writers I could wish that Conrad Wimpina had not piled up so many things without an antidote. In the memory of our grandfathers Junianus Maius most vainly professed this art in Italy; some letters and grammatical little books of his survive. Thomas Muntzer, one of the parents of the Anabaptists, fashioned prophecy from dreams. Brazilian Indians observe dreams on campaign: if they dream that they are roasting the flesh of enemies, they judge it a prosperous dream and promise themselves victory; but if, on the contrary, they dream that their own flesh is roasted, they fear that they will be conquered by enemies. Only those seem to me to be read usefully on this matter who, with St. Thomas and St. Antoninus, have weighed to whom it is lawful to attend to dreams and to whom it is permitted to interpret them. I shall imitate them.



[margin: Dream-interpretation authorities: Junius Hornanus's little book of Senarii; Artemidorus of Daldis in five books; Apomasar's Arabic Apotelesmata; Conrad Wimpina, whose dream material Del Rio thinks too unguarded; Junianus Maius; Thomas Muntzer; Johannes Stadius, Brazilian History, book 2, chapter 27, on Brazilian Indians' campaign dreams; Thomas Aquinas, II-II, question 95, article 6; Antoninus, part 2, title 12, chapter 1, sections 6-7]

Macrobius, in the first book of the Dream of Scipio, whom John of Salisbury follows, divides dreams into enypnion, phantasma, oneiros, horama, and chrematismos: nightmare, apparition, dream, vision, and oracle. But Artemidorus reduced those five to two: to enypnion and oneiros. Under enypnion he places phantasma; under oneiros he includes vision and oracle, because these follow it. The Gentiles agree that the first species, enypnion and phantasma, are asemantoi, that is, signify or warn of nothing. A dream, therefore, taken strictly and as opposed to enypnion, they define as a multiform fiction of the soul, stirred in sleep, signifying future goods or evils.



[margin: Dream classifications: Macrobius, Commentary on the Dream of Scipio, book 1; John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 2; Artemidorus, book 1, chapter 2, reducing the five species to enypnion and oneiros]

They set down as the foundation of this prediction experience and a certain likeness of proportion between the thing dreamed and the event. They call it experience if one or more people, after dreaming this or that, have later experienced such and such a fortune. They investigate that likeness of proportion in an even more foully ridiculous way. First, from some manner or custom: for example, a shaved head is honorable and religious for monks, because it agrees with their morals and rules; therefore if a monk dreams that this happens to him, it will be a prosperous dream. But if a married man dreams the same, they will say it is an unfavorable omen, because it is dishonorable for married men to walk about with shaved heads. Second, from the meaning of a word: one hears or reads the name Serapis; he will die, because Serapis is the same as Pluto and Orcus. Third, from the hieroglyphic signification of a thing: if someone seems to himself to be chained to a temple, he will become a priest and serve that temple forever. Fourth, from fabulous narratives: someone wandering in the Isthmus seemed to himself to seek his little son; his son will perish by drowning, according to the fable of Melicertes. Fifth, from some far-fetched astronomical or physical reason: someone dreamed that he was seeking light from the moon; he will become blind, because the moon lacks its own light. Again, someone seems in dreams to have the hands of a bear; he will be condemned to the beasts and, bound to a stake, devoured by a bear. Why? Because a bear, hiding in a cave, puts out its hand and escapes by eating, and from that draws nourishment. These are the foundations of the art, as childish as they are ingenious. Artemidorus is wonderfully ridiculous in them: what once happened by chance to one person, he draws into consequence and constructs tow-like canons by which merely accidental cases are dragged toward predicting similar events.



[margin: Artemidorus on experience, proportional likeness, Serapis and Orcus, Melicertes, and other dream-interpretation devices]

From this it appears, first, that no trust should be given to oneiropolic books of this sort, and that those who turn their mind to such writings are deservedly condemned; specifically, the fictitious books on this subject attributed to Abraham and Solomon, and the little dream book falsely circulated under the name of the prophet Daniel, which is treated in Gratian's Decree. It appears, second, that the counsel of Synesius is superstitious when he advises each person to make for himself from his own dreams, by comparison with the things he later suffered, a certain art of conjecturing. Francesco Pico long ago carefully refuted this useless study and vain invention.



[margin: Condemned dream books: Gratian, Decree, chapter Non observetis, on fictitious dream books of Abraham and Solomon and the falsely circulated dream book under Daniel's name; Synesius, On Dreams, advising a private art of conjecture from one's own dreams; Francesco Pico, On Foreknowledge, book 6, refuting that vain study]

Nevertheless let the first conclusion be this: some dreams announce a true event beforehand; some announce none, or an illusory one. Therefore some may be observed, and some may not.

This conclusion is excellently confirmed by Prudentius in his hymn before sleep, in these verses:


But while friendly rest
wanders through all the veins
and waters the people, at ease,
with pleasing sleep,
the free sense wanders through cares
with swift vigor,
and through varied figures
sees things that are hidden.
Since the mind, freed from cares,
whose origin is heaven
and pure fountain from the ether,
cannot lie idle,
it shapes for itself, in imitation,
multiform faces,
through which, suddenly running,
it enjoys the subtle air.
Yet horror wears out
the scattered senses of dreamers.
Now a splendor wanders in,
which grants knowledge of future things;
often, after truths have been scattered,
a lying image deceives minds
with dark ambiguity, fear, and heat.



These things are canonical and certain. What he adds is not equally so, although it often happens:


Whom rare guilt of morals
does not frequently pollute,
him a bright light, flashing clearly,
teaches hidden things;
but he who has defiled
his impious heart with vices
sees terrifying forms
as a punishment's fearful game.



[margin: Prudentius on true and false dreams]

This conclusion is opposed to many. It is against Xenophanes of Colophon and the Epicureans, who wanted all dreams to be despised; and it is against the Stoics, Protagoras, Artemidorus, Apollonius of Tyana, and the like, who hold that if it is a dream, it necessarily signifies something, as is clear from their definition set above, and therefore they do not wish any dreams to be neglected or passed over. Sacred Scripture condemns both extremes: the Stoics when it says, "Where there are many dreams, there are many vanities and innumerable words; but fear God," and again, "Dreams lift up the imprudent; as one who grasps a shadow and pursues the wind, so is he who attends to lying visions." It condemns the Epicureans when it supplies everywhere so many examples of divine dreams and interpretation. Therefore Homer and Virgil more rightly invented the fable of the two gates of dreams, through the ivory gate false dreams are sent out, through the horn gate true ones, to indicate that some dreams must be taken as true and signifying, others as false and empty.



[margin: Extremes about dreams: Xenophanes of Colophon and the Epicureans despise all dreams; Stoics, Protagoras, Artemidorus, Apollonius of Tyana, and similar writers make every dream significant; Ecclesiastes 5:6 and Sirach 34:1 condemn vain dreams; Homer and Virgil, Aeneid, book 6, distinguish false ivory-gate dreams from true horn-gate dreams]

The second conclusion is this: dreams are as certain as their cause is certain. If the cause certainly produces a certain effect, the prediction of dreams is also certain; if it produces it probably, the prediction is probable; if by chance, it is accidental and deceptive.

This requires only explanation. Synesius, in the commentary already mentioned, invents a certain phantastic spirit, which he wants to be the vehicle of the soul, the author and maker of all dreams. This is a Platonic fiction equal to the fables of poets. Porphyry recognizes two causes: one, good and bad demons, which we admit is a cause of some dreams; the other, certain notions which the soul, brought with it from another life, has carried into the body. This is foreign to the dogmas of faith. For the soul of man is not older than the body, coming from elsewhere; nor when it is infused by God does it bring with it any species created together with it. Aristotle denies that any dreams are sent by God, which is wholly contrary to Holy Scripture. Plato, on the other hand, ascribes all dreams to demons, which is contrary to sound philosophy and daily experience. Hippocrates was better: he ascribes true dreams partly to God, partly to natural causes. He would have touched the matter most sharply if he had added the third member, not omitted by St. Gregory, who most rightly ascribed dreams to three authors: God, nature, and the demon. Hence later theologians have divided them in the same way: into divine, natural, and demonic dreams. The chief difficulty concerns natural dreams.



[margin: Causes of dreams: Synesius's phantastic spirit in the commentary on dreams; Porphyry on demons and innate notions from a prior life; Aristotle, On Divination through Dreams, denying dreams are sent by God; Plato, Symposium, ascribing dreams to demons; Hippocrates, On Dreams, assigning true dreams partly to God and partly to natural causes; Gregory, Moralia, book 8, chapter 13, and Dialogues, book 4, chapter 48, assigning dreams to God, nature, and the demon]

Natural dreams arise either from a cause intrinsic to the dreamer or from a cause extrinsic to him. Intrinsic dreams are born, some chiefly from the soul, and then the cause is called animal, or, as some say, moral; others chiefly from the body, and that cause is called corporeal, or by others, speaking strictly, natural. The intrinsic animal cause occurs when dreams come about from matters to which the thought of the person while awake had been very intent, according to Solomon's saying: "Dreams follow many cares." On this cause Attius says:


The things that men pursue in life, think, care for, see,
and do while awake, the same things happen to them in sleep.
It is less a marvel.



Lucretius and many others judged the same. I have cited them elsewhere; I shall not repeat them now. St. Gregory of Nyssa wrote very acutely that such dreams are to be judged like a lyre whose strings, once the impulse of the hand has ceased, still tremble and ring a little with the last motion.



[margin: Dreams from waking thoughts: Solomon, Ecclesiastes 5:2; Attius's verses on what people pursue while awake recurring in sleep; Lucretius and others cited elsewhere by Del Rio; Gregory of Nyssa, On the Making of Man, comparing such dreams to lyre-strings still trembling after the hand's impulse ceases]

The corporeal intrinsic cause arises from the present disposition and temperament of the body, which has been exhausted by hunger or filled by gluttony, or suffers because some humor predominates too much, or labors under some other internal defect. From these causes arise peaceful dreams, troubled dreams, or dreams varied in many ways. Those whose blood is more abundant dream of crimson roses, saffron, gardens, banquets, dances, embraces, air, flight, and all joyful things. Phlegmatics dream of sea, waters, baths, sailings, submersions, heavy burdens, and a slow flight hindered by harmful things. Cholerics dream of yellow colors, quarrels, fights, and fires. Melancholics dream of smoke, darkness, shadows, wanderings through lonely places, nocturnal roamings, grim specters, deaths, and other sad things. Those whose bladder is full of fluid dream of pools, rivers, and rains, and sometimes wet their sheets while dreaming. Those in whom sincere and pure juices predominate think in dreams that they are rolling among fragrant and pleasant little flowers; contrariwise, those in whose body foul and putrid humors are piled up think they are among filthy things, mud, sewers, and corpses. Those whose posterior parts of the brain are affected and obstructed by viscous humor seem to themselves in dreams to be pressed and suffocated. The Greeks call this ephialtes, the Latins the incubus disease, the Spanish pesadilla, the French la toquemaire.



[margin: Corporeal dreams from humors and bodily condition; ephialtes, incubus disease, pesadilla, and la toquemaire]

The extrinsic natural cause of dreams occurs when the imagination of the sleeper is moved by an external agent. This agent is twofold: the surrounding air, and the impression or influence of the celestial bodies. For just as celestial bodies by their influence on corporeal matter generate various forms of stones, metals, and plants, so, by flowing into the imagination, which is immersed in corporeal organs, it must not be denied that imaginable species can be produced by celestial bodies, corresponding to the effect flowing from those heavenly bodies.

Concerning these causes, let the third conclusion be this: the observation and interpretation of dreams derived from natural causes is lawful insofar as natural causes are adequately joined to effects caused by them.

Physicians, Hippocrates and Galen, and theologians agree in this conclusion, and it is deduced from what has already been said. It needs only explanation. When the cause is intrinsic and animal, we can observe the dream so that in the future we may arrange our studies and life better and more safely. Is there someone whom reading or daytime thought soils during the night with foul illusions? Let him exclude with all possible care similar thoughts. Is another person terrified by frequent dreams and driven into pusillanimity, despair, or some other vice? He should inquire into the causes of the dreams and procure remedies by which he may be freed. Conversely, is another person urged by dreams toward the good, such as religion, celibacy, or repentance? Let him test whether these things are, as they seem, from God. The interpretation of such natural dreams depends on experience and great shrewdness, and on knowledge of the studies, morals, and inclinations found in individuals.



[margin: Hippocrates and Galen on lawful interpretation of natural dreams]

When the intrinsic cause is corporeal, a person can fear impending illnesses and prepare himself. Galen writes that when someone had dreamed that his other leg had become stone, he soon became paralytic in that part of the body. The same cause is sometimes so vehement and accelerated that when someone dreams that something is happening to him, it is in fact happening to him then. An example of Cornelius Rufinus may be sought from Pliny the Elder.



[margin: Galen and Pliny on bodily dreams, paralysis, and Cornelius Rufinus]

When the natural cause is extrinsic, then it must be seen whether the effect has some principle in us, as if the dreamer himself must do or suffer something from that cause, for example if I dream that I am going to Rome or will enter a conflict; or whether the principle of the dreamed event is wholly outside us, as that rain will be more abundant, or that a naval battle will take place, or that the Turks will be routed. These extrinsic causes are again of two kinds. Some are not so remote from the dreamer that he cannot be naturally affected and suffer from them; for example, I can today be affected by the causes of tomorrow's rain, as those with gout and hernias experience. Others are so far removed from the dreamer that his body can be naturally affected by them in no way; for example, I cannot here be affected by the causes of rain to come here two years from now, because of the distance of time, nor by the rain immediately coming in Japan, because of the interval of place, nor by the causes by which the successor of the present queen of England is to be carried to the throne, because causes of this kind have nothing to do with the temperament of my body.

Therefore I say this: extrinsic causes which can act upon us provide some probability for the interpretation of dreams of this kind, according to the custom of approved physicians and philosophers, who compare likenesses seen in dreams with one another and weigh what things they are likenesses of and from what causes they proceed. Yet truly this probability is very slender and small. As for the extrinsic things which cannot act upon us, the observation of them is utterly uncertain and deceptive. If at times they answer to the event, that happens by chance, or by some intelligence revealing it.

From this a corollary is inferred: a person sins who divines future contingents from natural dreams, even intrinsic ones, or anything whatever that flows from the freedom of will, whether of the dreamer or another, and much more one who divines concerning those things that are customarily given by God through gratuitous grace. The reason is that these things do not depend on natural causes or on bodily temperament. So much for natural dreams.

[margin: Extrinsic natural causes of dreams; distant events, future contingents, free will, and gratuitous grace]

Demonic dreams are those which evil spirits treacherously cast into sleepers, either to stir disturbances of the soul, such as lust, anger, hatred, or despair, or to signify hidden or future things. Of these Penelope's saying in Homer is true: "dreams are not to be cared for by me"; and the saying of the Wise Man: "Dreams have caused many to err, and those who hoped in them have fallen." Of this kind were the bed-sleepings of the Gentiles in the shrines of Serapis, Aesculapius, Podalirius, and others, where those who lay down sought dreams. Virgil also mentions them in the Aeneid, and we have already treated them.



[margin: Demonic dreams: Penelope's saying in Homer; Sirach 34:6 on dreams causing many to err; shrine sleepings in the temples of Serapis, Aesculapius, Podalirius, and others; Virgil, Aeneid, on incubation rites; Del Rio's earlier treatment in chapter 1, question 2, section 2]

Less known is the account Mark the Historian, an eyewitness, writes about Venus of Gaza: "In the place called Tetramphodos," that is, a crossroads, "there stood a marble statue, and they said it was Venus. It was above a marble altar; the statue was in the form of a naked woman, openly displaying her shameful parts. All the citizens, and especially the women, held the statue in honor, lighting lamps and offering incense. For they said that she responded in dreams to those who wished to enter marriage. They deceived one another by lying. Often, when the demon ordered them to contract marriage, it was so far from going rightly for them that divorces occurred among them, or they lived together badly." He adds many things about lying responses, and about the statue being cast down at the sign of the cross and the demon fleeing.

[margin: Mark the Historian, eyewitness in the Life of St. Porphyrius of Gaza, on Venus of Gaza at the Tetramphodos, lying dream responses about marriage, the statue cast down at the sign of the cross, and the demon's flight]

Of this kind are Anabaptist dreams, and such were once the dreams of the Enthusiasts. There are certain marvelous dreams of the Gentiles which can either not at all, or only with difficulty, be referred to natural causes. I shall note the places from which one who wishes may seek them: such was the dream of Epiteles the Messenian about an old woman to be freed by digging up earth between myrtle and smilax; such was that of the philosopher Aedesius in Eunapius; such that of the mother of Attila about her son; such that of Ptolemy in Tacitus; such that of Nestorius the Athenian in Zosimus, and of Julian the Apostate in the same author and in Ammianus; many others are in Valerius Maximus, but more admirable than all is what Athenaeus relates from Chares of Mytilene concerning Odatis and Zariadres.



[margin: Marvelous Gentile dreams: Pausanias in Messenia on Epiteles; Eunapius, Life of Aedesius; Antonio Bonfini, Hungarian Affairs, book 3, decade 1, on Attila's mother; Tacitus, Histories, book 4, on Ptolemy; Zosimus on Nestorius of Athens and Julian; Ammianus, book 21, on Julian; Valerius Maximus; Athenaeus, Deipnosophists, from Chares of Mytilene on Odatis and Zariadres]

In my judgment, such was the dream in our own time of Louis de Bourbon, prince of Conde, who led the forces of the notorious heretics and rebels against the Most Christian King Charles IX, if the things Richard Dinoth wrote about him are true. The fact that he mentioned me twice in his History of the Belgian Tumult, twice, I think, deceived and not willingly, with injury to the truth in matters of which I and certain others were eyewitnesses, makes me doubt in matters belonging to others too. I believe he could have been deceived in the rest as well. This is the cause of my doubt. But in book 2, about the Gallican war, when he is about to treat the battle fought near the city of the Druids, he says: "When Conde's men stood under the standards, awaiting the arrival of the enemy and the battle, two hares were started up between the two lines, which, although struck at by countless musket balls, went away unharmed in different directions. This was a prognostic of the next day's battle, in which the enemy lines, after meeting each other, left the place of battle empty and went away in different directions." This first belongs to omens, and those two hares seem to have been demons.

[margin: Richard Dinoth, Gallic War, book 2, on Louis de Bourbon, prince of Conde, before the battle near Dreux: the two hares crossing between the battle lines and Del Rio's suspicion that they were demonic omens]

"On the day before," he continues, "something no less prodigious happened to Conde himself, which seemed to announce the coming battle. When a great crowd of people had gathered at a certain brook through which he was crossing with his cavalry, to watch the horsemen as they passed, behold, an old woman threw herself into the middle of the water and, seizing Conde by the boot, stopped him, and looking attentively at him uttered these words: 'Prince, go; you will suffer, but God is with you.'" Who has so dull a nose that he does not smell Satan's invention, intended to confirm him and his companions in the Zwinglian heresy for the defense of which that war was being waged? That woman was either of the same company or one of the river nymphs, that is, an evil demon. Certainly a good spirit would not say that God was with a heretic in order to propagate heresy. But the Calvinist goes on.

"He himself also narrated that he had had a dream on the preceding night, in which it seemed to him that he had three times, at different times, descended into battle; that victory stood with him after the three chief enemies had been slain, but that afterward he had received a lethal wound." Behold a dream, perhaps narrated by the cupbearer? Hear him fitting it to events already past, and therefore not so much a prophet as a narrator. "Later time showed that this dream of Conde was prophetic. For in the battle of Dreux, the marshal Saint-Andre fell; the duke of Guise fell in the siege of Orleans; the constable was lethally wounded in the battle of Saint-Denis; Conde afterward was killed in the battle of Bassac." Splendidly put. There was, of course, a duel between Poltrot and Guise, whom he killed; and Prince Conde was in Poltrot when that most wicked brigand pierced Guise unexpectedly with a gunshot, although Conde never wished to admit that the deed was done by his authority. And what prevents such a dream from having been devised by Conde as a military stratagem to encourage his men and make them sure and secure of three victories? You will say the event corresponded. Go to Aristotle: he will teach that such things can happen by chance, and that it is easy to fit events to visions after they have passed.



[margin: Richard Dinoth, Gallic War, book 2, on Conde's old-woman omen at a brook and his threefold battle dream; Del Rio rejects the Calvinist interpretation and appeals to Aristotle on chance and on fitting events to visions after they have passed]

Here belongs what Peter of Blois writes: "We are not ignorant," says the Apostle, "of the cunning devices of Satan. By casting phantastic illusions into the minds of men, now by the flight of birds, now by the running of men, now by the dreams of beasts or by other means, he promises knowledge of future things. Thus he announces happy or unhappy outcomes of things, so that empty curiosity may trouble the quiet of hearts and so that it may gradually scrape something from the sincerity of faith." A little later: "Yet no dreams will induce me to have faith in dreams. I do not deny that the soul frequently, from remnants of thought or from its innate insight, prefigures certain images of future things; but it is often deceived. For, as I have learned by experience, from that vision which once announced joy to me, I afterward carried back the contrary. Therefore, dearest friend, do not care for dreams." Thus he, in letter 65 of Buseus' best edition.



[margin: Peter of Blois, letter 65 in Buseus's edition, on Satan's devices, phantastic illusions, and why no dreams should induce faith in dreams]

On these matters let the fourth conclusion be this: it is lawful to observe demonic dreams in order to beware of the demon's fraud; it is neither lawful nor useful to observe them for knowledge of hidden things or future events. The first part is clear, because this is salutary for the soul and sometimes necessary. The second part is proved because it is forbidden by God's law: "You shall not augur, nor observe dreams." Again, because interpretation of these cannot, apart from miracle, be had except from a pact with a demon, which is utterly unlawful. Nor can this be useful, because knowledge of hidden things received in this way is curious and superstitious; and the knowledge of future contingents is nothing but deceptive, since it is uncertain even to the Devil.



[margin: Leviticus 19:26 and Deuteronomy 18:10 against augury and observing dreams; John of Salisbury, Policraticus, book 2, chapter 17, on demonic dream interpretation]

Divine dreams are suggested to us by God, through the mediation of good angels. Their causes and modes have already been explained. One who wishes will find examples everywhere: those of Emperor Theodosius, Arnobius the rhetor, Emperor Maurice, Bardas, and Eulogius; perhaps such was Alexander the Great's dream about Ptolemy's health being restored, and that of Castriot's mother in Barletius, and many in Fulgosius.

[margin: Divine dream examples: Theodosius in Theodoret, Ecclesiastical History, book 5, chapter 6; Arnobius in Jerome's continuation of Eusebius's Chronicle; Emperor Maurice in Glycas's Annals, part 4; Bardas in the same Glycas; Eulogius in Augustine, On Care for the Dead; Alexander and Ptolemy in Diodorus, book 17; Castriot's mother in Barletius, book 1; Fulgosius, Examples, book 1, chapter 5]

Let the fifth conclusion be this: the observation of divine dreams is lawful, but interpretation belongs only to those to whom the revelation of interpretation has been made by God. The first part is clear because they are sent by God so that we may observe them, and so that they may teach, warn, and correct us. The second part is proved by Daniel's words: "The mystery about which the king asks, the wise men, magi, soothsayers, and haruspices cannot declare to the king; but there is a God in heaven revealing mysteries, who has shown you," and so on. Later he says, "To me also, not by any wisdom that is in me more than in all living men, this mystery has been revealed, but so that the interpretation might be made manifest to the king." Paul also says: "The things of God no one has known except the Spirit of God."



[margin: Daniel 2:27 and 2:30 on God revealing mysteries and interpretation; 1 Corinthians 2:11 on the things of God known by the Spirit of God]

To discern demonic from divine dreams belongs especially to confessors and to those who practice the medicine of souls, who are endowed with the gift of discernment of spirits. This judgment depends on the causes and other circumstances, in the same way we have taught that visions and revelations must be weighed. In summary, this must be observed: if it is clear that the dream was not born from an animal or corporeal cause, but it is doubtful whether it is from God or from the Devil, it will be safest if you beware of and despise it as sent by the Devil. This rule is proved, first, from the Wise Man Sirach, who teaches that extrinsic dreams should be despised when they are not known to have been sent by God. For this is the sense of those words: "Unless the visitation has been sent from the Most High, do not give your heart to dreams." Second, it is proved by reason, because curious observation of dreams in order to recognize this distinction is unnecessary: when God sends a dream, he is accustomed at the same time to make a person certain that the dream has proceeded from him and was sent from heaven. Third, it is taught by experience. For those who have curiously attended to dreams have been driven headlong into very grave calamities and ruin by the interpretation of dreams that followed: Homer's Agamemnon in the Iliad, Cyrus king of the Persians, Xerxes, Onomarchus, Antigonus, and Pompey.

[margin: Sirach 34:6 on not giving the heart to dreams unless visitation is sent from the Most High; ruin through dream interpretation: Homer's Agamemnon; Cyrus in Herodotus, book 1; Xerxes in Herodotus, book 7; Onomarchus in Diodorus, book 16; Antigonus in Plutarch, Demetrius; Pompey in Plutarch, Pompey]

At this point I would bring dreams to an end, were there not coming to mind that frequent and, to me, most pleasing familiarity with the distinguished Justus Lipsius when I lived at Leuven. Our frequent conversation then, about literature, the formation of morals, and other matters, was pleasant and delightful to me; its loss is now painful and bitter. One day the conversation turned to prophetic dreams. Then he reported that in Brussels, some twenty years before, there had been the wife of a certain shoemaker who predicted very many things to various people, all confirmed by the outcome exactly: that Spellius, the official over the roads, whom we in Brabant call de Roy roe, would be taken to the cross; that Requesens the governor would soon die of disease; that the supreme council of the king would suffer violence and many councilors be thrown into prison; and many similar things. He said that he himself had seen and heard her more than once. She used to say that in dreams a certain spirit entered into her, in the form of a diffused white body, whose lineaments she could not distinguish; that she was taught everything by him; and that whenever he appeared she was always struck with such continuous horror that she seemed to faint. Afterward he compelled her, even at the peril of her life, to announce to others the things taught to her in dreams, and did not allow her rest until she carried out the commands. She was a rather contemptible and simple little woman, not indeed of bad reputation, but neither of proven holiness.



[margin: Justus Lipsius's Leuven recollection of the Brussels shoemaker's wife, seen and heard by him, who predicted Spellius's execution, Luis de Requesens's death, and violence against the King's supreme council; she described a formless white spirit entering dreams, causing horror, and compelling disclosure]

Several thoughts suddenly rise in my mind about this matter. As certain as it is that these dreams were supernatural, so doubtful to me is whether they were divine or demonic. Divine dreams are accustomed to occur to women no less than to men, and neither low condition nor poverty of persons is an obstacle. A certain usual horror also accompanies divine apparitions. Compulsion to speak is also accustomed to be added. Yet in this narrative several things shine through to me which make me suspect that these things proceeded from a dark rather than a white spirit. First, that figure of diffused whiteness was always formless and always brought continuous horror, not followed by joy and tranquility of mind. This gives a not obscure indication of an author lying about his whiteness. The sex was suspect, and the condition commended nothing, since neither holiness, prudence, devotion, nor other signs of this kind accompanied it. No profit or gain came to her from this, but often beatings and almost always insults. So it is accustomed to happen to witches, and the demon pays this wage to his own.

Then, the things she predicted were indeed about public affairs, but knowledge of them was of little necessity to the public, because they were predicted when they could scarcely be guarded against, namely only a few days before they happened. They were also predicted in vain, by a little woman alone, to whom no prudent man would have given faith. God is not accustomed to indicate, bare of all persuasive force, the things he wants to be known and guarded against in advance. Finally, the things she predicted were of the kind that could be subject not only to a demon's conjecture, but even to human prudence. Spellius' punishment: the demon knew that he was already accused, and that because of frequent accusations of secret denunciations his actions and life were being seriously and diligently investigated. The illness of Luis de Requesens was an anthrax in a body at once obese and very bilious. Who would not foresee that it would be lethal, when physicians judge from external signs? Could not that thunder-struck Aesculapius, to whom the internal things of the body are open? The efforts of the Estates against the Council of State had already long been cooking. Satan knew the boldness and attempts of Hessels, whom he was stimulating; he knew among the councilors who were hated, who more, who less; he saw the conspirators keeping watch, while others either did not believe, or despised, or were stupefied. To sniff out what would happen, and what consequence followed from similar premises, as dialecticians say, was not a matter of great or supernatural sagacity. But let these things stand subject to better judgment.



[margin: Del Rio's judgment on the Brussels dreams; Justus Lipsius; Spellius, Luis de Requesens, the Council of State, and Hessels]

I call the political lot that which has sometimes been received by right and good laws: such as the divisory lot, the contract of lots, canonical purgation, and the various vulgar purgations which were once permitted but are now condemned. Each of these must be treated.


Question I. On the Divisory Lot

The Romans formerly used the divisory lot in choosing judges and assigning provinces, and also in dividing an inheritance, in military affairs, and in other business. They received that selection of judges by lot from the Athenians, where already long before, in the Areopagus, judges were chosen by lot by various letters cast into an urn. Plutarch clearly teaches that the Sicilians imitated this when he treated the omen which Dionysius took after the letter M had fallen to him. But Junius Hornanus has handed down more and better things about the casting of lots among the Gentiles, and in a better method. I shall add what jurists and theologians have judged.



[margin: Lots among Greeks, Sicilians, and Romans: Sigonius, On Judicial Procedure, book 2, chapter 12, drawing from Asconius; Lucian, Demosthenes, scholia on Aristophanes, and Sigonius, On the Athenian Republic, book 3, on Athenian lot-selection; Plutarch, Apophthegms, on Dionysius and the letter M; Junius Hornanus, Animadversions, book 2, chapter 5, on Gentile lots]

If there is doubt about who should first plead a case in court; if it is a question of dividing inheritance and goods; if an option has been left to several persons concerning the manumission of servants, the division of children, and similar matters, the laws permit the lot. Only this is forbidden: to choose a bishop, or any other dignity or ecclesiastical benefice, by lot. Therefore in other dignities, offices, actions, punishments, and other matters, the divisory lot, by which it is asked what should be assigned to each person, is not forbidden. This is clear from the first chapter under 26, question 2, which canon must be understood only of this divisory lot, as is clear from St. Augustine himself. Yet so that no sin intervenes in these matters, four conditions must be observed.



[margin: Divisory lots in law and theology: Digest, De iudiciis, law 14, on judges; Code, Quando et quibus quarta pars debetur, law 2, book 10, on division of goods; law Si de legitima and Mynsinger, observation 37, on inheritance/manumission/division matters; Code, De episcopis, law 47, and canon Si, De sortilegiis, against choosing ecclesiastical office by lot; Augustine on Psalm 30 near the end; Thomas Aquinas, II-II, question 95, article 8, Cajetan under Sors, Veracruz, and Toledo on lawful divisory lots]

First, the outcome must be expected from God, not from chance, fortune, or the stars. Therefore God must be invoked according to the words: "My lots are in your hand." If someone expected a certain outcome from the stars or from fate, as the Stoics and astrologers take it, he would sin mortally; if from chance or fortune, not taking fortune as the Gentiles do, for then it would be mortal and idolatrous, but as Christian philosophers take it, the sin in a grave matter would be venial, and in a light matter would scarcely be sin.

Second, a simple lot must be used, without any superstition or abuse of sacred things or of Sacred Scripture. Yet this is not a mortal sin unless great irreverence is present.

Third, those who cast lots must rest on equal right. Otherwise the casting of lots would be unjust; and it would be more serious if a public good were involved, for example if worthy and unworthy people were put into the lots for public offices. For the lot could favor an unworthy person, to the harm of the commonwealth and the injury of the worthy.

Fourth, the principal intention of those putting in the lots must not be to inquire into the will of God in an extraordinary way, because such a mode is wholly uncertain. Rather, the chief intention must be that lawsuits, discords, complaints, and envies be removed. Solomon taught us this: "The lot suppresses contradictions and judges even among the powerful." Therefore if concord could be entered otherwise, the matter should not be committed to lot; but if discord cannot otherwise be quieted, the good of peace permits the lot, with these conditions observed. Hence it has been received in military practice that when several are guilty, it is discovered by lot who should be killed and who freed. Then this must be observed, that the guilt of those casting lots be equal; otherwise the lot is unjust toward the less guilty. Thus in time of storm it is lawful, by the consent of all, to cast lots as to who should be thrown from the ship; and in time of plague one must cast lots as to which parish priests should remain in the city. For the same reason, when there is doubt to whom an alms should go, the matter can be decided by lot.



[margin: Conditions for lawful divisory lots: Psalm 30 on lots in God's hand; Veracruz on the second book of the Physics, speculation/solution 5, and Toledo on the second book of the Physics; Augustine to Januarius, epistle 119, chapter 3; Augustine, Questions on Joshua, chapter 3, and canons 2 and 4, 26 question 2; Proverbs 18:18 on the lot suppressing disputes; Augustine, letter 180 to Honoratus, and On Christian Doctrine, book 1, chapter 28, on cases such as military punishments, storms, plague, and alms]

Moreover, lest anyone be deceived by the things read in Holy Scripture about lots, Gratian, after St. Jerome and Bede, rightly warned that these things do not pertain to our times. For in the Old Law, among other ceremonies, God had also instituted one which they would use in casting lots, and which they would place before the lot. What sort of ceremony it was is not sufficiently clear. It seems to have been a certain lifting of the mind to God with a prayer instituted for this purpose, as is gathered from Leviticus. There, concerning the casting of lots over the scapegoat, one reads: "He shall make the two he-goats stand before the Lord at the door of the tabernacle of testimony, and shall cast lots over each: one for the Lord and the other for the emissary goat. The one whose lot goes out for the Lord he shall offer for sin; but the one whose lot goes out for the emissary goat he shall set alive before the Lord, that he may pour out prayers over him and send him into the wilderness."



[margin: Gratian, after Jerome and Bede, on Old Law lot ceremonies no longer belonging to Christian times; Leviticus 16:8-10 on the two goats and the emissary goat]

St. Luke writes similarly about the lot of the apostolate. After he narrated that the Apostles set two men, Barsabbas and Matthias, before God, he adds: "And praying, they said: You, Lord, who know the hearts of all, show which one of these two you have chosen to take the place of this ministry and apostleship, from which Judas by transgression fell away, to go to his own place. And they gave them lots, and the lot fell upon Matthias." Therefore first those who were about to cast lots were set before God; then prayer was poured out; third, lots were given to each and mixed in a fold of clothing, an urn, or another vessel; and the person whose lot went out was said to have the lot fall upon him. Solomon certainly testifies that they were sometimes placed into the fold: "Lots are sent into the fold, but they are governed by the Lord." Sometimes they were placed into a cup which they held in the fold; hence in Sacred Scripture the cup often signifies lot, as, according to some, in these words: "The Lord is the portion of my inheritance and of my cup."



[margin: Acts 1:24-26 on Barsabbas, Matthias, prayer, and the apostolic lot; Proverbs 16, last verse, on lots cast into the fold; Psalm 15:5-6 on cup and lot]

Therefore this whole business was ceremonial. With the abrogation of the ceremonies of the old law, this ceremony of casting lots also ceased. Hence venerable Bede observes that the Apostles, before they had received the Holy Spirit, used a legal ceremony in the election of St. Matthias; but after they had received the Holy Spirit they no longer used the lot, but used prayer alone to God, with fasting joined to it. Thus they are read to have chosen the seven deacons and presbyters. Since the Savior, who can neither deceive nor be deceived, promises everything to those who pray, it is foolish and absurd to leave prayer, which has the promise, and flee to the lot, to which God has not promised in the New Testament that he will be present.

[margin: Bede on Acts, chapter 1: after the Holy Spirit the Apostles used prayer and fasting rather than lots; Acts 6 and 14:22 on choosing deacons and presbyters; Matthew 7:7 and John 14:13 on Christ's promise to those who pray]


Question II. On the Contract of Chance, or Lottery

There is a contract in frequent use in Europe which may be made privately or publicly. Privately, by the decision of each person, it is made when someone exposes a horse or something similar, at a fixed price, for casting lots as to whom it will fall, for example at fifty gold coins, and then several people contribute their share toward this sum and throw dice to decide who is to have the horse. Or privately several rings, books, mirrors, or other pieces of furniture are proposed to be distributed in the same way among friends, after contributions have been gathered, which are called lota. Commonly they call it la reffe or riffe. Some call it the game of the pot, I think because of the urn or pot into which the lots are cast.

When it is instituted publicly, however, the consent of the prince or commonwealth is needed. In this contract, whether it is made publicly or privately, many things must be considered so that the justice of the contract and its undamaged perfection may remain.

The first conclusion is that this contract is lawful. Briardus proves this well. That it is lawful is clear because it is prohibited by no law: natural, divine, or human. It is not prohibited by natural law, because it can be celebrated in such a way that no injustice intervenes in it, if the conditions soon to be stated are observed. Second, because it can lead to public utility. Third, because in itself it is nothing other than a certain divisory lot instituted by the good pleasure of those who agree, or those who cast lots together. That it is not prohibited by divine law is proved because it is prohibited neither by Sacred Scripture nor by any tradition of the Church. That it is not prohibited by human law is proved because no civil or canon law is brought forward which has expressly treated this contract.



[margin: Briardus, book 5, on the lawfulness of the lottery contract]

Conrad is mistaken when he thinks it is prohibited by the laws that forbid gambling with dice. First, this cannot be said of the public lottery, in which dice are not thrown. As for the private riffe in which dice enter, although under the law of Castile it is prohibited by new law, neither is it prohibited by the said laws that deal with the prohibition of dice. I prove this because the dice game is prohibited not because fortune rules in it, but because losers in dice games are accustomed to blaspheme, and because men are accustomed in this way to consume all their wealth in a short time and be impoverished, as is clear from the very rescripts of law. For if that prohibition were founded on fortune, it would certainly never be lawful to play dice, even for a small sum. It would then be forbidden because it is evil in itself. But now we see that the laws permit a dice game for a modest thing or for the sake of a banquet, and the opinion more consonant with reason and law is that this prohibition pertains only to those accustomed to play, or to frequenters of dice games, or to those serving dice games. Therefore dice should be judged not prohibited because they are evil in themselves, but made evil because and insofar as they are prohibited; and they are prohibited because of the twofold danger of blasphemy and bankruptcy. Since neither danger exists in this contract of the riffe, I would believe, as Briardus defends the later kind of lot cast into an urn by reason of likeness, that in the same way the former kind by dice must be defended. Besides, the things that suffice for the justice of one suffice for the justice of the other; and just as profit made in one can lawfully be retained, so also it will be lawful in the other.



[margin: Conrad Wimpina, On Contracts, tractate 2, question 71, on the lottery contract; Castilian new law against private dice-riffa; Roman-law dice prohibitions and exceptions for modest play or a banquet, including the final law in the Code, De religiosis et sumptibus funerum, and the Digest, De aleatoribus; Paludanus, book 4, distinction 15, question 3, article 5; Sylvester under Ludus, section 4, Convivio; Angelus and Briardus on the same issue; gloss on chapter Episcopus, word Deserviens, 35 distinction, on those serving dice games]

It must be noted, however, that in this contract two contracts are virtually mixed. The first is with respect to the one who puts forward the jewel or furnishing, and is a certain true but implicit sale, by which, for a certain sum of money, he sells that thing to all those who together make up the sum. For example, he sells a horse for fifty gold coins to five persons casting lots, each of whom contributes ten gold coins. The second is with respect to the buyers among themselves. Thus it is a certain contract of divisory lot, for they are judged to agree among themselves that the person to whom the lot favors shall have the whole horse for his ten gold coins, and the whole merchandise shall fall to him, while the others each bear the loss of his own contribution. Nothing else is required for the justice of each contract than that the whole sum together equal and not exceed the value of the merchandise, and that the buyers themselves be equally subjected to each fortune, that of gain and that of loss. Francisco Garcia proves that this is lawful, because in fact this contract comes to the same thing as if all those casting lots, having entered into partnership, bought together the thing or things to be exposed to lot. Then, if they wished, they could agree among themselves to cast a divisory lot as to which of those things would fall to each. No one has ever denied that this is lawful.



[margin: Francisco Garcia, On Contracts, book 3, tractate 2, chapter 20, on the lottery as implicit sale plus divisory-lot agreement]

The second conclusion is that the conditions to be considered for the justice of gain in this contract vary according to the persons present here. Francisco Garcia asserts and very well explains this, and Luis Lopez follows him without adding anything.

[margin: Francisco Garcia, On Contracts, book 3, tractate 2, chapter 20, and Luis Lopez, On Contracts, tractate 2, chapter 23, on conditions for just gain in lotteries]

They note five kinds of persons who can gain in this contract. First are the owners of the merchandise or sellers. It is lawful for them to receive for their merchandise only as much as they could gain by lawfully disposing of it in any other contract. That they can receive so much is proved because, with respect to them, a contract of sale intervenes with those casting lots, and a seller can attain as much as the goods can bring him by just profit, that is, as much as the goods themselves are worth. Therefore if the seller received more, that profit would be unjust, and he would be bound to restitution. Yet if the additional amount permitted to be contributed beyond the price of the merchandise did not fall to the owner or seller of the merchandise but to the poor or to officials, the excess would be lawful, as will be clear from what is to be said shortly. This exception usually occurs in public lotteries which are granted to cities or communities so that in this way they may free themselves from debt. Then the prince who grants the license, after considering the public need, usually sets the price of the lot somewhat more liberally, and no injury is done to those casting lots, since they know this.



[margin: Francisco Garcia, On Contracts, book 3, tractate 2, chapter 20, and Luis Lopez, On Contracts, tractate 2, chapter 23, on sellers, just price, restitution, excess contributions, and public lotteries for civic debt]

Fraud by sellers must be avoided: they must not delay making the drawing after sufficient contributions have been gathered; they must not change or diminish the goods; and when the drawing is to be made all together, they must not allow some goods to undergo the lot earlier. On this point it must be known that ordinarily a certain day is fixed when all lots are to be drawn together, with labor not interrupted by day or night. Sometimes, however, the drawing is instituted in this way: first, all the parts or the whole furnishing to be assigned by lot are proposed; the price of each lot is established, for example five stuivers; then the drawing is immediately made for each person who wishes to cast lots, in the order in which each pays. For example, I come and offer ten stuivers; two lots are immediately drawn for me. If another comes at once and brings fifteen stuivers, three lots are drawn for him, and whatever falls to me or him we carry off. This method is dangerous and ought not to be permitted by princes, because it is liable to many frauds. First, since the solemnities that are customary in the other kind do not intervene in drawing the lot, it is easier for some collusion to occur. Second, it cannot easily be established that the price is equal. If a fixed time is set, it can happen that not enough contributions have then been gathered; if open time is permitted, it can happen that the seller, exercising this lottery for too long, receives far beyond the price of the goods. Nor is it enough to say that it can also happen that he receives less, and so undergoes the common hazard. I answer that no danger of fortune ought to intervene here between buyer and seller, because with respect to them mutually it is a contract of sale. Rather, the contract of lot exists only among the buyers themselves. Finally, because goods which have fallen by lot are withdrawn in this way, the total merchandise always becomes less valuable, and therefore it is unjust for the same price of individual lots to continue. If you say that other goods equally good are always substituted for those removed, this is neither credible enough nor sufficient, since too long a license is thus allowed to the seller to exercise this contract. Therefore it is far safer and more secure, both for the commonwealth and for private persons, to abandon this second kind and to practice only the first.

[margin: Fraud by lottery sellers, fixed-time drawings, immediate drawings by stuivers, collusion, equal price, and diminishing merchandise]

Second, the buyers themselves, or those casting lots, can gain. It can happen that one who has contributed one drachma receives a thousand, for whatever the lot offers him without fraud he can carry off and retain. The reason is that all those casting lots have consented to this condition, that each should carry off what the lot has brought him; and so all are subject to equal danger. For one who gathers many shares can be frustrated in many, and can gain in many; one who gathers few can gain in few and make loss in few. Here collusion of those casting lots and of those who draw and read the lots must be avoided. If anyone obtains something through such collusion, both he and the colluders are bound to restore that thing, not to the former owner or seller of the lot, since he has already sold it, but to the fellow lot-casters who purchased the doubtful event. Therefore that thing must be sold and the price obtained from it be subjected again to lot among the partners of the lottery; or, if the thing still exists, the thing itself must be so subjected. Whether the fraudulent person is to be admitted in this new drawing, I am not certain. Certainly if he had not committed fraud, that lot would not have come to him, and it is fair that he bear the penalty of his sin. Yet because it could have happened that another lot equally good would have fallen to him, and no law deprives him of the repeated drawing, the matter is doubtful to me, and I would not dare exclude him.



[margin: Buyers' gain, equal risk, collusion among lot-casters and drawers, restitution, and repeated drawing]

Third, the ministers and officials who assist at the drawing, whether in writing the tickets, drawing the lots, or seeing that no fraud or trickery is committed, lawfully receive some stipend for their labor. This is so provided that not more ministers of this kind are brought in than are necessary; that they do not bear a greater stipend than is fair; and that they do not draw out the matter longer than necessary. These things are true both with respect to the seller and with respect to the buyers, namely if they do not wish to contribute more than is fair, or do not wish the matter to be drawn out in this way, or do not wish so many ministers to be present. If they consent, I do not see why the consent of the buyers should operate less here, when the ministers are present at their expense, than the consent of the seller, when the expenses are to be paid by him. Garcia does not seem to me to have weighed this sufficiently when he thinks these exceptions do not have place only when the ministers are maintained by the seller.



[margin: Ministers and officials at lottery drawings; fair stipends, necessary labor, buyer consent, seller consent, and Garcia]

If you ask by whom they should ordinarily be maintained, since the profit of the lottery itself, that is, what happens by lot, belongs altogether to the buyers, and no part of this profit falls to the seller, and since the expenses of the ministers are made by reason of the lottery itself, that is, by reason of the second virtual contract, not by reason of the first, it follows that their expenses ought to belong to those among whom the profit itself is to be divided and among whom the second contract is celebrated. This is the common opinion. But Alcocer excepts one case: namely when the seller could not otherwise have sold those goods without expenses on brokers or retailers. Since he then avoids those expenses by the shortcut of the lottery, it seems fair that in place of them he should bear part of the lottery expenses. Nevertheless Garcia and Lopez contend that even in this case that common reason has place, because the lottery already no longer pertains to the seller. Yet Alcocer's opinion, as I think, is more equitable, because that advantage which the seller receives really depends on and comes by the power of the lottery itself, and he would not have obtained it without the lottery. Thus, with respect to this business, the seller should not be considered devoid of advantage from the lottery.



[margin: Alcocer, On Gaming, chapter 49, on expenses otherwise owed to brokers or retailers; Garcia, On Contracts, book 3, tractate 2, chapter 20, and Lopez, On Contracts, tractate 2, chapter 23, on lottery expenses]

Moreover, in practice it has been received that the seller usually bears all these things and makes all the expenses, not only those made in establishing the valuation and value of the goods, but also those made in the lottery itself. Yet in the valuation of the lots themselves, for example in the total sum to which the number and value of the lots can reach, a probable account is made of all those expenses, and so the owners usually receive everything into themselves. Otherwise, if something should be deducted from the buyers because of this, then what Molina says has place: namely that it must be published from the beginning.



[margin: Molina, On Justice, part 2, disputation 502, on publishing deductions from buyers at the beginning]

Fifth, that quantity of money which was assigned by the prince for pious works or alms is lawfully deducted and received from the whole sum of the purchase price, whether it is deducted from the portion of the seller, that is, from the price, or from the profit that falls to those casting lots, or from both, especially if this is announced at the beginning. For the custom is pious and religious by which a prince or commonwealth, when granting such a license for a lottery contract, reserves some part in this way. He does not injure the contracting parties: not the seller, to whom he is not bound otherwise to give license; not the buyers, who subject their money to the lot under this condition. What has been said of a pious cause must also be held of public necessity; therefore something could be reserved to pay the debts of the prince or commonwealth, if such necessity truly existed. Therefore when the license is granted as a remedy to a city or community, the prince could reserve something for the needs of that city; in this way he could also set the total price more liberally. Garcia says this well.

[margin: Deduction for pious works, alms, public necessity, princely or civic debt, with Francisco Garcia in the same place]

Finally, the person to whom some merchandise has fallen because he contributed more shares than all others, or a certain number within so many days, can receive and retain that merchandise.

Understand this whenever he receives it, provided it is not a thing from the number of those already exposed to lottery. If it is from that number, he cannot receive it after some people have already contributed shares. For as soon as they contributed, a right to this merchandise was acquired by them. Thus it happens that the seller cannot assign to another what has already been sold to another. This reason sufficiently indicates that this must be understood when the promise is made after the lottery has already been instituted or the shares accepted. But if the promise had been made, as is customary, before the gathering of shares, that is, at the beginning when the divisory lot or lottery is published, then it is often added that whoever contributes the first share will have this or that; whoever within so many days contributes so many shares will have that; whoever within such a time surpasses the rest in number will have this. In that case they would acquire all these things even after the lots have begun, because they were promised to them before the lottery and before the thing itself was sold; then those casting lots must be judged to have consented to this condition. Garcia and Lopez must be understood in this way. Let these things suffice concerning this contract of lottery, about which see Molina and Father Zaa in the Aphorisms under "sale."



[margin: Garcia, On Contracts, book 3, tractate 2, chapter 20, and Luis Lopez, On Contracts, tractate 2, chapter 23, on promised merchandise for the first or greatest contributor of shares; Molina in the cited place on this lottery contract; Father Zaa, Aphorisms, under "sale," number 15]


Question III. On Canonical Purgation

Canonical purgation is called that which is consonant with the rules of ecclesiastical law. It is twofold. One kind is by oath, in which there is nothing of lot. Only the heretics reject this kind, who contend that it is never lawful to swear, not even in court. Against them Alfonsus de Castro may be read, Cochlaeus against the Anabaptists, and Gregory of Valencia. This purgation is proved also, as regards lay persons, in the Council of Tribur; and Cromer likewise testifies that Sophia, queen of Poland, when accused of adultery, purged herself by her own oath and by the oath of seven honorable and noble women. It is proved also as regards priests and bishops by the constitution of Gregory the Great, who ordered various bishops to purge themselves in this way. Alexander, Innocent, and Leo established the same, and pontiffs sanctioned the same in the Councils of Agde and Lerida; Sixtus III, Leo III, and Pope Pelagius themselves did the same.



[margin: Alfonsus de Castro on oaths; Cochlaeus against the Anabaptists; Gregory of Valencia on II-II, disputation 6, question 7, point 7, on oaths; the Council of Tribur; Cromer, History of Poland, book 19, on Queen Sophia's oath-purgation]



[margin: Canon-law authorities on episcopal and priestly purgation by oath, chiefly under 2 question 4: Gregory the Great, Alexander, Innocent, Leo, the Councils of Agde and Lerida, Sixtus III, Leo III, and Pelagius; visible chapter cues include c. si quis presbyter, c. super causa, c. quoties, c. omnibus, c. si legi, c. mandatis, c. auditu, c. saepe contingit, and c. si Episcopus]

The other purgation is through receiving the venerable sacrament of the Eucharist. We Catholics contend that this is lawful when it is enjoined by a competent ecclesiastical judge. In the old councils of Germany this purgation was approved. For it was there established that if theft is committed in a monastery, the brothers should purge themselves in this way:


Let Mass be celebrated in their presence, and when it is completed let all communicate in these words: "May the body of the Lord be for you today as a proof." Likewise, if some misdeed is imputed to a bishop or priest, he must celebrate Mass and communicate for each charge, and show himself innocent of each thing imputed. But if he does not do this, let him be held an alien from the thresholds of the Church for five years.



Nor are examples lacking of excellent pontiffs who required this purgation. King Lotharius had not kept his agreements with Pope Nicholas, but had brought the adulteress back again to a share in his marriage bed. He went to Rome and sought absolution from Pope Hadrian, saying that he had stood by the promises made to Nicholas. "For the proof of his innocence," says Sigebert, "the pontiff invited both the king and the chief men of the kingdom to the examination of the body and blood of the Lord. They, fearing God not at all, received the body of our Lord rashly and wrongly; but the king, dying immediately on the journey at Placentia, and all the rest, perished within a year."

[margin: Sigebert in the Chronicle, year 870, on Lotharius and Pope Hadrian; German council chapters on Eucharistic purgation of monks, bishops, and priests]

The emperor Henry was a bad man, but nevertheless he shrank from committing a similar sacrilege when Pope Gregory VII, a pontiff as holy as he was hateful to all wicked men and as religious as he was always hateful to heretics, invited him to a like purgation by the venerable sacrament. Lambert of Hersfeld narrates the history in these words:



[margin: Lambert of Hersfeld, also called Lambert of Schaffnaburg, annal for 1077, on Gregory VII and Henry IV]


When he, namely Emperor Henry, had thus been absolved from excommunication, the pope celebrated the solemnities of Mass; and when the sacred oblation had been consecrated, he called the king with the rest of the multitude that was present to the altar, and, holding the Lord's body in his hand, said: "I have long ago received letters from you and your supporters, in which you accused me of having occupied the Apostolic See through the heresy of simony, and of having stained my life by certain other crimes both before my episcopate and after I had received the episcopate, crimes which, according to the decrees of the canons, would have barred all access for me to sacred orders. And although I could refute the accusation by the support of many suitable witnesses, namely of those who have known the whole manner of my life most completely from early age, and of those who were the authors of my promotion to the episcopate, nevertheless, lest I seem to rely on human testimony rather than divine, and so that by a short satisfaction I may remove every scruple of scandal from everyone, behold the Lord's body which I am about to receive. Let it today be for me a test of my innocence, so that almighty God, by his judgment today, may either absolve me from the suspicion of the crime charged, if I am innocent, or strike me with sudden death if I am guilty."

Having spoken these and other terrible words, as is customary, by which he called God to witness as the most just judge of his cause and the defender of innocence, he received and ate a portion of the Lord's body. When it had been most freely consumed, and when the people for some time had cried out in the praises of God, congratulating him on his innocence, at last, after silence had been obtained, he turned to the king and said: "Therefore, my son, if it pleases you, do what you have seen me do. The princes of the German kingdom deafen our ears day by day with their accusations, laying upon you a great mass of capital crimes. Because of these they think you ought to be suspended not only from every administration of public affairs, but also from ecclesiastical communion and from every mode of secular life until your last breath. They also ask earnestly that a day and place be appointed and a hearing granted for canonically discussing the accusations which they bring against you. And you know very well that human judgments often waver, and that in public debates falsehood is sometimes persuaded as truth, since according to the talents, abundance of speech, and charm of eloquent men, falsehood adorned with the trappings of words is willingly heard, while truth, relying on no supports of eloquence, is despised. Since therefore I wish you well, because in your calamities you have sought the aid of the Apostolic See as a suppliant, do what I advise. If you know yourself innocent, and that your reputation is attacked by your rivals through false accusations and calumny, free both the Church of God from scandal and yourself from the ambiguity of a long contest in a brief way, and receive this remaining part of the Lord's body. Thus, with God as witness, your innocence being proved, every mouth of those unjustly chattering against you will be stopped; and with me henceforth as advocate of your cause and most vigorous defender of your innocence, the princes will be reconciled to you, the kingdom will be restored to you, and all the tempests of civil wars by which the commonwealth has long been vexed will be lulled forever."



At these unexpected words Henry was thunderstruck, grew hot, and shifted about; and Lambert then follows how he declined to make this test of his innocence.

You have seen, reader, the form of this inquiry; you have seen its causes. Are they not true: that God is the most faithful witness of truth; that in human disputes there is room for deceit; but that a divine inquiry can neither be deceived nor deceive? In the form what is there except what is pious, what is consonant with Sacred Scripture and the divine precepts? The words suit the matter; the matter is instituted and most fittingly directed to the honor of God, the peace of the Church, the establishment of concord and justice, and the removal of scandals and schisms. Why then does a worthless pettifogger bark against the highest prelates of the Church? Why does a frog try to swell against an elephant? Why does that Sacramentarian call this "a furious kind of exploratory trial," and call bishops "sacramental bishops" in mockery? He offers one reason, and one without reason: because, he says, that which was thought to have been instituted for salvation is thus converted into execration and destruction.



[margin: Hotman, Calvinist, Commentary on Feudal Law, cited for the mockery of "sacramental" bishops and "furious" exploratory proof]

Was it then only thought to have been instituted for salvation, and was it not so instituted? Now Christ is a liar, who openly professed this? Are these not his words: "He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him"? If salvation is in me, and I am in the Savior, shall I only be thought saved, and not be saved? What of this: "As the living Father has sent me, and I live because of the Father, so he who eats me shall live because of me"? The promise is false if he is merely thought to live. And what of that clearest statement: "Not as your fathers ate manna and died. He who eats this bread shall live forever." He shall indeed live; he shall live. This was instituted for true and perfect salvation not merely by opinion, but by knowledge, and by faith it is believed. Had not the Truth said: "This is the bread descending from heaven, that if anyone eat of it, he may not die. I am the living bread who came down from heaven. If anyone shall eat of this bread, he shall live forever; and the bread which I shall give is my flesh for the life of the world." Let him believe that it is not salvation who does not believe that under the species of bread there is flesh. We believe the flesh; we believe the salvation; yet not for every receiver.



[margin: John 6:56-59 cited for Eucharistic abiding, life, and the living bread]


The good receive, the bad receive,
Yet with unequal lot:
Of life, or of destruction.
Death is to the bad, life to the good.
See how unlike is the outcome
Of a like receiving.



But the wrangler does not believe St. Thomas. Will he not believe the Apostle either? "Whoever shall eat this bread or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily will be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself, and so let him eat of that bread and drink of the chalice. For he who eats and drinks unworthily eats and drinks judgment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord. Therefore many among you are weak and infirm, and many sleep. But if we judged ourselves, we would not be judged." Therefore for those who receive unworthily there has always been destruction and execration: not by institution or by the will of the one instituting, but by the perversity of those receiving, who choose to abuse for death what was given for their salvation. It was instituted at the beginning for eternal life for those who receive worthily. Receive it so; no pontiff will convert it into destruction or execration, none has wished to, none has been able to. Does one who receives it as witness of innocence, though he is guilty, receive worthily? O judgment worthy of a priest of law, but of that priest who, defining justice for us as a goddess in place of the habit or virtue of justice, raised up a new shrine of justice.



[margin: 1 Corinthians 11:27 and following on unworthy reception and self-examination; a marginal cue to a commentary on Justinian's Institutes appears beside Del Rio's jibe about justice as a goddess]

What else is proposed in the whole form of purgation than what was sanctioned by St. Paul? Does not this purgation declare: God's testimony is the best and most certain; let that be brought forward and let it remove the doubt. If you are guilty, do not summon him as witness. If you are innocent, summon him. First prove yourself; judge yourself. Are you guilty? Take care that you do not approach; you will eat damnation, and sacrilegious audacity will bring you ruin. Abstain, I warn and declare. But if, after searching the secrets of conscience, you find that you are aware of nothing against yourself and that no mortal fault makes you grow pale, then come with confidence. He will not fail innocence, who died for the guilty so that he might call them back to innocence. What evil is there in these things? What falsehood?

Nor did God fail the innocent; by this inquiry he purged them, but he slew the guilty. He absolved Gregory VII; he condemned Lotharius. He absolved, among the Morini, the nobleman Erkimbald of Bourbon, whom Cantipratensis calls a count. Fixed to his bed, this man learned that violence had been offered to a virgin by his nephew, though others contend it was his son. No one dared accuse, much less punish, the lord's heir. What was the sick man to do? Should he neglect justice? God had handed him the sword for vengeance on evildoers. No one is found to kill his nephew. If he does it himself, there must be deceit, and he will be called a parricide. "I shall be called that," he says, "but by men, though I am to be the executioner of my own blood; but in the eyes of the Lord I shall be a just avenger, a defender of justice. Is he not guilty because he is my nephew? I shall lack an heir; the Lord, whom I serve and whose glory I set before my own affections, will provide." With this mind he hid a dagger under his pillow and called the nephew as though he were to give him his final counsels and commands. The young man came on the fifth day, hoping his uncle was reconciled. He approached and put his ear to the head of the one asking it. The uncle, in place of a kiss, thrust the dagger into his throat and did not stop pressing until he saw him breathe out his life. "Receive this victim of justice, God," he added, "offered to you. You know how great a magnitude of grief torments the paternal love in my mind and bowels; but love of you has conquered."

Shortly afterward, seeing that his strength was failing, he went through confession. He was silent about the killing of his nephew, which was fresh in everyone's mouth. The bishop asked the cause of the silence: whether he had forgotten, or at least now accused himself and was sorry in mind? Bourbon replied that he believed the deed just, and that he did not wish what he thought meritorious to be undone. The bishop, detesting his obstinacy, as he thought it, returned to the church. The sick man called him back. Then he said to him as he returned: "Father, so that those present with you may understand how different God's judgments are from men's, open, I beg you, the pyx in which you bring the pledge of salvation kept safe." The bishop opened it and did not find the host. To him as he marveled, the sick man showed that he had it in his mouth, given through the mediation of an angel. The story is very well known throughout all Belgium, adorned not only by very old paintings of elegant and careful art in the civic house at Brussels, but also attested by monuments of histories.



[margin: Thomas Cantipratensis, book 2, chapter 36; Fulgosius, book 1, chapter 6; Caesarius, book 9, chapter 38; Crantzius, Saxon Chronicle, book 4, chapter 43; and the Hirsau Chronicle are cited around the Erkimbald/Bourbon and Sibicho examples. The running text also notes old Brussels civic-house paintings and historical monuments for the Erkimbald story]

So also God absolved Sibicho, bishop of Speyer, when he was accused of adultery before Henry III. So often God either corrected by punishments the guilty and those liable to fault when they received unworthily, or did not permit them to receive and pass through. Yet sometimes God permitted this crime to go unpunished for the present, with worthy vengeance delayed to a later time, as the perfidy of the emperor Andronicus in Choniates teaches us. But the hidden abyss of judgments must not be searched by us. Still, this form of purgation was at times removed, because the Eucharist is not to be given to suspected persons.



[margin: Cyprian, sermon On the Lapsed; Gregory of Tours, On the Glory of the Martyrs, book 1, chapter 88; Peter of Cluny, On Miracles, book 1, chapter 25; examples marked chapters 58, 60, and 64; Surius, Life of St. Godfrey, book 3, chapter 12; Choniates at the end of the life of Manuel Comnenus; canon-law chapters dilecti on canonical purgation and tribus on consecration, distinction 2]


Question IV. On Vulgar Purgations

Can certain marvelous judicial inquiries be counted among political lots, in which the truth of guilt or innocence is permitted to be decided by a chance event? They call them vulgar purgations, and most rightly, so that the name itself indicates to us that they were introduced by no legitimate use, but by a certain usurpation of the people and by superstitious observation. Many of them are also expressly forbidden by canon law. In them God is usually tempted rather than his will explored. Hence they are called in Latin exploratory trials; but by a barbarous word in the Neapolitan Constitutions they are called paribiles leges, because they make the thing not known but merely apparent. It will be proved afterward that in these practices there is usually sin by tempting God.

Such a purgation occurs whenever it is asked that God perform a miracle: for example, if someone, trusting in his innocence, should ask to be struck seven times with a sword in order to prove his innocence, as happened in the case of a woman struck seven times, or should enter fire, about which later.

[margin: Canon-law references against vulgar purgations include chapter dilecti, De purgatione canonica, and chapter tribus, De consecratione, distinction 2; the Neapolitan Constitutions and the term paribiles leges; Jerome's letter concerning the woman struck seven times]


Question IV, Section I. On Provocation to Divine Judgment

It often happens that those who think they are unjustly afflicted by others, and see that no protection or aid of men remains, flee to God: not indeed that he may deliver them from evils, but that by taking vengeance on their persecutors he may make it manifest to all that the suppliants were undeserving of such injury. Sometimes they order the persecutors to be presented at God's tribunal within a fixed time; sometimes with no time added. They call this a citation to appear before God as judge. Many rightly doubt what should be held about it: whether it is to be feared by the one cited or not, and likewise whether it is lawful or unlawful for the one citing.

With respect to the one citing and, as it were, calling out because of injury, I say first: if someone oppressed by injustice does this without hatred, desire of vengeance, impatience, anger, despair, vanity, or any other vicious affection, and for a good end - for instance, so that his innocence may appear and his family not be burdened with infamy, or so that the world may be freed from such a tyrant, or so that the oppressor may recover his senses and, struck with terror, repent and cease from oppressing and shaking down the wretched - such a citation is lawful. Feuardentius admits that he does not dare condemn such a citation. Indeed, since the thing is indifferent and the end is good, I think the act is meritorious.



[margin: Feuardentius, at the end of the discussion on Esther, is cited for not daring to condemn this kind of citation]

Nor are examples of holy persons lacking. Thus Sarah said to Abraham, "May the Lord judge between you and me." Thus David said to Saul, "May the Lord judge between me and you, and may the Lord avenge me on you." Zacharias, son of Joiada, when he was killed by order of King Joash, uttered similar words: "May the Lord see and require it." Nor was the mind of the seven Maccabean martyrs different; their prophecy had the force of imprecation and citation, as did the two previous examples, both of which were proved shortly after by the destruction of the persecutors. Did not the Apostle judge that Alexander the coppersmith's injustice should not go unpunished when he said, "May the Lord repay him according to his works," that is, a great evil for the many evils which he had shown him? Do not the holy martyrs, even those of the New Testament, cry out to God: "How long, Lord, do you not judge and avenge our blood on those who dwell on the earth?"

[margin: Genesis 16:5; 1 Kings/1 Samuel 24:13; 2 Chronicles 24:22-23; 2 Maccabees 7:17 and 7:19; 2 Timothy 4:15; Apocalypse/Revelation 6:10]

We read also of Blessed Eustachius the abbot that, when a certain heretic, Agrestius, was tearing apart with insults and calumnies Blessed Columbanus, already dead, he avenged the slanderer in this way, and did so in the Council of Macon. For Jonas the abbot, his contemporary, writes as follows:

[margin: Jonas, Life of St. Eustachius or Eustasius, chapter 6, with the Council of Macon noted in the margin]


When Agrestius was babbling such frivolities, the keen Eustachius, as one outstanding in the virtue of patience and knowledge, replied: "In the presence of these priests, I, his disciple and successor, whose discipline and institutions you condemn, summon you to divine judgment, to dispute with him within the circle of the present year, so that you may feel the examination of that judge whose servant you try to stain by your slanders."



Do you wish to know the outcome of the citation? After some intervening matter, Jonas adds in the following chapter:


But since he, Agrestius, did not recognize the place for repentance often given to him, so that the sentence of Blessed Eustachius summoning him to divine judgment might prevail, before the circle of thirty days, and before the limit of the turning year had been completed, he was struck by an axe by his own servant, whom he himself had redeemed, and died.



Let another example in the time of the law of grace be added. Walter of Burgundy, a man distinguished in doctrine and sanctity, having been driven from the bishopric of Poitiers by injury from Clement V, bore the wrong patiently as long as he lived. When dying, I believe after the example of others, he ordered this to be written on his tomb: "I appeal to the just judgment of God." Clement read the inscription and is said to have trembled at the memory of the injury he had inflicted. Some add that he died not long afterward; but Volaterranus, whom they cite, does not add this, and I think it fabulous.



[margin: Raphael Volaterranus, Anthropologia, book 21, is cited for the Walter of Burgundy/Clement V material, though Del Rio notes that Volaterranus does not add the alleged quick death]

Most worthy of memory is what is read in a learned, erudite, and truthful writer of that age:

[margin: Thomas Cantipratensis, also called Brabantinus, Book of Bees, on the monastery of St. James at Liege and the provost cited before God]


The monastery of St. James at Liege is known and accepted by many. A certain adolescent, cousin of the greater provost, entered it for the sake of devotion and religion. When the provost heard this, he took it indignantly. Soon, having gathered a strong band of attendants, he violently entered the monastery, seized the young man, stripped him of the holy habit, and clothed him in secular dress. The abbot of the monastery therefore, having gathered the leading men of the city, complained to the bishop and appealed to the whole clergy for such great injuries. But when the bishop would scarcely hear this with indignation, and rather attacked the abbot with harsh words, the abbot, bending his knees, said with moderation of words: "I cannot have a judge against you on earth, O provost; therefore against you I appeal to God, the supreme judge, so that within forty days each of us may appear before him, to receive sentence according to our deserts." At this the prelate with his men mocked the man with laughter, despised him, and sent him away reproached.

What more? On the fortieth day, about none, the said abbot died. While the bells were solemnly rung for him, the provost, sitting in a bath, asked those standing around what this was. Soon someone entered and replied that the abbot of St. James had just died, and that so solemn a ringing was being made for him. The provost, therefore remembering that it was the fortieth day, on which he had heard that he had been cited by the abbot, was stricken in mind and said to his people: "Quickly, see what I shall do. I am dead. Today I must appear before the face of the supreme judge." Without delay, after these words, as he hastened to leave the bath, he breathed out his life in the hands of those standing by, with terrible wailing and cries; there he was doubtless compelled to answer where the clamor of lawsuits ceases, where the calling of lawyers skilled in law falls silent, where neither prayers nor price will free a man.



Thus far Thomas Cantipratensis, otherwise Brabantinus, in the Book of Bees. The author of the Chester chronicle also hands down in book 7 that Innocent IV, after he had excommunicated Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln, a philosopher famous in that age, was cited by him to God's tribunal after Robert had appealed to God as judge. On the day on which Robert died, this voice was heard in the papal court: "Come, wretch, to judgment." The following day the pope was found lifeless in his bed, with a livid and bloody wound in his side, as if he had been struck with a staff; and this is said to have happened in the year 1253. Matthew Paris, John Buriensis, and other British writers agree. I think this is their fiction, perhaps inserted into their works by heretics or schismatics. For Nauclerus, who is little devoted to the pontiffs, writes that this Innocent died at Naples on the expedition against Manfred, and he does not mention such a citation; nor do Platina, who would not have kept silent, nor the Paduan monk, nor Paulus Langius of Cygnus, monk of Bozen, faithful to heretics, nor the other heretic Mutius in the Chronicle of the Germans. Nor, so far as I know, does anyone Catholic of other nations: neither Onuphrius, nor Massonus, nor Ricordanus, nor the bishop of Nebbio, nor Volaterranus, nor Flavius Blondus, who treat carefully of his death and the year of his death. All confess that Innocent IV excelled in learning, justice, and sanctity. Therefore let the prudent reader leave the little fable about Innocent IV to the Britons, so that Bale, not so ingenious as impious as a maker of similar dramas, may enjoy it pleasantly at Arthur's round table.



[margin: Chester chronicle, book 7; Matthew Paris; John Buriensis; other British writers; Nauclerus, Chronicle, volume 2, generation 42; Platina; the Paduan monk; Paulus Langius of Cygnus/Bozen; Mutius, Chronicle of the Germans; Onuphrius; Massonus; Ricordanus; the bishop of Nebbio; Volaterranus; Flavius Blondus; and Bale]

I say secondly: it is dangerous for persons whose sanctity has not been proved to imitate these citations. For self-love easily deceives us and persuades us that we have suffered injury when we have not. Some hidden cloud of a little glory, of vengeance, or of some other disturbance of mind also easily mingles itself in, so that we do not see the truth.

I say thirdly: those who knowingly cite others unjustly sin mortally. This is proved because they harm the innocent unjustly and gravely. For they brand those whom they cite as oppressors of innocence, and they strike those less steadfast with grave terror, so that from fear of death they can fall into sickness and die. Perhaps this has sometimes happened.

With respect to those who are cited, I think two rules can be established. The first is: if it is certain that they judged justly, and there is no doubt about the equity of the sentence or of the fact on account of which they are cited, then such a citation can be despised by them. The reason is that a just judge should expect from God, whose place he holds, a reward and not punishment. That great commander of soldiers, Gonzalo Fernandez de Cordoba, knew this. When, while besieging Tarentum, he had ordered a certain seditious and criminal soldier to be led to punishment, and the man, struggling greatly, cried out that he was most unjustly condemned and therefore loudly cited Gonzalo to plead the case before God's supreme tribunal, Gonzalo said: "Go, and hurry, trusting in the best judge, and prepare the case. For there, on my behalf, my brother Alfonso will be present, who recently went from Sierra Bermeja to heaven, and will answer opportunely." For it had then been announced to Gonzalo that his brother, surrounded by Moors, had met a death worthy of a brave and pious leader. Thus he deservedly despised the scoundrel who was unjustly provoking him.



[margin: Giovio, Life of Gonzalo Fernandez de Cordoba; 2 Chronicles 19:6-7 on judges judging not man's judgment but God's]

Let the other rule be: when a judge has felt some disturbance of mind which either moved him entirely to condemn or moved him to condemn more quickly, or even when the justice of the sentence is not so certain that no probable fear of the contrary remains, then the judge acts badly if he despises such a citation. He acts rightly if he again examines and weighs more carefully all the factors and whatever pertains to the inquiry into truth, and meanwhile keeps the accused in custody, so that the former sentence may either be retracted or confirmed by more mature counsel. This conclusion, which was also Feuardentius's, is proved both because judges cannot proceed too circumspectly in so great a matter, since they judge not the judgment of man but of God, and because those who seemed guilty from allegations and proofs are often later taught by time to have been wholly innocent. There is no need to bring forward examples; many are at hand and not obscure. It is proved finally because very often such citations happen not to be void.

The historians of the Spaniards write that Ferdinand III, king, ordered two nobles guilty of treason to be thrown from a very high tower or rock. They constantly denied the crime; and because they saw that they were doing this in vain, at last they appealed to the divine tribunal and announced to the king that he should present himself there before the thirtieth day. Ferdinand afterward was carried off by a sufficiently sudden death on the very thirtieth day.



[margin: Ritius, On the Kings of Spain; Mariana, Spanish Annals/History of Spain, book 15, chapter 11]

Germany alone supplies many examples. A certain monk of Corvey had afflicted Menuer, bishop of Paderborn, with a grave insult. The bishop predicted to him that he would "render to the Most High an account of the deed." The monk, setting this at naught, laughed at the bishop. Behold, the prelate died; and the monk, feeling no harm before, expired in the very hour of the bishop's death. A few years later Henry, bishop of Mainz, or according to others Worms, was falsely accused through the calumny of Arnold and was deposed through the misconduct of two cardinals delegated by Pope Eugene III to hear the case, Arnold himself being substituted in his place. But after he had interposed an appeal to God the just judge, he died the following year. When his death was heard, both those cardinals died suddenly: one gnawing his own fingers, the other in the latrines, with the death of Arius.

[margin: Crantzius, Metropolis, book 4, chapter 4, on the Paderborn/Corvey and Mainz or Worms episcopal examples]

In the time of Henry IV, Burchard, bishop of Halberstadt, and Meginher, abbot of Hersfeld, litigating over the rights of their churches, called one another to God's tribunal, and both suddenly passed from this world on the appointed day. In Gothia, near Germany, that memorable thing occurred concerning Johannes Turso, about whom Olaus writes as follows: "He had ordered a certain man to be beheaded. The man, leaning on his knees, said, 'Behold, I die unjustly, and I call you this hour before the tribunal of God, so that you may answer why you condemn me, an innocent man, to death.' Scarcely had the wretched man been beheaded by the hand of the executioner, when the judge also fell dead from his horse."



[margin: Conrad in the Mainz chronicle; Bavarian Annals, book 4; Olaus Magnus, History of the Northern Peoples, book 4, chapter 20]

A part of Liguria is known in Italy. There Genoese triremes sent out against pirates captured a Gotolan bireme; and in contempt of the Sicilians and Gotolans, outside Trapani, by night they fixed the helmsman of the bireme to a gallows. The wretched man complained long and in vain that he had never harmed the Genoese. When he saw that hatred of race moved them more than equity, and that the chief cause of his death was the Genoese captain, he ordered that the captain present himself before God the judge within six months. The summons was not void; the Ligurian died at the appointed time.

[margin: Fulgosius, book 1, chapter 6, is cited for the Ligurian/Genoese example and adjacent citation stories]

Francis was duke over the Armoricans. With extreme cruelty he removed from the midst his brother, who was returning from England. But in turn, by his brother's citation, he was removed from the midst within a year and lost his principality together with his life.

There is scarcely anyone who has not heard of the condemnation of the Templars. One Neapolitan knight among them is said to have appealed to divine judgment and to have cited Clement V and Philip the Fair, king of the French, before that supreme tribunal, allowing them the space of a year. Fulgosius adds that within that time Clement died suddenly, and not long afterward Philip also perished. Others try to refute this by calculation of time. But Christianus Massaeus and Meyer confirm the same, saying that the pope and the king died in the same year, 1314: the former on April 20, the latter on November 29. The Templars were indeed condemned in the Council of Vienne on April 3, 1312; but not all were seized and killed in that same year, but some in the following year, as that Neapolitan was, namely in 1313. And since those two judges died in the course of 1314, they are not undeservedly said to have died in the same year in which they were cited. Indeed Gaguin and Emilius want the king to have died in 1313, though it is certain that he outlived the pontiff.



[margin: Aeneas Sylvius, European History, chapter 43; Fulgosius, book 1, chapter 6; Meyer, Annals, book 17; Christianus Massaeus agreeing on the Roman pontiffs; Onuphrius on papal history; Gaguin and Emilius on the date of Philip the Fair's death]


Question IV, Section II. On Purgation by Monomachy

There was once no purgation more frequent than this. Whenever knowledge or proof of a crime was obscure, either the accuser challenged the defendant, or the defendant himself offered himself or someone in his place. Some attribute the invention to the Mantineans; others hold that it is more ancient. It is clear from Goliath, whom David conquered, that it was also in use among the Palestinians. It was especially in use after the irruption of the barbarians into Italy, among the Lombards, and among the Germans and Franks, and also the Spaniards; not only in a cause of homicide, but also for any other grave crime or matter of great importance, as Baldus and after Baldus the common doctors judged.

Indeed, because of frequent perjuries, it was introduced in place of an oath, under John XIII and Otto IV [I] in Romandiola; but earlier Charlemagne had already established this among the Franks for criminal cases, and afterward it was extended to civil cases also. It was formerly in use among the Muscovites and Danes as well. The rites of the duel can be gathered both from the Bavarian Annals, book 4, and from the Ticinese history of Bernard Sacco, book 9. Yet in customs, and especially in the kind of arms, the same thing was not observed among all nations. It was generally received that they should use the military arms of that region. Charlemagne wanted them to use clubs; afterward it was received that the defendant should have the choice and the right of prescribing the arms. In the famous Cambron duel, between the Jew who had wounded the image of the Mother of God and the paralytic, the Carolingian law was observed.



[margin: Alciati, On Single Combat, chapter 2; Lombard law titles on how five men make equal combat, on purgation of the accused, and on homicide of a free man; Lambert of Hersfeld/Schaffnaburg; Guidus Papa, decision 191; Hotman, book 3, observation 13; Charon, decision 607; Menchaca, Illustrious Controversies, part 7 and passim; Mariana, History of Spain; Lombard law book 1, title 14; Frankish law book 5, title 4, chapter 2; Saxo, book 5; the Bavarian Annals; and Bernard Sacco's Ticinese history]

In the year 1326, under William III, count of Hainaut, a certain Jew had pretended with sincere mind to be initiated into the Christian rites by baptism. The count received him from the font, named him William as his godson, and ordered him to be an officer of the court at Mons. Not long afterward the impious man entered the church of the monastery of Cambron, driven by furies, poured out many blasphemies against the image of the Mother of God, and, a horrible thing, inflicted four wounds on it with a hunting spear, from which streams of blood at once flowed. A certain carpenter and Matthew Lobbius, a lay monk, saw it. The carpenter was preparing to split the Jew's head with an axe, but he was prevented by the monk. They therefore reported the matter to the abbot, John of Montibus, and he reported it to the count. The Jew stubbornly evaded torture.

Thus he was dismissed. Four years afterward, by the appearance of an angel, a certain old man named John Flander of Estinnes, who for seven years had been bedridden with paralysis, was ordered to accuse the Jew and challenge him to a duel. Twice admonished, by order of the parish priest the old man still delayed the matter. A third time the Virgin herself, wounded with those five wounds, offered herself to him to be seen and commanded the monomachy. Full of hope and faith, the old man went to Cambron, saw in the image the wounds which he had seen in the vision, approached the count, accused the backslider, and a day for battle was set. The arms, rough clubs and wooden shields, survive today.

The Jew, with a squinting body and fierce in strength, had bound little bells to his leggings, and thus he laughed at the old man. But God aided his champion, matched so unequally. The sick man overthrew the healthy, the weak overthrew the strong, the old man overthrew the young man; and the count ordered the convicted man, horribly blaspheming and not repenting, to be tied to a horse's tail and dragged to the gallows, and there to perish hung head downward, with two mastiffs at the side tearing him savagely, beneath smoke from a fire set below. Robert Hauportius narrates the same things at length in two books written in verse.



[margin: Robert Hauportius, two verse books on the Cambron miracle and duel]

The Spaniards always retained military arms, as is clear from all their annals. Duels were fought both among princes for a kingdom, as between the Spaniards Corbis and Orsua in Livy, between the English king Edmund and the Danish king Canute in Polydore, between Hunding and Roheus, kings of Denmark, in Crantzius, and between Peter of Aragon and Charles of Anjou in Antoninus; and for princes among private persons, as between Charellus and the accuser of Queen Gundelberga; also by boys for the wife of Henry III against a giant; and by Burchard against Conrad, who boasted that he had lain with the king's niece in the year 950, in the continuator of Regino. There were duels also among private persons, as before Otto I, when it was disputed whether in the succession of grandparents grandchildren should be admitted with paternal uncles as representing their father; those who fought for the grandchildren conquered.



[margin: Livy, book 28; Plutarch; Polydore Vergil, English History, book 7; Crantzius on Denmark; Antoninus, part 3, title 20; Ritius, History of Naples, book 3; Froissart, Chronicle, book 1; Paul the Deacon, Lombard History, book 4, chapter 16; Nauclerus, generation 35]

Marvelous things often happened in these matters. I shall narrate only two. The first is from the fidelity of Dubravius. Radislaus, prince of Gurim and son of Mistibogius, had unjustly invaded the borders of Bohemia. Wenceslaus, that most excellent king, compelled by his people, gathered soldiers. When the battle lines were already about to clash, Wenceslaus cried out: "If the matter cannot be settled otherwise than by battles, why do we ourselves not rather decide it by single combat without the blood of the innocent?" No delay was made. Dressed in a little coat of mail over a hair shirt, and girded with a small sword, Wenceslaus came out into the arena. Radislaus, armored and bearing a spear, advanced against him with a huge sword. Wenceslaus, marking his forehead with the sign of the cross, suddenly saw angels and heard this voice, as if uttered by a man: "Do not strike." Immediately Radislaus fell on the ground, begged pardon for his audacity, and entrusted himself to the power of the victor. Wenceslaus lifted the fallen man, granted pardon, restored him to his dignity, and warned him to turn contumacy into the obedience due, lest afterward he be punished more severely by the angry deity. Here God declared the justice of the cause by a miracle. When God does not favor by a miracle, it is usual that either the matter remains doubtful or the one favoring a just cause succumbs.



[margin: Widukind, book 2; Vincent of Beauvais, Speculum, book 24, chapter 70; Dubravius, History of Bohemia, book 5]

The former occurred in the fight of two Spanish nobles in the time of King Alfonso, father of King Peter of Castile. These were Ruy Paez de Viedma and Pay Rodriguez de Avila. The first accused the second of treason; the second in turn struck back at him with a recrimination of a graver crime. When they came to the duel, they fought for three continuous days from sunrise to sunset, inflicted many wounds on each other, and with victory wholly doubtful and inclining to neither one nor the other, the king pronounced both innocent and wished them, endowed with equal courage, to be friends. Pedro Mexia narrates it at length.



[margin: Pedro Mexia, Silva de varia leccion, part 2, chapter 10, on the three-day duel of Ruy Paez de Viedma and Pay Rodriguez de Avila]

So also the cause of the men of Zamora remained doubtful. Diego Ordonez de Lara accused them of treason, while the sons of Arias Gonzalo contended they were innocent. After Ordonez had already killed two of them and inflicted a lethal wound on the third, the wounded man, falling from his horse, cut the reins with a wandering sword. The horse carried Ordonez unwillingly outside the barriers of the monomachy, which was an indication of defeat. Thus he was not victor, through the fault of the horse; he was not defeated, by his own virtue. The judges pronounced judgment for themselves by a non liquet. Mariana narrates this in book 8 of the history of Spain.

That many whose cause was just have often fallen in monomachy is taught, after the rescript of Pope Innocent III and the law of King Rothari among the Lombards, also by Giovanni Battista Susius and the Spaniard Urrea.

[margin: Mariana, History of Spain, book 8, on Zamora; Innocent III, chapter 2, de purgatione vulgari; Rothari's Lombard law on monomachy; Giovanni Battista Susius, On the Injustice of the Duel; Urrea, On the Duel]

However it stands, monomachy is repugnant to every law. This is the common opinion of the doctors against Paris de Puteo, as many recent writers teach: Lancellotus Conradus, Menchaca, Vinnius, Petrinus Bellus, Julius Ferrettus, Alciati, and others. Susius, in the cited work, Antoninus Bernardus Mirandulanus in his book against Possevino on the expugnation of single combat, and Pedro Mexia excellently teach that it is repugnant to natural law. That it is repugnant to civil law the doctors commonly prove from the law concerning gladiators, although that law does not establish the point by itself. It is enough that this purgation by monomachy is approved by no law of the Romans; and since it is repugnant to natural law, it is certain that every custom to the contrary is invalid, as the canons rightly say.



[margin: Lancellotus Conradus, book 1, De iudicio temerario, chapter 1, section 3, at duellum prohibere, and his treatise on the duel, preface; Menchaca, book 1, Illustrious Controversies, decision 99, chapter 12 and chapter 49; Vinnius, book 1, Common Opinions, letter D, at anellum; Petrinus Bellus, part 10, De re militari, title 2, note 128; Julius Ferrettus, counsel 1, numbers 3 and 6, counsel 2, number 4 and following, counsel 8, number 4, counsel 20, number 19, and elsewhere in the treatise on the duel; Alciati's fifth response on the duel; Susius; Antoninus Bernardus Mirandulanus against Possevino on single combat; Pedro Mexia; Roman law C. de gladiatoribus; and chapter 1, De clericis pugnantibus in duello]

That the duel is prohibited by divine law and Sacred Scripture they prove from all the passages by which we are forbidden to tempt God and by which we are forbidden to kill. The proof from ecclesiastical law, or positive divine law, is clearer. For the canons formerly prohibited this, and the Council of Trent did so most openly. These are its words:

[margin: Bernardinus Matthaei on the bull of Gregory XIII is noted for the forthcoming papal prohibition; the margin also points to scriptural loci on tempting God and killing; chapter de purgatione vulgari; and the chapter on monomachia, 2 question 4]


Let the detestable use of duels, introduced by the devil's contrivance so that by the bloody death of bodies he may also gain the destruction of souls, be utterly exterminated from the Christian world. Emperors, kings, dukes, princes, marquises, counts, and temporal lords by whatever other name, who shall grant a place for monomachy among Christians in their lands, are by that very fact excommunicated, and are to be understood as deprived of the jurisdiction and lordship of the city, castle, or place, in which or near which they permitted the duel to be fought, which they hold from the Church; and if those places are feudal, they are immediately acquired by the direct lords. Those who have engaged the fight, and those who are called their seconds, incur the penalty of excommunication, proscription of all their goods, and perpetual infamy, and ought to be punished as homicides according to the sacred canons; and if they die in the very conflict, they are forever deprived of ecclesiastical burial. Those also who have given counsel in the cause of the duel, whether in law or in fact, or in any other way have persuaded anyone to it, as well as spectators, are bound by the bond of excommunication and perpetual malediction, notwithstanding any privilege or depraved custom, even immemorial.



Julius II had condemned the same abuse under penalty of excommunication, though only with respect to subjects of the Roman See, in April 1508, and he added many good and grave reasons for the condemnation. First, because this evil happens at the instigation of the enemy of the human race. Second, because from it arise sudden deaths of men, perdition of souls, new hatreds and quarrels among distant friends of the combatants, and from one inconvenience many others, to the danger of souls and bodies, the loss of the human race, pernicious example, and scandal of many. Third, because Christ taught that God is not to be tempted. Fourth, because it is wicked for man to lay ambush against man. Fifth, because gladiatorial shows and vulgar purgations of this kind are condemned by the piety of our religion. Sixth, because bloody spectacles of this kind are prohibited by the canons of the pontiffs and by imperial laws.

Finally, Gregory XIII, that most praised pontiff, wished this prohibition to pertain to all Christians, as the fathers of the Council of Trent had also extended it; and what they had sanctioned concerning solemn or public duels, he prudently judged should be extended further to private and non-solemn duellings as well, because the same causes were seen in these too. In 1582, on December 9, he wrote in these words:



[margin: Gregory XIII's bull beginning Ad tollendum detestabilem is cited for the extension of duel penalties to private/non-solemn combats]


Since the wickedness of men grows, there are not lacking criminal persons who do not hesitate to execute privately what is publicly prohibited, while they think they can thus evade the aforesaid penalties. We, judging that provision must be made more fully and clearly for the overturning of these things, and considering that a private duel is no less bloody and harmful to soul and body than one publicly perpetrated, by apostolic authority establish: first, that those who by agreement, at a fixed time and in an agreed place, have engaged in monomachy, even if no seconds or associates have been called to it, and no security of place has been had, and no letter of challenge or written notice of denunciation has preceded, are held by all the censures and penalties proposed by the said council, just as if they had entered upon single combat by the public and customary abuse. Second, we will that lords of places, if they have permitted a contest by agreement of this kind, or have not prevented it as far as it was in them to do so, and third, all who order it to be done, instigate it, give counsel or favor, knowingly supply horses, arms, money, provisions, and other aids, or fourth, who by arrangement present themselves in any way as spectators or associates, be subject to the same censures and penalties, even if those who had come to the appointed place to fight were prevented and did not engage in the fight, provided it did not stand by them that it should not be engaged.



From these things it plainly appears who today fall into this excommunication, reserved to no one, by private challenges. I seem to myself to gather certain things from the words of both prohibitions which are not useless to observe. First, those also fall into it who say, "Come to such a place; I will wait for you there." For they appoint a fixed time, namely the present time itself, just as those do who say, "Tomorrow at such an hour," and so forth.

Second, princes are not prohibited from granting this license to infidels, both because they are outside the care of the Church and because the council expressly says "among Christians." Third, princes who wage a just war are not prohibited from committing to a few men a cause which they can decide by battle, so that it may be determined by duel. For then this succeeds in the place of war. Yet it would not be lawful for them to do this for recreation, or for glory alone, in order to display the strength of their soldiers, as Joab and Abner once did; for the word "play" there signifies a prelude to battle. This was instituted, as I think, as a certain divinatory prejudgment of victory, which Cornelius Tacitus testifies the Germans once customarily used. That divination itself is prohibited; and just as war may not be undertaken for human glory alone, so neither may a duel be permitted.



[margin: 2 Kings/2 Samuel 2:12 on Joab and Abner; Tacitus, On the Customs of the Germans, on German divinatory use of trial combat]

Fourth, with respect to those giving counsel, it is understood from Gregory's words that only those incur who persuade affirmatively, not those who dissuade from the duel or compose or give counsel for that purpose. Such men do not sin. Fifth, with respect to spectators, those do not incur who, passing that way, looked at the contest by the way or stopped to look, I would add; indeed, not even those who had accompanied them by arrangement so that they might prevent the contest. For this reason the clause is added, "if it did not stand by them," meaning by those spectators and associates. Hence, sixth, it is inferred that those who accompanied or associated would incur even if there was no fight, when they tried to bring it about that there should be a fight, or at least, if they were able to prevent it, did not prevent it themselves, but would have preferred that the fight be joined.

These things are said, saving the judgment of those who think more correctly, about an everyday matter. Some assert that a certain bull on the duel has been issued by our most holy lord Clement VIII, the present supreme pontiff; I have not yet been able to obtain it.

[margin: Gregory XIII's decree on private duel participants, lords of places, instigators, suppliers, spectators, and associates; Del Rio also notes an as-yet-unobtained bull on the duel attributed to Clement VIII]


Question IV, Section III. On Vulgar Purgation by Fire

This was threefold: by the pyre, by coals, and by iron, that is, by ploughshares or bricks, or by glowing plates or gloves. Innocence was proved if someone went away unharmed; if not, he was held guilty. I find this sometimes voluntarily undertaken, sometimes imposed on the one challenged.

Concerning glowing iron, this still holds today among the Japanese, as our letters teach. One letter of Father Luis Froes, written in the year 1595, narrates a distinguished miracle that happened at Omura, to this effect:



[margin: Letters of the Jesuit fathers from Japan; Father Luis Froes's letter of 1595 on the Omura hot-iron ordeal]


A certain Christian dwelling among the Gentiles had been accused of theft; and because this crime is most severely punished in Japan, so that one convicted of it, however slight, is punished by death with no hope of pardon, and yet they could not truly convict this Christian, behold, the Gentiles immediately beset him, and, when they can do nothing else, they importunately compel him to give an oath in the rite customary among them. This was that on a sheet of written paper he should write the thing to be sworn, then, with the sheet placed in the palm of his hand, should put glowing iron on it, and by closing his hand should call down vengeance and the wrath of Chamis upon his own head if he were guilty of the crime charged. But if the hand by chance is burned, they say it is proved by experience that he is guilty; if, however, it remains free from injury together with the sheet, he is innocent.

Therefore when this Christian had been brought into these straits, since he had either to swear or, if he rejected the oath, by which he made himself guilty, to undergo danger to his life, trusting in his innocence he said that it was not lawful for him, as a Christian, to swear by the false god Chamis, but only by the true God. The Gentiles agreed that he swear by his own God. He therefore, having expressed the sign of the cross on the sheet, and the glowing iron having been placed upon it, because he was compelled to do this, clasped the iron in his hand with great confidence of mind. A marvelous thing: neither the hand nor the sheet was burned. And so he was released not only from the punishment with which the Gentiles threatened him, but also from the fault which they falsely fastened on him.



Thus far the letter published in Latin at Mainz in the year 1598. Plainly this was an old and very celebrated purgation. But in France it was lawful only in secular cases, as is gathered from Ivo's letters 91 and 251. I find that this glowing iron was called "the Judgment"; I think this name was common to all the instruments of these vulgar probations. Peter Le Loyer offers us this formula from the archives of Saint Maurice of Angers:



[margin: Ivo of Chartres, letters 91 and 251; Peter Le Loyer, On Specters, book 2, chapter 7, preserving the Saint Maurice of Angers formula]


We, however, sufficiently fortified, were often offering in the hearing of all who stood there the narration and discussion of this case, and we were always declaring ourselves ready for every justice. When behold, a certain man from the men whom Berlaius was claiming, Theobald the Furrier by name, rose up on his own side, without our knowledge and with justice in no way dictating it, and not by our counsel, and of his own accord offered that he would carry the Judgment with his hand. His uncle, Rainald Pepardus, had told him this, and that this true appearance had been made concerning his ancestors, between the canons of St. Maurice and the ancestors of that Berlaius, as was contained in our charters. And as Theobald offered, so he was ready, and by his hand in the church of St. Denis at Doue, with many looking on, both from our side and from the side of lord Berlaius, whose names are noted below, he carried the Judgment. After the Judgment had been carried, that Theobald, God being propitious, appeared wholly unharmed and sound. Almost all the men and women of Doue, and several of the men of lord Berlaius, saw either the Judgment being carried or the hand being examined according to custom on the third day, witnesses of the Judgment carried and of the man, by God's mercy, wholly saved and freed.



Here you see that they were accustomed to add the cause which moved them, or to express what they wished to prove by carrying the Judgment. You also see clerics protesting so that they might escape irregularity and the censures to be incurred if they themselves had urged the man to this and mutilation or death had followed.



[margin: Radevicus on the military law under Frederick; Lombard law and Frankish capitular/legal titles on hot-iron purgation and homicide accusations]

Various northern laws mention this, all passed after Italy and Gaul were occupied by the barbarians. In Radevicus there is mention of a military law by which a slave, not caught in theft but accused, was ordered to purge himself either by his lord's oath or by the judgment of glowing iron. Frankish and Lombard laws ordered a man accused of homicide to purge himself by nine glowing ploughshares. After the Slavs embraced the true religion, they ceased to swear by trees, springs, and stones; the practice was received that suspected persons were examined by priests with glowing iron or ploughshare. Philip, count of Flanders, also passed this law in the year 1164: "If anyone imputes to another a wound received at night, if it seems fitting to the aldermen, the accused shall excuse himself by glowing iron; if he flees, he shall lose his hand. Likewise, if someone summoned as a thief is accused, he shall excuse himself by glowing iron; if he remains culpable, he shall be hanged."



[margin: Helmold, History of the Slavs, chapter 84; Meyer, Chronicle of Flanders, on Philip of Flanders's 1164 law]

In this judgment there was no fixed number of ploughshares, nor was any fixed kind or weight of iron prescribed, as is clear from the variety of Judgments. I think the Franks generally used, according to custom, the following consecration or imprecation over the iron:


God, just judge, who are the author of peace and judge equity, we humbly ask you that you deign to bless and sanctify this iron ordained for making a just examination of any doubt, so that if one innocent concerning the aforesaid cause for which purgation is sought takes this glowing iron into his hands, he may appear unharmed; and if he is culpable and guilty, may your most just power be in it to declare him with power, so that justice may not be dominated, but iniquity may be subjected and falsehood to equity. Through our Lord.



In Sophocles's Antigone, the guards of Polynices' body, accused of negligent custody, say that they are ready to prove their innocence both by handling glowing iron and by walking through a pyre and by oath: "to lift glowing metal in their hands, or to creep through fire, and to swear by the gods."

[margin: Bavarian Annals, book 4; Sophocles, Antigone, is cited for the Greek parallel to handling glowing metal, passing through fire, and swearing]

In the Council of Tribur we are taught that this probation in Germany was not for nobles, for whom the sworn attestation of twelve freeborn men sufficed, but for the ignoble. But histories testify that nobles also often underwent it: sometimes by a plate, sometimes by a glove, sometimes otherwise. In the year 1215, or thereabouts, Conrad of Marburg, the apostolic inquisitor, if those accused of heresy denied the charge, tested them by the judgment of glowing iron; and if they were burned, he further committed them to the pyre. This was wrongly done by him against the canons, if it was done. For Stephen V had already prohibited it, as we shall say afterward. Richardis, wife of the emperor Charles III, was accused of adultery, but cleared the charge by glowing iron. It is certain that Kunigunde, wife of Henry II, purged herself in this way; yet the historians differ in this, that some want her to have trodden ploughshares with bare feet, others to have carried six ploughshares in her hands. Unless you say that successively she carried them with her hands and trod them with her feet, Crantzius must necessarily disagree with himself. George Pachymeres records that in his youth several others carried a glowing mass in unharmed hands. Polydore writes that Emma, queen of England, walked with bare feet over glowing ploughshares to attest her chastity.



[margin: Council of Tribur, chapter Nobilis, 2, question 4; Trithemius, Chronicle, chapter 22, on Conrad of Marburg; Bavarian Annals, book 4; Fulgosius, book 8, chapter 1; Crantzius, Saxon Chronicle, book 4, chapter 32, and Metropolis, book 4; George Pachymeres; Polydore Vergil, English History, book 8]

More remarkable is what Saxo the Dane writes. In Rugen, converted to the faith, a certain matron was unjustly accused of adultery by her husband. When for the sake of purging infamy she put her hand toward the glowing plate, suddenly the iron which she was about to receive, as though fleeing the touch of an innocent hand, rose aloft, neglecting its weight, and, with hanging motion, accompanied the woman's step as she walked; and when it was to be thrown before the altar, among the religious admiration of those standing by, it fell to the ground by its own impulse.



[margin: Saxo, Danish History, book 14 in some divisions, on the Rugen matron and the hovering glowing plate]

Two spouses, counts of Modena, under the emperor Otto III, exhibited to us an example worthy of eternal history and a memorable proof of conjugal fidelity. The empress, of slippery faith and no conscience, like a new Phaedra, tried to draw the count of Modena into her embraces. When she was repelled, she turned to fury, and, inflamed with hatred of the man whom she had loved without restraint, she threw her own crime back upon the innocent man. The deceit did not escape the count. On one side love for the emperor, on the other his own honor, pressed him. Honor yielded to love, because he placed Caesar's honor before his own life. Yet he disclosed to his wife, a most prudent woman and, what is rare, a brave one, the empress's attempts, his own answer, that woman's calumnies, and his own danger. He said that it had been decreed for him to undergo a thousand most bitter deaths rather than bring into light so great a disgrace to his emperor, born from the empress's incontinence and perfidy. Therefore, if he had ever deserved anything well of her, he begged her to forget her sex and marriage with masculine constancy and to bear the sentence of shameful death which was hanging over him; and, when her husband had been slain, to resume his spirit and memory and with fearless mind free her husband's name from ignominy.

Not long afterward the count paid for the empress's fault with his head, condemned by the judgment of a credulous Proetus. Then, when an imperial assembly had been established at Roncaglia, on the day when justice was being administered to widows, the woman came forward and before the assembly, by the law of the emperors, called Otto to the penalty of retaliation because he had unjustly removed her husband from the midst. Otto marveled and said: "But by what means will you prove the innocence of your husband which you proclaim?" "By a glowing plate," she replied. At Otto's order iron well heated was brought. The widow, with all looking on, took the iron when brought and held it without harm. The miracle terrified the emperor, so much that he confessed himself worthy of punishment, but asked for some delay before undergoing it. "I defer the triple recognizance," she replied. "I ask only the punishment of the queen, whose wicked calumny deprived me of a husband, you of a most faithful soldier, and the commonwealth of a vigorous citizen." It seemed to all that she was asking what was most equitable. The emperor praised her highly and, in place of the recognizances delayed for himself, gave her four castles in Tuscany. But he ordered the empress, who had burned badly with the fire of Venus, to be cast by the hand of the executioner onto a pyre and consumed by just flames.



[margin: Godfrey of Viterbo's Chronicle and Crantzius, Saxon Chronicle, book 4, chapter 26, are cited for the Modena spouses and Empress Maria story]

When Charles the Bald, king of the Franks, was trying by wickedness to seize the lands of Louis, king of the Germans, from his nephews, the Germans first begged off violence; and, after the Franks were called to the judgment of glowing iron, when the Germans returned unharmed and could obtain nothing fair or good from the ambitious king, they took up arms and compelled him again, with many losses and the matter unfinished, beyond the Rhine. This Judgment favored these men; on the contrary, the same Judgment of twelve ploughshares betrayed the killers of Count Christian of Oldenburg in Saxony and sent them to the wheel.



[margin: Paul Emilius, Annals/History of the Franks, book 3; Crantzius, book 7, on the Charles the Bald example; Crantzius, Vandalia, book 8, chapter 30, on the Oldenburg/Saxon example]

In the Saxon town of Wittenburg also, the crime of having started a public fire was fastened on a certain man. He proved himself innocent both by oath and by the Judgment. For when he had carried the glowing iron in his hand over a long path and had thrown it unharmed to the ground, behold, the iron fled from the eyes of all. But almost a year later, when another man who had been aware of the fire was paving a public road in the town with flints, the iron hidden in the sand came forth and strongly burned his hand. All wondered, recognized that ploughshare, and dragged the guilty man to the judge. When torture had been applied, the judge drew out the truth and, with his legs broken, set the guilty man on the wheel.

Another equally marvelous story is found described in Caesarius, book 10 of the Miracles, chapter 35, in these words:

[margin: Crantzius, Vandalia, book 8, chapter 30, and Caesarius of Heisterbach, Miracles, book 10, chapter 35]


Lord Bernard of Lippe, at that time abbot, used to report that he knew a fisherman in the diocese of Utrecht who for a long time had fornicated with a certain woman. Because his sin was very notorious, when he feared that he would be accused at an approaching synod, he immediately came to the priest and confessed the sin, more, as it later appeared, from fear of punishment than from love of justice, and sought and found counsel. "If," said the priest, "you have a firm purpose never to sin with her, you will be able safely to carry the glowing iron and to deny the sin itself. I hope that the power of confession will free you." This was done, to the astonishment of all to whom the fact was known.



He was not then injured by the fire. But afterward, when he fell back into a relapsed will to repeat the sin and boasted that he had not been more burned by that glowing iron than by the water of the river on which he was then sailing, and when he drew up water with his hand, the cold water took the place of glowing iron and burned his hand, the whole skin being stripped away.

In the following chapter the same author narrates about a certain very wicked hypocrite who covered crimes under the cloak of pilgrimage. Having been hired with money by another wicked man, he burned the house of the host by whom he had been kindly received. Twice he was received; twice, in return for kindness, he set the fire. The terrified master denounced many persons whom he suspected, and all of them, free from fault, purged themselves unharmed by glowing iron. When the house had been built a third time, the iron lay cast aside in a certain corner of the house. After some time that false traveler came and was a third time humanely received. He saw the iron and asked, "For what do you use this?" He heard from the host what had been done with it. "Why," he said, "do you not use it henceforth for others, lest it lie idle?" At the same time he grasped it with his hand; but it suddenly grew hot and strongly burned his hand, and he threw it away with a howl. The host, struck with wonder, deservedly suspected that this man was guilty of the two burned houses. Therefore he seized him and brought him before the judge; the judge brought him to the rack. The incendiary confessed everything and was driven onto the wheel. So admirable are God's judgments.

But someone may ask whether this purgation never deceived. Indeed I remember that St. Ivo held it uncertain. For in letter 74, treating this proof by glowing iron, he denies that the cautery on the soldier whose hand had been burned gave any certain proof of adultery: "The soldier's cautery gives you no certain argument, since through examination by glowing iron, by God's hidden judgment, we see many guilty men freed and many innocent men often condemned. Moreover, since such an examination is a tempting of God, it is no wonder if by divine judgment he is deserted when it is undertaken rashly and without judicial sentence by someone." But Ivo held it uncertain only when it was undertaken by private authority; then also he believed it illicit, as he openly teaches in letter 254, when it is done without counsel, as he says, and without a preceding judicial accusation. But he wanted it to be lawful when, after ordinary accusation, human testimonies are wholly lacking and one has nothing else to do for the inquiry into truth; and in this case he openly professes in letter 251 that he would use it as judge.



[margin: Ivo of Chartres, letters 74, 254, and 251, on uncertainty, private authority, and the proposed judicial use of hot-iron proof]

But Ivo plainly conflicts with the canons, the very canons which he cites, because they absolutely assert that one must abstain from such inquiry, and that crimes are to be punished only from the confession of the accused and the assertion of witnesses; nor is judgment to be presumed about many things, but those matters are to be left to God the judge. But you will object Ivo's argument from similarity: swearing was altogether prohibited by the law, yet is permitted by St. Paul for ending lawsuits; so also what is prohibited by the canons can, for the same cause and when human unbelief requires it, be done. I answer that the cause is unlike. For the law never prohibited an oath in court; indeed the old law expressly prescribed it. But the divine law has always prohibited all superstitious inventions as evil in themselves; and Pope Stephen most clearly defined these purgations to be such, as we shall show in the following question. I also wonder that Ivo in letter 91 does not receive it in ecclesiastical cases, as though in lay or secular cases there is not the same danger on one side of tempting God, and that alleged necessity of finding the truth does not equally occur in ecclesiastical cases. Plainly in this matter he was more like one hesitating and doubting than one teaching or defining. Let us proceed to the remaining narratives.



[margin: Ivo's argument from oaths and Paul; visible marginal cues to letter 251 and letter 91; Del Rio's reply anticipates Stephen V and the later canonical prohibition]

I shall therefore add another story from the same urn of Crantzius, fruitful in marvels, concerning Rollo, duke of the Normans, who was afterward called Robert. He knew that his people were prone to robberies, thefts, and plunder. For this reason he made severe laws about these things; and, promising himself the security of all through fear of those laws, he ordered peasants to leave the instruments of rustic work fearlessly in the fields.



[margin: Crantzius's Norman material on Rollo, later called Robert, and his laws against theft; Del Rio quotes the Rollo-law theft story in the running text]


One of the farmers returned home. When his troublesome wife asked why he did not bring the tools, he set before her the duke's command. But she secretly removed the tools from the field and hid them, in order to make her husband more cautious. The man returned into the field, and when he did not find what he had left, he reported the matter to the local prefect. The prefect reported it to the duke. The farmer, summoned by the duke, received the price of the things lost. The prefect was ordered, after purgation by fire had been applied, to investigate the thief. The first attempt was useless, for the fire did not reveal the thief, although all the rustics had undergone the examination. Then the duke turned to the bishop and said: "The God of the Christians, if he is aware of secrets, why does he not reveal the thief?" The bishop did not correct one not yet well confirmed in religion, but gave the pretext that the fire had not yet touched the thief. The prefect was ordered to inquire more diligently, even in neighboring villages. Nor was anyone found in this way. The farmer, summoned by the duke, was asked whether he had told anyone that the thing was in the field. He answered that he had told no one except his wife. The wife, when questions were applied, confessed the theft. Then the duke secretly called the husband and said: "Did you know that your wife was thievish, or not?" "I knew," he said. To him the duke said: "Why then did you either not punish her or not denounce her?" Therefore he ordered both to be killed by hanging. And by this severity he sanctioned the law.



I also remember the deed of a Catholic Spaniard who challenged an Arian Goth in the time of Leovigild to the proof of fire. When he accomplished nothing by words and reasons, he said: "There is a gold ring on my finger. I throw it into the fire; you collect it when it is glowing." He allowed the ring thrown among the coals to be seized by the fire, so that it was seen to glow fiercely; and turning to the heretic he said: "If your prosecution is true, take it from the fire." But when the man resisted, he said: "Immense Trinity, one God, if I believe anything unworthy of you, show it; certainly if my faith is right, these savage fires will in no way prevail against me." And he held for a very long time in his palm the ring taken from the fire and was injured in nothing. These things Gregory narrates word for word in the book On the Glory of Confessors, chapter 14. But this was an attestation of sincere faith, not a judicial inquiry.



[margin: Gregory of Tours, On the Glory of Confessors, chapter 14, on the Catholic Spaniard and Arian Goth under Leovigild]

Still, in truth, not without cause this expurgation always pricked the consciences of good and God-fearing people. For we read about Robert, bishop of Canterbury, that when he had persuaded King Edward to compel his mother Emma to purge herself in this manner because of suspicion of fornication committed with Alwine, bishop of Winchester, and she remained unharmed by the fire, he was immediately struck with fear, fled from England, and there shortly wasted away from grief of mind.

[margin: Polydore Vergil, English History, book 8, on Emma, Edward, Alwine of Winchester, and Robert of Canterbury]

Not unlike this was judgment by coals, which they either threw into the bosom, carried in the hand, or trod. Leontius narrates concerning a certain monk, who, in order to save the prostitute Porphyria and commend her to some monastery, feared nothing in leading her away with him, and on account of this fell into the mockery and execration of all, as though he consorted with the prostitute. When he was sick and perceived death approaching, he ordered, before many, a censer full of glowing coals to be brought, and he received the coals and poured them into his bosom, saying with all hearing: "Blessed be the Lord, who once preserved the bush unburned. May he be my faithful witness: just as this fire has not touched my garments and has no power of burning them black, so neither have I touched a woman in the whole time of my life," and so forth.



[margin: Leontius, Life of Blessed John the Almsgiver/Eleemosynarius, in the June saints material, on the monk and Porphyria]

Blessed Brice, successor of St. Martin in the see of Tours, underwent the same judgment in Gaul. The people charged him with fornication committed with a woman professed to religious life, who was accustomed to wash the bishop's linens and had given birth by some other wicked man. Brice ordered the infant himself, not yet a month old, to be brought into the midst; and before the people he asked whether he himself was the infant's father. The infant answered that he was not, but another whom he did not name. This happened by divine power, but the people ascribed it to the working of a demon. Therefore Brice filled his cloak with glowing coals and carried it unharmed throughout the whole city; thus he professed himself alien to the shameful deed of carnal lust, just as the garment was untouched by the flames. Yet he did not persuade the raging people, but was driven from the episcopate.

[margin: Gregory of Tours, History, book 2, chapter 1; Sabellicus, examples; Fulgosius and Marulus on Brice and related coal ordeals]

Harald of Ireland, son of Magnus, king of Norway, who had harried Ireland with war, also proved himself by walking with bare feet over burning coals. This examination held not only in a human body, but also in other things. For a palm basket thrown into the fire and remaining unharmed absolved the monk Eulalius from suspicion of crime. Moreover, an apostolic bishop sent to the Russians by the emperor Basil persuaded them of the truth of the Catholic faith when, at their request, the book of the Gospels was sent into a burning furnace, left there for many hours, and finally, when the fire had been extinguished, was found whole and touched by no heat. The annals of Toledo record not dissimilar things about the Mass of St. Isidore, or, as they call it, the Mozarabic Mass. John Mariana writes about the matter thus:



[margin: Saxo, Danish History, book 13; Crantzius, Norway, book 5, chapter 6; Marulus, Examples, book 1, chapter 4; Zonaras, tome 3, and Cedrenus on the Gospel-book ordeal; Villegas and Mariana, On Spanish Matters, book 9, chapter 18, on the Gothic/Mozarabic and Roman rites]


By common consent there was action to abolish the Gothic manner of prayer. This had indeed been attempted several times, yet had not succeeded. After some things had passed, it seemed good to commit the controversy to the judgment of fire. Such were the customs of that age, rude and rustic, and not sufficiently weighed by the rule of Christian piety. A pyre having been kindled in the square, each book, the Roman and the Gothic, was cast into the fire. The Roman immediately sprang out of the fire; the people interpreted this as victory. For the other book, long remaining under the flames and fire, was found unharmed. With the king as judge, nevertheless the people were persuaded that both manners of praying pleased the heavenly powers, since each book had escaped the conflagration unharmed.



I find many who entered a pyre for the sake of proving innocence; for Sophocles too, as I said, recognizes the custom. Peter of Marseille, a priest suspected of heresy, at Antioch on the very day of Parasceve, carrying in his hand the most holy lance of Christ the Lord, with naked body, passed unharmed through the burning pile of heaped wood and through the midst of the fires. Poppo, a Danish priest, for the proof of the Christian faith, smeared a garment first with abundant wax; clothed in it, he brought himself into the flame in the middle of the circle of people and remained there without any sense of pain, as he indeed affirmed, until the whole garment around his body had been reduced to ashes while his skin was untouched by the flames. Moved by this miracle, the Danes, with purgation by duel removed, introduced purgation by fire. Perhaps another repeated deed of the same Poppo also moved them. For at another time, when words did not have sufficient force for persuading the Danes to become Christians seriously, he asked them whether, if they saw his hands untouched at the touch of glowing iron, they would consent and believe. When all shouted that they would, he ordered iron forged in the shape of a glove and brought glowing. The iron was red with fire; nevertheless, undaunted, he put his hand in up to the elbow and carried it to the appointed place. When he had thrown it there at the feet of King Sweyn, the assembly yielded its hands conquered, voluntarily undergoing the bath of regeneration.



[margin: Antioch/Peter of Marseille example; Paul Emilius, History of the Franks, book 4; Crantzius, Metropolis, book 3, chapter 43; Saxo, Danish History, book 10, on Poppo and King Sweyn; Saxo again in the same place, Widukind, book 3, and Crantzius, Denmark, book 4, chapter 24, for the repeated Poppo material]

Theodoric the Reader reports a history of this kind: in the time of Marcian, two bishops, one Catholic and the other Arian, first disputed by words concerning a disputed dogma of the faith. Then the Catholic proposed this condition to his opponent: that empty disputations be set aside and that he enter with him a pyre of fire, and that each should prove the truth of his faith by this sign, with God as witness. Finally, the Arian declined to enter; the orthodox bishop, without delay, entered and discoursed at length to many from the pyre itself, and went out not harmed in the least. The narration is true, but the matter happened not under Marcian but under Anastasius, as Cedrenus and Nicephorus more accurately hand down. Savonarola boasted that he would undergo this judgment. When the matter came to the point, he substituted another in place of himself. Nor did the Franciscan accuser decline this; he objected only that Savonarola should not carry the most holy Eucharist with him, which in reality was no obscure sign of distrust.



[margin: Theodoric the Reader, Collectanea, book 2; Cedrenus and Nicephorus, book 15, chapter 23, correcting the chronology from Marcian to Anastasius; Guicciardini, book 3, Volaterranus, and Philippe de Commines, book 8, chapter 19, on Savonarola]

Fulgosius says that Peter, archbishop of Florence, was condemned of simony by John Gualbert's challenge to judgment by a kindled pyre. But it is more true that this was done by Peter, bishop of Albano, who for this reason was called Igneus, the Fiery, as Urspergensis testifies in the Chronicle, though before he was yet made bishop. I shall set down the whole matter from the life of Gualbert himself, believed to have been written by Blasius Melanesus with wholly intact fidelity. After he has narrated that Peter of Florence was often accused of simony by the monks of St. John Gualbert, and that his supporters were challenged to the judgment of fire, he finally adds:

[margin: Fulgosius on John Gualbert and Peter of Florence; Urspergensis in the Chronicle on Peter Igneus, later bishop of Albano; Blasius Melanesus, Life of John Gualbert]


Therefore the place and day on which this was to be done was fixed, so that whoever wished could look on in person. The fixed place was in the monastery of Septimo, which then belonged to the aforesaid order but now belongs to the Cistercians. The day was the fourth feria of the first week of Lent. The manner of probation was this: that in a public place two piles of wood should be made next to one another, each ten feet in length, five in breadth, and four and a half in height. Between the two piles there was to be a path, a cubit in breadth, covered with burning coals, through which one of the monks would pass. When the appointed day and hour came, Bishop Peter was invited by his people to come and see the experiment of so great a matter, lest the city of Florence be vexed by so long a quarrel. But he utterly refused; indeed, if any held him dear, he forbade them to go there. But all the people of both sexes and a very great part of the clergy hurried there.

The supporters of the bishop promised that if the probation should obtain its effect, so that any of the brothers should pass unharmed through the fire, they themselves would vote with them and withdraw from the bishop. Therefore litanies and other prayers were made by the monks, and the sacrifice was solemnly celebrated by the abbot of that institute, with clergy and monks assisting. When it came to the Agnus Dei, one of the monks took blessed water for sprinkling, another the censer for burning incense, a third torches for setting the wood alight, and a fourth the image of the crucified. The Lord Jesus Christ and his most holy Mother were invoked aloud by all, that the truth of the matter might be declared. When the sacrifice was completed, the abbot who had sacrificed put off the chasuble and carried the cross in his hand. This Peter also was so called. When the litanies had been completed, one of the abbots was chosen to explain in a clear voice to the people the condition of the petition and promise.

Then Abbot Peter, with the cross which he carried in his hand, while St. John meanwhile stood before him and prayed, entered through the midst of the globes of fire, with flame rising on high, and trod the burning coals which lay in the path between the burning piles of wood. But before he entered, with all hearing, he prayed thus: "Lord Jesus, true light of all who believe in you, I ask your mercy, I beg your clemency, that if Peter of Pavia, who is called bishop of Florence, has occupied the Florentine see by money, you, Son of the eternal Father, you my salvation, in this dreadful judgment, hasten to help me and preserve me unharmed without any marks of burning, as once you preserved the three boys in the Babylonian furnace." When these things had been said, he pierced through the midst of the fires, with no mark of burning adhering either to body or garments. And when he wished to turn himself and return the same way through the flames, he was held back by the people, since the truth of the matter had already been plainly taught.



Please see, reader, how admirable God is in his saints, and how divine wisdom, as it were, performs varied and manifold plays to excite admiration and veneration in our hearts. Iron flies and hangs in the air and follows the hand of one innocent person; it flees another and, its heat preserved, after many months finds and punishes the guilty. To Poppo the glove is of glowing iron, as if it were made of soft leather imbued with sweet ointments; the devouring force of flame burns the garments placed around his body while the body is unharmed. But against Abbot Peter, who was afterward bishop of Albano, so that simony might be uncovered, it does not even have this power, but renews the Babylonian spectacle.

Compare these things with what happened to heretics. This power of God is as far from them as true faith is removed from their mind. Caesarius the Cistercian narrates two histories. "At Cambrai," he says, "an episcopal city, within these five years several heretics were seized, all of whom through fear of death denied their perfidy. A cleric was sent by the bishop to examine the deniers by glowing iron and to sentence the burned as heretics. All were examined, and all were burned. When they were being dragged to punishment, one of them, a man noble by blood, was reserved for life by the cleric, if perhaps he could in any way bring him back to repentance. The cleric said to him: 'You are a noble man; I pity your origin and have compassion on your soul. I ask and warn you that even now you come to your senses from so great a perfidy and return from error to truth, lest through temporal death you incur eternal death.' To this he replied: 'By experience I have learned that I have erred. If late repentance could profit me, I would not refuse to confess.' When the cleric said to him that true repentance is never late, he called a priest. The man confessed his error, promising God from his whole heart satisfaction if life should be granted. But so that the pious Lord might show the power of confession, as soon as the penitent began to confess his sins, the burn itself in the penitent's hand began little by little to diminish; and as much as the confession advanced, so much it decreased. When half the confession had been completed, half the wound was healed; and when he had completed the whole confession, the very power of confession erased the burn as much in color as in pain, and the hand received its former health. The man was called by the judge to the fire; the cleric said to the judge, 'Why do you call him?' 'That he may burn,' he said, 'because he was burned in the examination.' Then the cleric, showing his wholly healthy hand, freed him from the penalties, while the rest were consumed by fire."



[margin: Caesarius of Heisterbach, Dialogus miraculorum or Miracles, book 3, chapter 16, on the Cambrai and Strasbourg heretic stories]

When Master Conrad had heard this, he answered the abbot: "And I shall tell you a similar thing, which I remember happened a few years ago at Strasbourg. Ten heretics were seized in that city, namely Strasbourg; and when they denied, they were convicted by the judgment of glowing iron and sentenced to be burned. On the appointed day, as they were being led to the fire, one of those accompanying said to one of them: 'Wretch, you are condemned; do repentance even now by confessing your sins, lest after the fires of the body, which are momentary, Gehenna's fire burn your soul eternally.' When he said: 'I do consider that I have erred, but I fear that repentance under so great a necessity is less acceptable to God,' the other answered: 'Only confess from the heart. God is merciful and will receive penitence.' A marvelous thing: as soon as the man confessed his perfidy, his hand received full health. When he delayed in confession and was called by the judge to punishment, his confessor answered the judge: 'It is not just that an innocent man be condemned unjustly.' Since no trace of burning was found in his hand, he was sent away.

"The same man had a wife dwelling not far from the city, wholly ignorant of the things that had been said. When he came to her rejoicing and said, 'Blessed be God, who today freed me from the destruction of body and soul,' and explained the cause, she answered: 'What have you done, most wretched man? What have you done? Why, because of momentary pain, have you withdrawn from your sound and holy faith? You ought rather, if it could be done, to subject your body a hundred times to burnings than to withdraw once from so proven a faith.' But whom does the serpent's voice not seduce? Forgetful of the benefit divinely conferred on him, forgetful of the manifest miracle, he agreed to his wife's counsel and resumed his former error. But God, not forgetful of vengeance for so great an ingratitude, wounded the hand of each. The burning was renewed in the heretic's hand; and because his wife had been the author of the resumed error, she was made a partner in the revived pain. The burning was so vehement that it penetrated the bones of the hands; and since they did not dare to utter cries in the village, which the force of pain drew out, they fled into a neighboring wood, there howling like wolves. Why should I dwell on words? They were betrayed, brought back into the city, cast together into the fire not yet fully extinguished, and reduced to ashes."

What, I ask, is this matter? Is flame to heresy what shadow is to body? Is burning by flames so due to heresy that, with the flight of error, the force of burning departs, and with returning error, burning accompanies inseparably?

What of the fact that by another plainly stupendous event God also proved this, and used a possessed man as executioner in punishing a heretic? Let truth stand in the mouth of two witnesses. These are Bernard of Luxembourg in the catalogue of heretics under the letter E, and Thomas Brabantinus, older than he. I shall set down his words:



[margin: Bernard of Luxembourg, Catalogue of Heretics, letter E, and the older Thomas Brabantinus on Eligius Boogris]


There was around Cambrai a certain very crafty heretic. Fearing to be investigated and burned by the Preaching Friars, who at that time were burning very many in the diocese of that city, he pretended to be seized by a demon; and on account of this he was led bound by friends to St. Aicardus in Aspera, powerful to cure the possessed, so that in him one would think not exposed heresy but madness. And when a certain cleric possessed by a demon and bound heard that Eligius Boogris, for so the bound man was called, namely that heretic, as is clear from Bernard, was placed in the place, on the following night the same possessed cleric was loosed by divine nod, and, gathering mats and straw and the church benches, piled them upon the bound heretic, Eligius. The man, thinking this a game and madness, pretended until the cleric, taking fire from a lamp, began to burn the heretic. Then the heretic cried out. At his voice the guards awoke, and when they tried to extinguish the fire, the cleric, seizing a sword which by chance he found near the bed, violently drove all away and burned the heretic in the fire. Without delay, when divine judgment had been exacted, the cleric appeared freed from the demon and wholly sound.



Thus he writes in the Good of the Universe, book 2, last chapter.



[margin: Thomas Brabantinus, Bonum universale, book 2, final chapter]

Plainly this purgation was once full of miracle; and therefore it was removed not unjustly, because to demand miracles when they are not necessary is to tempt God. But who forbade it? It is certain that Frederick II forbade it in book 2 of the Neapolitan Constitutions, chapter 31. From Gratian's Decree Gregory the Great may seem to have done so. Take care not to be deceived: this is the deed of Gratian or the ignorance of copyists. Gregory wrote nothing of the kind. Read that whole letter to Brunhild, queen of the Franks, which survives, and you will see a straw border sewn onto a purple cloak. The bishop of Chartres did not recognize it as Gregory's, nor, so far as I know, did anyone older than Gratian. But Stephen V prohibited it, writing to the archbishop of Mainz:

[margin: Frederick II, Neapolitan Constitutions, book 2, chapter 31; Gratian's Decree, chapter Menna, 2, question 5; Gregory the Great's Register, book 11, epistle 8 to Brunhild; the bishop of Chartres/Ivo's Decree reference at chapter 5 after the middle; Stephen V to the archbishop of Mainz]


The sacred canons do not judge that a confession is to be extorted from anyone by the examination of glowing iron or boiling water. And what has not been sanctioned by the teaching of the holy fathers must not be presumed by superstitious invention. Public crimes have been committed to our rule to judge, with the fear of God before our eyes, by voluntary confession or by proof of witnesses. But hidden and unknown things are to be left to him who alone knows the hearts of the children of men.



To these words Gratian adds that not only these two kinds of purgation which he names here, but any similar kinds as well, seem to be prohibited, because in any such things the reason which the pontiff added is understood to proceed equally. This is said openly in the last words of that chapter, where we read: "Finally, the vulgar law, supported by no canonical sanction, namely that of boiling water or cold water, or the touch of glowing iron, or of any popular invention whatever, because these things were all made by envy as contriver, we do not wish you either to exhibit or in any way to demand; indeed by apostolic authority we most firmly prohibit it." These last words indicate one of two things: either, if Gregory wrote them, which I do not think, his register today survives mutilated, and Ivo too fell upon a mutilated copy in which so great a part of that letter was lacking; or, which pleases me more, since this fragment was a portion of a rescript of some other pontiff, Gratian confused it with Gregory's words; or by injury of time the title which he had prefixed in Gratian's book to this second rescript wholly perished, and so copyists made one out of two. For these last words are taken from a letter of Alexander II to Rainald, bishop of Como, and seem to be joined at the end of the cited chapter. Therefore this was prohibited by Alexander II; but it was also again prohibited by apostolic authority by Honorius III, who expressly testifies that the judgment of glowing iron is utterly interdicted, as one in which God seems to be tempted, and he commands by ecclesiastical censures that the Templars, who were compelling the Livonians to undergo this judgment, be forced to abstain. I have thought it good to pursue these things a little more fully, because afterward in the following section we shall have to use them against certain novices who defend cold water.

[margin: Gratian's addition to Stephen V; chapter consuluisti, 2, question 5; chapter in libro, 2, question 4; chapter Menna; Alexander II to Rainald, bishop of Como, joined near chapter super causa, 2, question 5; Honorius III and chapter dilecti filii on vulgar purgation, against Templars compelling Livonians to undergo the hot-iron judgment]


Question IV, Section IV. On Vulgar Purgation by Water

The purgation commonly employed by water was either by hot water or by cold. That by hot or boiling water is known to have been received in the laws of the Lombards, Saxons, Rhenish peoples, and Frisians; and it crept in through a bad imitation of the cup of jealousy which Moses had introduced among the Jews. But this boiling water was brought in by the devil's persuasion; that cup of bitter herbs, however, was instituted by God, who alone knows and judges the hidden things of the heart and cannot lie when he indicates them. Moses had promised that God would in this way disclose the truth. No such promise is present in the judgment of water; therefore by a depraved custom and a perverse imitation it was introduced abusively.



[margin: Lombard, Saxon, Rhenish, and Frisian laws on water purgation; Numbers 5 on the jealousy-water rite; Jerome on 1 Samuel 6; Cyril, Theodore, Josephus, Philo, and Seneca on the jealousy-water tradition]

For what Blessed Jerome records on 1 Samuel, chapter 6, in these words, "and they drew water and poured it out before the Lord," is this: "The Hebrews hand down that before the Lord cursed things were heaped together in that same water; and just as under the law a jealous woman was tested by drinking water, so also idolaters were tested by this water. For those who denied that they had worshiped idols also hand down that whoever, being an idolater, had tasted this water had his lips so adhere to one another that the idolater could in no way separate them. By this sign the idolater was detected and killed. The following words also show this, when he says, 'Samuel judged the children of Israel in Mizpah.' In this place 'to judge idolaters' must be understood as handing them over to death according to the law. They also say that Moses tested in this way the idolaters who had made themselves the calf, when he took the calf, burned it, ground it to powder, scattered it into water, and gave it to the children of Israel to drink."

Since all this rests only on Jewish affirmation, and St. Jerome does not affirm it, he leaves us freedom of belief. I could say in one word, "I do not believe the circumcised." If it was done, it was done by Moses with God commanding it. But concerning the proof by cold water which these people use there are no revelations, testimonies, or signs of divine command. Therefore the canons most rightly removed it by name.



[margin: Canon-law references to chapters Menna and consuluisti; Aimoinus, History of the Franks, book 5, chapter 34; Carlo Sigonio, On the Kingdom of Italy, book 5]

In the preceding section I briefly touched on Charles the Bald; here I shall narrate the matter more fully and more clearly in the words of Carlo Sigonio and Aimoinus:


When Louis, king of Germany, had died at Frankfurt, Charles the Bald, emperor and king of France, quickly hastened to Aachen and Cologne in order to occupy Lotharingia, which had belonged to his brother and to that brother's son Lothar. Louis had left three sons: Carloman, Louis, and Charles, surnamed the Fat. Of these, Louis, who had attended his father's funeral, when he heard that his uncle had entered the borders of his father's kingdom and had placed camps at the Rhine, was inflamed with anger because he had dared to invade the paternal kingdom. He moved his forces from Frankfurt and took his stand opposite him on the other bank of the Rhine. There, after he first sought right and then favor through envoys and had obtained neither, he sent ten men with hot water, the same number with cold water, and ten others with glowing iron, ordered to test by judgment to which king that realm belonged, which his father Louis had divided with Charles after an oath had been interposed. After they had undergone the tests, when they had suffered no harm, nevertheless they obtained nothing fair.



And so forth, concerning Louis.

But in what manner did they "test"? Certainly by putting the hand into boiling water and not being burned. The ritual prayer usually applied teaches this:



[margin: Bavarian Annals, book 4, cited for the Louis/Charles water and iron judgment; the ritual prayer invokes Daniel's three youths and Susanna]


God, just judge, strong and patient, you who are the author and lover of justice, who judge equity, judge, Lord, what is just, because your judgments are right; you who look upon the earth and make it tremble. You, almighty Lord, who through the advent of your Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, saved the world, and through his Passion redeemed the human race, sanctify this water by boiling fire; you who preserved the three boys, that is, Sidrach, Misach, and Abdenago, when they were sent by order of the king of Babylon into the furnace of fire; most mercifully grant that if any innocent person puts his hand into this boiling water, just as you rescued the three aforesaid boys from the furnace of fire and freed Susanna from a false accusation, so, Lord, you may bring his hand safe and unharmed from it. But if anyone culpable, or with a heart hardened by the devil growing strong within him, presumes to put in his hand, may your most just mercy deign to declare this, so that in his body your power may be manifested and his soul may be saved through penitence.



They therefore did not drink with the mouth but put in the hand. The story which Gregory of Tours narrates also teaches this, concerning a Catholic deacon disputing with an Arian priest and provoking him in this way to confirm the truth of the faith:


Let the truth of the matter be approved by facts. Let a bronze vessel be kindled with fire, and let someone's ring be cast into boiling water; and whoever lifts it from the boiling wave shall be proved to have pursued justice.



The heretic accepted the condition. Meanwhile the deacon, tempted by a certain distrust, anointed his arm and hand with certain ointments. The heretic refused to undergo the danger; when the Catholic stretched out his arm, the heretic saw that it was smeared with ointments and cried out that his opponent trusted in magical aids, not in faith. A quarrel arose.


As they were thus arguing, another deacon from the city of Ravenna, Hyacinthus by name, came upon them and asked what this quarrel was. When he learned the truth, without delay, drawing his arm from his garments, he plunged his right hand into the bronze vessel. The ring which had been thrown in was very light and small, and it was carried no less by the water than a piece of iron or straw could be by wind. After searching for it long and much, within the space of an hour he found it. Meanwhile that fire under the vessel was burning fiercely, so that, with the water boiling more strongly, the ring could not easily be reached by the hand of the one seeking it. At last it was drawn out. The deacon felt nothing in his flesh; rather, he declares that the bronze vessel itself was cold at the bottom, while at the top it contained the heat of moderate warmth. When the heretic saw this, greatly confounded, he boldly threw his hand into the bronze vessel, saying, "My faith will give me this." As soon as his hand had been put in, all the flesh, down to the intervals between the bones, was dissolved and ran off; and so the quarrel came to an end.



Thus Gregory, book 1, On the Glory of the Martyrs, chapter 81.



[margin: Gregory of Tours, On the Glory of the Martyrs, book 1, chapter 81; the deacon Hyacinthus of Ravenna; Del Rio then introduces two fuller formulas supplied after the first edition, one from Petrus Pantinus and one noted by Marcus Velser from Iuretus]

After the first edition of this work, I obtained two formulas more exact than that of Aventinus, if they are two and not rather one. The fuller of them was supplied to me by Petrus Pantinus, dean of Brussels, a man distinguished for learning and religion and well deserving of letters; he had carefully copied it in Spain from a certain codex of the royal library, written in Gothic letters at least six hundred years earlier. Of the other, Marcus Velser, a noble man and most knowledgeable in all ancient and modern history, informed me. Iuretus published it from a manuscript codex together with notes on Ivo's letter. It is appended at the end to a certain Lord Eugenius in these words: "This judgment of water, at the petition of lord Louis the emperor, Blessed Eugenius established, commanding that all bishops, counts, abbots, and every Christian people within his empire should defend this judgment for the innocent, and that the guilty be examined; and that perjurers, while consenting to evil, should not lose their souls." These words are not merely faulty but very mutilated.

Indeed I suspect this whole matter, and I do not believe that Louis sanctioned any such thing, since in the capitularies of his father Charlemagne the proof by cold water is expressly forbidden. Next, who is that Saint Eugenius, or when did he live? There is no reason to suspect Eugenius of Toledo, though the formula seems the same as that which the Visigoths used. Iuretus's formula also lacks some of the first prayers and some other things which stood in that Gothic formula. Therefore I shall exhibit it here for you, with the variants from Iuretus written in the margin.

The Exorcism or Blessings of Hot Water, in Which the Hand Is Put to the Judgment of God Begins

When you wish to send men to the proof of the judgment of hot water, first make them enter the church with all humility; and, while they are prostrate in prayer, let the priest say these prayers.

First Prayer


Help, Lord, those seeking your mercy, and give pardon to those confessing. Spare those who supplicate, so that we who are scourged by our own merits may be saved by your compassion. Through our Lord.



Second Prayer


We beseech you, almighty God, look upon the tears of an afflicted people and turn away the wrath of your indignation, so that we who acknowledge the guilt of our weakness may be freed by your consolation. Through our Lord.



Third Prayer


O God, who see that we are destitute of every virtue, guard us within and without, so that we may be protected in body from all adversities and cleansed in mind from depraved thoughts. Through our Lord.



When these prayers have been completed, let them rise together; and in the presence of those men let the priest sing Mass and cause them to offer at that Mass. When they have come to communion, before he communicates them, let the priest question them with an adjuration, and say:


I adjure you, men, by the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and by the Christianity which you have received, and by the only-begotten Son of God whom you believe to be the Redeemer, and by the Holy Trinity, and by the holy Gospel, and by the relics which are laid away in this holy church, that you presume in no way to come to this holy communion, nor by receiving to communicate, if you have done this or that, or have consented to it, or know any truth concerning it, or know who did this.



But if they are silent and say no profession concerning it, let the priest go to the altar and communicate in the accustomed way; afterward let him communicate them. When they communicate before the altar, let the priest say:


May this body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ be for you today for proof.



When Mass has been completed, let the priest go down to the designated place where the examination itself is to be performed. Let him carry with him the book of the Gospels and the cross, and let him sing a short litany. When he has completed that litany, let him exorcize and bless the water before it becomes hot, saying in this way:


I exorcize you, creature of water, in the name of God the Father almighty, and in the name of Jesus Christ his Son, our Lord, so that you may be exorcized water for driving away every power of the enemy, his opposition, and the enemy himself; so that he may not in any way prevail to contain, or contaminate, the justice of God or its manifestation, by the power of him who will come to judge the living and the dead, and the world by fire. Amen.





[margin: The Gothic formula begins the exorcism/blessings of hot water; first, second, and third prayers; adjuration before communion; Gospel, cross, litany, and blessing of the water. The marginal apparatus records Pantinus's continere, vel contaminare ("to contain or contaminate"), noting that the same wording also occurs below; variants also include omne phantasma, innocence/reputation wording, praesumptuose, and an omnipotens virtus super eum phrasing]

Another


I exorcize you, creature of water, in the name of God the Father almighty, and in the name of Jesus Christ his Son, our Lord, so that you may be exorcized water for driving away every power of the enemy and every phantasm of the devil; so that if this man puts his hand into you and is innocent of this fault, or of the matter about which he is accused, the mercy of almighty God may free him. And if, which God forbid, he is culpable and has presumptuously dared to put his hand into you, may the power of that same almighty God deign to declare this in him, so that every man may fear and tremble before the holy name of the glory of our Lord, who lives and reigns as God through all ages.



Prayer


Lord Jesus Christ, you who are the just, strong, and patient judge, and most merciful, through whom all things were made; God of gods and Lord of lords, you who for us men and for our salvation descended from the bosom of the Father, and from the Virgin Mary deigned to assume flesh, and through your Passion redeemed the world on the cross, and descended to the lower regions, and bound the devil in outer darkness, and by your great power freed from there all the just who were detained there because of original sin: we ask you, Lord, that you deign to send your Holy Spirit from the height of heaven upon this creature of water, which we presume to make boil and grow hot by fire, so that through it you may prove and manifest a right judgment over this man, named N.

We humbly beseech you, Lord: you who in Cana of Galilee by an admirable sign made wine from water by your power, and led the three boys, Sidrach, Misach, and Abdenago, unharmed from the furnace of burning fire, and freed Susanna from a false accusation, and opened the eyes of the man born blind, and raised four-day-dead Lazarus from the tomb, and stretched out your hand to Peter as he was sinking in the sea, do not look upon our sins in this prayer, but deign to manifest your true and holy judgment before all; so that if this man, for this cause of accusation, namely this or that, now puts his hand into this water boiling by fire, and is not culpable of this cause of accusation, you may deign to grant him this, that no injury, no mark, no evil appear in that hand through which, without fault, he incurs slander.

Again, almighty God, we your unworthy and sinful servants humbly beg you, according to your true and right judgment, that you deign to manifest to us in this same place also whether this man, for this cause of accusation, if through some malefice at the devil's instigation, or with greed or pride inciting him, is culpable in deed or consent, and, trusting in wicked craft, has wished to overturn or violate the judgment of this proof and has presumptuously dared to put his hand into this water. May your mercy declare this, so that it may be recognized in his hand that he acted unjustly; and may he thereafter do penance through true confession and come to amendment, so that your holy and true judgment may be declared among all nations. Through you, Redeemer of the world, who will come to judge the living and the dead and the world by fire. Amen.





[margin: Long hot-water prayer with marginal variants: al. detinebantur; an alternate line around what is seen by fire; al. comprobet ac manifestet; supplices; al. mari; al. in hac oratione; an alternate wording around "men / this hand / this finger"; the named cause as theft, homicide, adultery, lust, or any fault; vel macula; famulitii; al. sanctum; al. reputatus; est nota criminis valens illud; al. factu; hoc comprobat iudicium; taliter hoc declarare dignatur; and a note that the following material is again absent from Iuretus's manuscript, with Pantinus's manare and rigare]

Likewise Another Exorcism


But you, creature of water, I adjure you by the living God, by the holy God, who in the beginning separated you from the dry land. I adjure you by the living God, who caused you to flow from the spring of Paradise, ordered you to go out into four rivers, and commanded the whole earth to be watered. I adjure you by him who at Cana of Galilee by his power changed you into wine; who walked over you with his holy feet; who imposed on you the name Siloah. I adjure you by God, who cleansed Naaman the Syrian from his leprosy in you, saying: Holy water, blessed water, water which wash away filth and cleanse sins. I adjure you by the living God, that you show yourself clean and retain no phantasm in you, but become an exorcized spring for putting to flight, emptying out, and proving every falsehood, and for investigating and proving every truth; so that if this man who puts his hand into you has truth, he may receive no injury in you; and if he has falsehood and injustice, his hand may appear burned by fire; so that all men may know the power of our Lord Jesus Christ, who will come with the Holy Spirit to judge the living and the dead and the world by fire. Amen.



After these things, let him remove the man's garments and clothe him, or them, in clean garments from the church, that is, in the garment of an exorcist or of a deacon; and let him make them, or him, kiss the Gospel and the cross of Christ. Let him sprinkle over them some of that water; and to those who are about to enter into the examination of God let him give all of them some of that blessed water to drink. When he has given it to each one, let him say:


I give this water to you, or to you all, today for proof.



Then let fires be placed under the cauldrons, and let the priest say these prayers when the water itself begins to grow hot:


In the name of the Holy Trinity. God, just judge, strong and patient, you who are author and creator, clement and merciful, and who judge equity, you judge; you who commanded right judgment to be done, and you look upon the earth and make it tremble. You, almighty God, who through the advent of your only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, redeemed the world, who through his Passion aided and saved the human race, sanctify this boiling water, you who under Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, saved the three boys, that is, Sedrach, Misach, and Abdenago, in the furnace of burning fire and drew them out unharmed through your angel. Most merciful ruler, grant that if anyone innocent of this fault or of the cause of his accusation, of homicide, adultery, or theft, should put his hand into this water, he may draw it out safe and unhurt, as you freed the three aforesaid boys and Susanna from a false accusation.

So, almighty Lord, if he is culpable and, with the devil growing strong, has a heart stopped up, and if he has put his hand into this boiling element of yours, may your truth declare this, so that it may be manifested in his body and his soul be saved through penitence. And if he is culpable of this crime and has wished, through some malefice, through herbs, or through diabolical incantations, to hide the fault of this sin, or has believed that he can contaminate or violate your justice, may your magnificent right hand empty out this evil and show the truth of the whole matter. Through you, most merciful Father, who live and reign in the perfect Trinity through all ages.



Another

Let us pray.


Lord God, who freed Blessed Susanna from a false accusation; God, who freed Blessed Thecla from wild beasts; God, who freed St. Daniel from the lions' den and rescued the three boys from the furnace of burning fire: free the innocent and mark the doers of the deed. Through our Lord.





[margin: Further hot-water exorcism and instructions. Pantinus reads a fuller line equivalent to "that you show yourself clean and exhibit no phantasm in yourself, as above"; another Pantinus variant has ligna, while Del Rio reads ignis. Del Rio discusses the wording around culpae/causae suae reputatione and says he strongly suspects reputatio has several times been written for a barbarous word connected with accusation or challenge, a usage still retained among Spaniards. Pantinus also flags missing words such as creaturae and ingenium]

And the person who puts his hand into the water, at the examination itself, should say the Lord's Prayer, sign himself with the sign of the cross, and the boiling water itself should quickly be set down above, next to the fire. The judge should weigh the stone tied to a cord, according to measure N., down into the water itself in the accustomed way. And thus the one who enters the examination of judgment should draw it from there in the name of the Lord. Afterward this should be done with great care: the hand should be wrapped, sealed under the judge's seal, until the third day, when it should be seen and assessed by suitable men.

Behold the whole formula and ritual acts, in which there are many things on account of which the Apostolic See rightly prohibited them. What is said here at the end about the hand wrapped until the third day I would refer to this: they believed that, if by some illusion the hand was injured or uninjured, meanwhile, when the illusion vanished, the truth of the matter would appear.



[margin: The judge's weighing of the stone and the third-day inspection of the wrapped hand; marginal note debates whether the stone is driven down by pressure or pulled down by a cord, and whether the boiling water itself was examined by the wrapped stone]

As to cold water, I think it was used in the proof in the same way: namely, that God, just as in boiling water he preserved the innocent person's hand unharmed from burning, with the action of the fire being prohibited, so in cold water he sometimes burned the hand of a guilty person, giving water a contrary action and changing natural coldness into supernatural burning. The writer of the Life of St. Gangulph the Martyr leads me to this conjecture with these words:


Meanwhile they came to a certain spring, Gangulph namely and his wife, where he addressed his wife with these words: "Many things, indeed, are passed around everywhere about you, foul and unworthy of your birth, and yet I am not certain whether they are said truly or falsely." Then she, ready even to swear, said that false rumors had been spread concerning her, and that she had never been defiled by another's intercourse. But Gangulph said: "Divine providence, from which nothing escapes, will now declare by certain signs how the matter truly stands. See, a spring has been set before us here, neither very cold nor immoderately hot. Put your hand into it, then, and draw a little stone from the bottom; if you are free from fault, you will suffer no evil, but if you are defiled, God will not allow your crime to lie hidden." She, assigning these words too, as all his other words, to the blessed man's folly, without delay put her hand into the spring. But behold, as soon as she tried to gather out the little stone, she grew stiff in almost all her limbs; and in her fingers and arm, as far as the water touched, the skin was drawn away and the naked flesh was seen, and that miserable woman awaited nothing else than sudden death.



[margin: Life of St. Gangulph; Surius, 11 May; Sigebert; Gangulph's miraculous spring transferred from the countryside of Varennes and the test of his adulterous wife]

Sigebert confirms the same and indicates that this was the spring which Gangulph had miraculously transferred from the countryside of Varennes. After he had left his wife convicted of adultery, he was not long afterward killed by the adulterer at the urging of his wife. Therefore in this purgation they did not look to whether people were drowned in the waters. What I have related about the envoys of King Louis confirms this: for by what arrangement would ten men have carried water with them into which they were to be wholly plunged? Nevertheless Aimoinus narrates that they were sent with cold water. In this way I understand what the Alsatian laws held: that commoners and peasants of lesser testimony should purge themselves by the judgment of cold water.

Yet there was also another proof by cold water, by which someone was wholly plunged into the water; if he emerged a third time, they absolved him as innocent, as the Abbot teaches on the chapter licet, at the end, extra, ne clerici vel monachi, and Afflictus on the Constitutions of the Kingdom of Naples, book 2, title 31. There he deservedly ridicules this custom of Frederick II the emperor. Lothair the emperor had even already forbidden it in the Lombard laws, enacting that the examinations of cold water be everywhere interdicted to all through the envoys and commissioners of the empire, and that they no longer be done; and before him Charles the Great prohibited it in the last book of the capitularies.



[margin: Rhenish/Germanic law on peasants and cold-water judgment; Abbas on chapter licet; Afflictus on Neapolitan Constitutions, book 2, title 31; Frederick II, Lothair, Lombard law, and Charlemagne's capitularies]

The pontiff, whoever he was, also prohibited it in Gratian; and Lucius judged it invalid in these words:


From the contents of your letters we have understood that, when you had suspended H. the priest from the priestly office because he was accused of homicide, he brought forward the letters of your predecessor, by which it appeared that by the judgment of cold water he had purged his innocence, and that the bishop had absolved him by his letters. But because foreign judgments have been prohibited, and we do not think that the purgation which he furnished suffices, we command, and so forth.



Lucius admits the accusation anew and prescribes canonical purgation by oath. He calls the judgment foreign because it is alien to the canons and to the manner of trials received by the Church. And because water of this kind used to be blessed by clerics, Innocent III in a general council sanctioned this with the very purpose of removing the proof itself, since clerics would not be found for this duty: that no cleric should bestow any rite of blessing or consecration upon purgation by boiling or cold water, or by glowing iron. Chapter sententiam sanguinis, ne clerici vel monachi saeculares, and so forth.



[margin: Gratian's chapter Menna; Lucius in chapter ex tuarum, on canonical purgation; Innocent III, general council, chapter sententiam sanguinis, forbidding clerical blessing or consecration for hot-water, cold-water, and hot-iron ordeals]

Here, then, you have the formula of blessing from the said Gothic book, together with collations from the formula edited by Iuretus.

The Exorcism of Cold Water Begins

When you wish to send a person to the judgment of cold water for proof, you ought to do it this way. Take those men whom you wish to send into the water. Bring them into the church; and in the presence of them all let the priest sing Mass and make them offer at that Mass. When they come to communion, before they communicate, let the priest question them with this adjuration, and say:


I adjure you, men, by the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and by the Christianity which you have received, and by the Holy Trinity which you have been taught, and by these holy relics or holy veneration which are in this church, that you do not presume to approach this holy altar nor to receive this sacred communion in any way if you have done this cause of your accusation, namely this or that, or have consented, or know who did this.



But if they are silent or say no profession concerning it, let the priest go to the altar and communicate in the accustomed way; afterward let him communicate those who are to be put into the water. When he communicates, let the priest say at the altar:


May this body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ be for you today for proof.



After Mass has been completed, let the priest take the cross, Gospel, and incense, and let them proceed with the sprinkling of blessed water to the designated place where they are to be tested. When they have come to that place, let him give those men blessed water to drink. And when he gives it to each, let him say:


I give this water to you today for proof.



Afterward let him adjure the water where he is to put them, saying thus.

Note that in the following passage our Gothic exemplar is mutilated and must be supplied from the manuscript of Iuretus. Therefore from both I shall fashion, as it were, one formula; nevertheless I shall report the Iuretian reading in the margin, so that I do not confuse them.



[margin: Cold-water formula; Iuretus and Gothic exemplars collated. Marginal variants note "all" or "only-begotten Son of God"; additions about the holy Gospel and holy relics; alternate communion and procession instructions; Iuretus has confusion and repetition in this passage, and Del Rio consciously constructs one formula from both witnesses]


I adjure you, water, in the name of God the Father almighty, who created you in the beginning and commanded you to serve human necessities; who also commanded you to be separated from the waters above. I adjure you by the ineffable name of the Lord, namely Jesus Christ, Son of the living God, beneath whose feet the element offered itself to be trodden; who also willed to be baptized in you, the element of waters. I also adjure you by the Holy Spirit who descended upon the Lord when he was baptized in you. I adjure you by the holy and undivided Trinity, by whose will the element of waters was divided and made the people Israel pass through with dry steps; and at whose invocation Elijah made the iron which had come off from the handle swim upon you. In no way receive these men, named N. and N., if they are culpable in any matter concerning this which is charged against them, that is, either by deed, by consent, or by that device; but make him swim upon you, and let no cause of malefices be able to act against you, nor any illusion of demons be contrived, so that the investigation or manifestation of God can be hidden.

And, water adjured by the name of Christ our God, we command you to obey us in his name, whom every creature serves; whom the Cherubim praise together, saying, Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of hosts; who also reigns and rules through infinite ages of ages. Amen.



The Gallic exemplar more rightly inserts the title:

Adjuration of the Person


I adjure you, man N., by the invocation of our Lord Jesus Christ, by all the angels and archangels, by all the saints of God, by the dreadful day of judgment, by the twenty-four elders who daily praise the Lord, by the four evangelists Mark, Matthew, Luke, and John, by the twelve apostles, by the twelve prophets, by all the holy martyrs of God, by the holy confessors and holy virgins, by the principalities and powers, by the dominions and virtues of the heavens, by the Cherubim and Seraphim, by all the heavenly companies of angels. I adjure you by the three boys, Sidrach, Misach, and Abdenago, and by the one hundred forty-four thousand martyrs who suffered for the name of Christ, and by holy Mary, mother of our Lord Jesus Christ, and by the people of holy God, and by that baptism which regenerated you through the hands of the priest.

I adjure you that if you have done this theft or homicide or adultery, or have been consenting in it, and if you have a heart grown thick and hardened, so that you have believed that you could empty out or overturn this judgment of God's proof through some malefice, if you are culpable, may your heart vanish and may this water not receive you; and may no evil of the enemy prevail against this element, but may the power of God be manifested or declared in this place through the invocation of our Lord Jesus Christ. On this account, Lord, we earnestly pray you: make such a sign in this person, that if he is culpable of this cause of accusation, the truth of the matter may be declared by this judgment of yours, and that this water may in no way receive him. Do this, Lord, to your praise and glory, through the invocation of your name, so that all may know that you are our blessed and praiseworthy God, through immortal ages of ages. Amen.





[margin: Cold-water adjuration of the water and the person. Del Rio marks the following words as mutilated and faulty; Pantinus reads inimici. A bracketed alternate passage mentions the holy Gospel, the holy cross, all sanctified things, blessed water, fear and reverence, and that the Son of God, from his clemency, provides in the water; Del Rio notes that Iuretus's codex has nothing further]

After the adjuration of the water, let them be stripped of their garments and clothed in garments of the exorcist, and let him bind their hems on them singly according to right custom. Let him make them kiss the Gospel and the cross; after this let him sprinkle each one of them with this blessed water, say the following adjuration, and immediately throw them one by one into that water. He ought to do all this fasting; and neither they nor those who send them in should eat beforehand.

The Exorcism Follows


I exorcize you, creature of water, in the name of God the Father almighty and in the name of Jesus Christ his Son, our Lord, who reigns with the Father and the Holy Spirit, so that you may be exorcized water for driving away and emptying out every power and every phantasm of the devil; so that if this man descends into this water and is innocent of this cause of accusation, the mercy of almighty God may free him and your element may receive him. But if he is culpable and presumptuously descends into this water, may your power deign to be declared in him, so that every man may fear and tremble before the holy name of your glory. Through all ages of ages. Amen. Lord, free the innocent and mark the doers of the deed. Amen.



You have, reader, the whole rite of this proof by cold water, once in use and forbidden by the pontifical canons, not because of the words or the ritual solemnities, which are for the most part pious, although there are some blemishes in them, but because of the thing itself, and because these things had gradually been received by the common people while the Roman pontiffs protested against them. For the pontiffs rightly condemned this rash tempting of God and this almost Jewish demand for a miracle.

It is worth observing that the pontifical prohibition gradually obtained everywhere: first with respect to the other crimes, and then, after the times of St. Bernard, even with respect to heresy. Finally the abuse clung only in the crime of malefice or magic; yet it clung in this crime in such a way that without any invocation of God, without any rite bearing any mark of piety, judges abuse this proof as though in play, though only in certain regions. For today in many places of Germany, especially in the circle of Westphalia, they use this proof for investigating harmful witches. Women whom they hold suspected by rumor or by another person's deposition they immediately seize without further inquiry; and, once seized, they lead them outside the town and throw them into cold water in such a way that the right hand is bound to the left foot and the left hand to the right foot. If they float above the water, they suspect them more strongly of being poisoners or witches, and therefore subject them to harsher questioning. But if they sink, they believe them to be innocent.



[margin: End of the cold-water rite; Del Rio distinguishes pious ritual words from the illicit ordeal itself and notes the later Westphalian practice of binding suspected witches hand-to-foot and judging by floating or sinking]

Up to this point, concerning this kind of purgation or rather proof, among Catholics, to whom the unimpaired authority of the canons has been well established, it has been agreed that it is unlawful. But the innovators, because they have departed from the Roman Church, have fought wonderfully over it. Adolf Scribonius, a philosopher of Marburg, fiercely defends that it is lawful. Against him not only Weyer and Bodin, but also, in books written on purpose, Johannes Ewichius, Hermann Neuwald, and Augustin Lercheimer, and, from among jurists, Oldendorpius, Hotman, Johann Borcholt, Venatorius, and others whom Godelmann cites and follows, have shown at length that it is unlawful. I do not make much of them, as men of the same sect; but I set heretics against the heretic Scribonius, so that at least the innovators may understand that this is the common opinion of their own people, from which they ought not so rashly to depart in trials.

Afterward there came forth a little book by a certain jurist who, alone and by himself among Catholics, up to this point, so far as I know, has tried in writing to defend this abuse of judgment. The matter is of great importance, and therefore truth must be treated and investigated carefully, not casually, not by an abundance of words but by the weight of reasons. Therefore let it be so.



[margin: Adolph Scribonius of Marburg defends the cold-water proof; opponents include Weyer, Bodin, Johannes Ewichius, Hermann Neuwald, Augustin Lercheimer, Oldendorpius, Hotman, Johann Borcholt, Venatorius, and Godelmann, On Witches, book 3, chapter 4; a Catholic jurist's defense of the cold-water proof was printed at Cologne by Gymnicus in 1568]


Question V, Section I. The Opinion and Arguments of Adolf Scribonius Are Discussed

Wilhelm Adolphus Scribonius, the sharpest defender of this opinion and judicial practice, tries to establish it by arguments partly physical and partly hyperphysical. The physical argument is what he says about the lightness of the demon, holding the weight of witches above the waters. The theological argument is what he says about hatred and antipathy between water and witches. But so that this may be understood more conveniently, take his words as they are represented by Richius, with whom Godelmann and others who report them agree in this matter. I do not abbreviate them, although I could easily do so, lest anyone suspect me of calumny.



[margin: Richius's representation of Scribonius, chapter 4 from number 229; Godelmann in the same chapter 4; Binsfeld, On the Confessions of Witches, part 2, conclusion 7, doubt 1]

He says, then, that this floating of witches comes from Satanic lightness as its efficient cause. For Satan is naturally very light, as one who partakes more of air than of water. Therefore he can support them upon the waters in two ways: either by placing himself under the witches and lifting them, as it were, on his back; or also by uniting himself to them and infusing himself into their whole body by a certain occupation and possession, not indeed intrinsically joining himself by a hypostatic union or physical mixture, but in some way giving and, as it were, communicating to them, through his presence, the lightness connate with himself.


Therefore the evil demon, he says, substantially diffused in witches, holds them, namely as to the spirit itself which inhabits them without his own essence, not as to the substance of the parts of the witches' body. Therefore that lightness is not one which proceeds immediately from the form of the body, but is adventitious, external, and received from elsewhere.



This is his view, obscurely expressed indeed, and plainly faultily. It is most obscure because either he meant only this: that witches are sustained by the demon through the prerogative of lightness which, from his airy nature, has in him the power of rising out of waters, and that this happens when the demon has entered into the body as he is accustomed to enter those possessed by a demon. Then they emerge like inflated skins. Or, if he did not mean this, he certainly covered and buried the falsity of a judgment he did not understand beneath these coverings of words badly heaped together.

But it is faulty because each of those two modes supposes that the demon has an airy body, which has been refuted elsewhere. Rather, he would have a fiery body; and thus he would either be extinguished by water or heat the water and force it to boil, both of which things are contrary to experience and right reason.

Those statements also fight with one another: that the evil demon is substantially diffused in witches, and that the spirit inhabits them without his own essence. Who would believe, too, that all witches are possessed by a demon as the seized or possessed are, and as the swine of the Gerasenes were? The witches themselves deny this, and experience refutes it. If he besieges them, how does he appear outside when he approaches them? Is he then in two places? Or does he go out and come back whenever he pleases? I believe he could; but I do not believe that he does so.

Next, if his lightness does this, why are the other possessed not equally light? Why do they sink in waters? Why did those herds of swine sink? Because he did not wish to sustain them? Then it is not that lightness of the demon's nature but his will that accomplishes this. This is true, and the matter returns to that when Scribonius adds that Satan sustains them as God's lictor; and because it is not lawful for a lictor to exceed the judge's prescription, therefore it happens that the demon can neither sink those whom the waters are not to endanger, nor sustain in the waters those who are to escape unpunished. But this is now a refuge to the hyperphysical, about which immediately.

Against that lightness he is also strongly pressed by the fact that heaviness and lightness are properties of embodied things. Therefore they no more belong to a demon than to a rational soul. But I hear of some spiritual lightness or other. If, because a demon is endowed with spiritual lightness, he can do this, then certainly the soul too will be able to do it, for it too is wholly spiritual and therefore wholly light; and it is wholly in the whole body and in each part of the body, substantially diffused, and not merely inhabits but also informs. But those who do not know how to swim, and who have sometimes entered waters, know that the soul cannot do this. If the soul's lightness cannot do this, reason cries out that neither can the demon, once he has entered a body, support it by reason of his lightness. If he supports it, he supports it because, being stronger than that bodily mass, he can move it in place, as was taught in the second book.

At last Scribonius flees to the will and predestination of God:


What if, he says, I were to say that God himself clothes the bodies of witches, those, namely, whom he truly knows to be such, with a certain singular and specific lightness by which they are carried on the surface of the waters? From that, surely, it would not follow that God has not ceased from the works of creation. For he could have so predisposed matters that, if any would be witches in the future, they should by a certain special mode by no means be submerged in waters. But will this be called contrary to divine omnipotence? Or contrary to his will because it is not expressly signified in Sacred Scripture? By no means.



We indeed confess that God can do this when it pleases him. We doubt whether it has ever pleased him. We find no signs by which we may believe that he willed it; we have many arguments which teach that he did not and does not will it. Therefore we ask that the will of God which they affirm be proved; and the experience which they bring forward as witness we shall soon refute, as deceitful, not just once. But what he adds about a new creation is not only outside the chorus of the dancer, but even the talk of delirium. What does it have to do with the matter?

He adds that water itself cannot bear witches within itself. Why, do you think? Because, he says:


God, the best and greatest, by his most prudent and most just judgment, from all ages predestined the element of water for the salutary washing of men, so that those who were to be washed clean of sins and initiated into the Church of Christ should use its baptism, and by this means, made new men, should enter as through a gate into the kingdom of Christ, from which we had previously been cast away. Therefore, he says, with a certain Vatinius-like hatred it accuses them and rejects them; so that, even if they struggle with all their strength, they nevertheless cannot be submerged.



Behold, reader: now the efficient cause is sought not from the demon but from the nature of water, because a hatred against female malefactors has been implanted in it; implanted, that is, by the author of nature, who, when he created the waters, already, with mind foreknowing all, had established that waters would be the instrument of our salvation. Therefore he planted hatred in the waters against those women who are haters and troublers of their own salvation and that of others. For he soon explains it thus:


And what is that hatred? The waters pleased God, and by using them he would wash away and cleanse the sins of men. In baptism we first give our names to Christ the Son of God and are enrolled in his list; and so we are received into the city of God as genuine citizens. Therefore all who only wish to be saved must be immersed and cleansed in this sacred baptismal water. But witches, scorning this divine laver, knowingly and willingly renounce the whole Trinity, God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; and, making the works of God the creator, his ordinances, and his creatures of no account, they become sinners and apostates, the worst of all others. Since in the whole world no crime more wicked than this can be defined or found, why should I hesitate to say that if witches are not submerged by waters, this happens because of that special antipathy: namely, because the element of water is unwilling to receive them within its channel, but wholly spits them out and flees them in every way, to this end, that the sinners and cause of hatred may be manifested. For even inanimate creatures serve the preaching and glory of the divine name; that is, just as the heavens, so also the elements declare the glory of God, both at other times and in this: if sin and injustice, revealed by them, is punished. In baptism water is a sacrament, a sign, a seal of the new covenant entered between God and the baptized man. Why, then, in the same way, could it not be a sign or indication of that dissolved covenant, and of the covenant broken again? And I would very readily say that this reason or cause is the truest; so that, if no other reasons seem to be admitted, this one alone must nevertheless be received.



Thus far he. In his words there are some things very true, but not aptly brought forward for proving the point about which there was doubt. In them you may easily recognize that spirit which delights in abusing scriptural testimonies and always strives with utmost force to make truth serve falsehood. We Catholics acknowledge those spiritual prerogatives of water which belong to it by reason of regeneration. But what if I were to say, with the princes of the innovators, whose authority I think is highest at Marburg, that this prerogative of water is not singular? Would not the foundation of this antipathy collapse?



[margin: Scribonius's baptismal-water argument; Del Rio contrasts Catholic teaching on baptismal water with Protestant authorities at Marburg]

But behold: Luther, when he had been asked whether, if water were lacking, it would be lawful to baptize in milk or beer, at first, perhaps struck by the unexpected question, hesitated and said that it should be committed to divine judgment. But after he had recovered his spirit, and with that breath of his supposedly from God, he added that whatever could be called by the name of bath should be judged a not at all unfit matter for baptism. Nor did the other Martin, that Chemnitz, oracle of Leyser, believe with sufficient certainty whether this element of water supplied the necessary matter for baptism. For if he had believed Christ the Lord affirming this and the apostles following their teacher, he never would have called those questions idle: whether this or that liquid is natural and true water, since in them inquiry is made concerning the necessity of water for baptism, or concerning the necessary matter of this sacrament.

Nor did Calvin believe this, for he took the very open statement of Christ the Lord, John 3, in an allegorical sense; and by "water" he wished to understand not that element of water, but the Holy Spirit himself, who is called water because he washes our souls, since Calvin thought that a man could be saved without baptism. And thus he went before and lifted a clear sign for the Anabaptists toward Gehenna.

But we detest all these deliriums of Luther, Chemnitz, and Calvin. Yet Scribonius will see what he is going to answer them if they twist these dogmas of theirs against his imaginary chimera of antipathy. We Catholics have, praise be to God, we have stronger battering-rams. Meanwhile we marvel at Calvin's tricks and tropes, and we likewise laugh at Luther's madness. For, to speak of this now: since we can be washed with milk, broth of meat or herbs, wine, and similar liquids, it could not be denied that these can furnish the use of a bath; and the more apt each thing is for wiping clean, the more effective matter it would also furnish for baptism. Will that, then, which the Hebrews call "water of the feet" do? Peace, I beg, to ears and noses: it is filthy and it stinks. Let such a washing, such a bath, fall to Luther alone and to the man who insolently defends this delirium of his. But on this law: that instead of an honorable little strigil, brooms of yew, with which scrapings are scraped off, be applied to him, and olive dregs seasoned with niter in place of salve; and so let him be strigiled vigorously over his whole body, rubbed with pumice, and polished smooth. Nothing cleaner, nothing prettier, nothing more worthy of the Augean stables will be found.



[margin: Luther, Table Talk or convivial colloquies, chapter 17; John 3:5; Acts 8:36; Acts 10:47; Ephesians 5:26; Chemnitz and Calvin on baptismal water; Council of Trent, session 7, canon 2; Del Rio points ahead to Section III]

What do you say, Scribonius? Is there a Vatinius-like hatred of water against witches? Is water then endowed with reason? For philosophers deny that beasts grow angry and hate because they lack reason. You will say, "I understand a metaphorical hatred, like what we see in plants." But there is also such love in plants; yet in water and the other elements no such love is discerned, except a certain inclination toward their own place, because it is thought to contribute to their conservation. If water hates witches, it loves the rest. How will you prove this? I see that you admit there is no natural love here, and certainly no hatred; but you want this affection to be supernatural. I ask whether the element of water is conscious of it or ignorant of it. You will not say it is conscious. For what is more absurd, since it is not even endowed with sense, much less with knowledge? Yet this would be necessary for it to distinguish witches from the rest. But it does not distinguish even when, in St. Bernard's time, it spat out other heretics and hypocrites in the same way. I shall afterward recite his words from sermon 66 on the Song of Songs.

Therefore it is ignorant and is thus moved by God. Is it moved by a new motion every time a witch is thrown into the water? He does not sufficiently explain this, and seems to mean that this decree of God always works from the time when God created the element of water, and that from this decree of God once sanctioned the waters received this power, just as herbs have that power of producing something like themselves through seed by that primitive law by which Genesis 1 commanded, "Let the earth bring forth green herb and making," and so forth.

I do not doubt that if God had from the beginning imposed this law on waters, this power would belong to them perpetually. But in order for me to believe that this was done by God, other proofs must be brought either from the Scriptures or from ecclesiastical tradition. In a matter of such weight to lean on mere conjectures: this belongs neither to a sober nor to a sound mind or wisdom. It is necessary for us all to be washed in the saving laver in order to be saved. What then? No Catholic denies this; some innovators deny it. Witches renounce this sacred baptism and the whole most holy Trinity. This too we confess, and therefore we declare them most worthy of all punishments and their crime most atrocious.

What follows from this? That waters therefore hate them and spit out the troublesome burden. I believe this as I believe that living waters spit out corpses; but perhaps this happens because of the abundance of water and air which has insinuated itself into corpses. Living bodies would sink, not float. But I hear that this happens because water prefers to betray witches rather than conceal the crime, and so it plays the part, as it were, of a herald. I know that all creatures praise God and declare the glory of God, but they do not do this in the way that Joshua ordered Achan to give glory to God, nor in the way that the Pharisees demanded it from the man born blind; rather, by their beauty, adornment, usefulness, and effectiveness which God has bestowed on them, they announce to human beings the goodness, wisdom, riches, and power of their maker and creator.

But that confession and disclosure and, so to speak, proclamation, or if you prefer, accusation, which Scribonius invents, is new and unheard of in Sacred Scripture, councils, fathers, and ecclesiastical monuments. Therefore it is neither probable, nor credible, nor safe. As if God had left us no other means for investigating truth.

Water is a sign of the covenant entered into with God? This we know and believe, because God says it. You ask us to believe that the same water is also a sign of a violated covenant? Give similar testimony, and we will believe. You give none? We do not believe that thing, though we confess the other. Next, we do not attribute our salvation to water insofar as it is water, as to an instrument or seal; but insofar as the baptismal form has come to the water, it washes savingly, when the word has come to the element. For then the sacrament has been made which before was only a bare element. Take away the word, and I recognize neither sacrament nor seal. Then I shall say that praise and glory of God are equally announced to us by earth, by air, by fire; and I shall ask why these do not equally betray witches. Why does the air not render breath more difficult for them and betray them by slow suffocation? Why does the earth not sink down and swallow them in its midst, so that they may thus be betrayed? Why does the air not dash them against the ground, and why, in turn, does the earth not by rebound strike them back into the air like balls? Why does fire offer itself to them in common with other creatures? Indeed, if they are hated by any element, they will be hated by fire; for they hate fire more than the other elements, and the logic of antipathy is usually mutual. There are also many other things, about which in the following section.


Question V, Section II. The Opinion and Arguments of a Certain Catholic Jurist Are Examined

The jurist whom I mentioned, and whose name I spare, rejects Scribonius's first statement about the devil sustaining witches; for he thinks that here there is no deed, no ministry, and no operation at all of the demon, but only of almighty God, who accomplishes it through his good ministering angels. How much less secure a road he has entered in this matter will soon be shown. But this was prudently added by him in these words:


Although often a market-gardener may have spoken aptly, yet it will matter much whether Davus or a hero speaks. Therefore, lest I seem to have written these things more from knowledge or depth of understanding than from the weight of experience and Christian charity, I profess that the whole depends on the authority of holy Mother Church, and that I wish to defend determinately, much less obstinately, nothing which is opposed to her in any respect.





[margin: The Catholic jurist refers ahead to his number 238, where he attributes the cold-water proof to good ministering angels, and back to number 239 in connection with his submission to Church authority]

I gladly embrace this salutary clause, and I congratulate him on this mind. I hope that when he sees the Church's judgment clearly expressed in the ancient canons, and when he has weighed and sifted more carefully both the weakness of his own reasons and the force and weight of the common opinion, he will join himself to it. Certainly it belongs to a prudent man to follow the common path of Catholic theologians and jurists rather than to embrace the little reasonings of recent men and innovators, which at first sight present some show of sharpness. And among men of sincere judgment there is greater authority in a practice handed down by the supreme pontiffs and recorded in the writings of the most learned men of all Europe, than in the opinion of a few petty skirmishers who follow the view of the common people, a dangerous experiment and usurpation.

In this treatment I profess no especially refined learning or depth of understanding, but, according to the slowness of my own talent and my inexperience in writing, I promise zeal for truth, diligence, and some light. I hope my opponent, who wants others to bear kindly with him though he dissents from almost everyone, will not take it ill if I do not agree with him alone, so that I may agree and think with so many most renowned and learned men.

First, as for his supposing that most judges today use this proof: I know that this is not true, unless perhaps he is speaking only of Germany. For in Italy and Spain, where the authority of the canons is unimpaired, no one at all now uses it. In France and Belgium either no one at all uses it, or so few that no account should be taken of them; and they are only the more unlearned and rural judges. In Germany itself, all the more learned have begun to disapprove this practice; and those very men who have not yet abandoned it do it with scruple, anxiety, and fear of error, as is clear from the letter of the Westphalians sent to Godelmann and inserted in his works. Many also, as those German jurists whom I cited in question 4, last section, testify, say that in many places it is already gradually falling into disuse. In this sense, therefore, the title of that work is true: "Most judges use this proof today." With this premise made:

The opinion of that writer, so that I may place it all before the eyes no less faithfully than briefly, is in sum this:


When sufficient indications for arrest are present, then the person ought to be arrested; this is certain. But when stronger presumptions against the imprisoned person, even appearances of the deed, should accrue, such as could commonly be sufficient for torture, then they are not immediately to be subjected to questioning, but for the firmer strength of the preceding indications this proof by water is first to be applied; not so that the accused may be convicted by this proof, but so that the way to torture may be prepared and secured, and a record may be made with so much greater confidence.





[margin: The summary of the jurist's procedural rule is marked by Del Rio from the jurist's number 24]

Consider, reader, two things according to this opinion. First, the author concedes that this proof is not to be applied in order to inflict a penalty or punishment, but only for torture. Next, as to torture, judges are not to use it as a supplement when there are not sufficient indications according to ordinary law, but only for the strengthening of preceding indications otherwise valid enough for torture; and this only so that the judge may thus proceed to torture with more confidence. From this it is first clear how slight and how unnecessary this proof is for judicial inquiry. For it would be useful only for torture, and that only when indications sufficient for torture are already present. If they are sufficient, then it is not a matter of necessity, but only of more abundant caution and, as it were, curiosity.

Again, if it is a sign certainly sent by God, why should it not be applied to condemnation also, in the same way as to torture? For example, so that the judge may condemn with more confidence. Indeed, the need for this proof would seem greater when a witch, sufficiently convicted by testimonies, has evaded torture by enduring it, than in the case in which the adversary requires the proof. Thus, if this proof had not been forbidden at all times, it would seem that it should rather be used then.

I also do not understand what he adds: that many women, arrested on lighter indications, after a general inquiry had been made and no supporting indications had followed either before or after the proof by water, were dismissed and restored by those same judges, after canonical purgation had been imposed and a solemn oath had first been taken. So they say at number 28. It was good that they dismissed them; it was not good that they then conducted the proof. For if there were only so many indications as were sufficient for arrest, according to their very own opinion they had no right to compel them to this proof. For they assert that this proof has place only when, in addition to those earlier indications for arrest, other stronger presumptions have accrued and arisen, such as would commonly suffice for torture, as they themselves said at number 24.

Next, if this is a lawful kind of proof, there should by no means have been recourse to canonical purgation. Tell me, then: either they were submerged or they were not. If they were submerged, why do you not release them as innocent? Why do you drive them to further things? Is she not sufficiently purged who has been purged with God as judge? Certainly the condition of vulgar purgations of this kind was always that the judge should show himself favorable to the one whom the outcome had favored, and should absolve the one whom either water or fire had absolved. If they floated, why did you still need testimonies? Surely only because you knew that your proof was uncertain in every direction. Therefore this is not a miracle of God if it is uncertain and doubtful. You betray your cause by your own prejudgment.

But they add experiments of certain innocent persons, who, when they wished to submit to the proof of their own accord, sank, and thus confessed that their relations and kinsfolk, whom they saw to be unable to be submerged, were truly guilty of the fault. Indeed, they even offered themselves as accusers and avengers. They narrate a single example in these words:



[margin: The jurist's examples are marked from his numbers 19 and 30; Del Rio's response to the old-woman example is marked from number 31]


Conversely it happened that a certain old woman, leaning on a reed staff, who many years before had been accused and arrested for witchcraft together with her husband and sister, those two having been executed, while she, because at that time lighter presumptions operated against her than against the others, and because she was likewise pregnant and near childbirth, had been relegated into exile, where, against the magistrate's prohibition repeated again and again under penalty, she had returned to her province and dwelling, was arrested and adjudged to the water for submersion in this year 1594 and handed over to the executioner. With such power she repeatedly lifted herself visibly out of the waters, sometimes even up to the shoulders, and, as it were, bubbled up and leapt out, that although the executioner repeatedly submerged and thrust her down with a pole, she could scarcely be contained under the waters. And there was then much talk among many that, unless she had been pressed down with such force by the executioner's pole and detained in the waters, she would have swum out and escaped with greater ease and swiftness than was possible for a human being.



The writer, relying on this indication, does not at all doubt that she was a witch and should have been burned rather than submerged. Here again I hesitate. If she should have been burned, then he wants the indication to suffice for death, and he contradicts his own position, in which he judged that it should be used only for torture. Likewise, if the executioner could hold and sink her under the waters with a pole, then God does not accomplish this through his good ministering angels, nor does he keep and repel witches from the waters, as he himself will later say at number 238. For whose human strength can overcome that of angels? If angels were driving her out, how could it happen that the executioner, with a pole and with the angels striving against him, could submerge her and suffocate her in the waters?

Therefore there was no reason for that writer to doubt and meditate so much about this species of fact; rather, he could have concluded in a few words: this effect does not flow from natural force, nor should it be thought to flow from God, for the will of God and the efficacy of his ministers would not be made void in this one witch. It remains that the force of swimming out is external, and from that one who delights in the death and deception of human beings, whose attempts, however, God for the most part allows to be overcome by the ministers of justice. I see here the demon trying to stand by the agreements made and driving the witch out of the waves; I see him conquered by the executioner's pole. How can that happen? Surely the finger of God is here, giving victory to the executioner because he is carrying out the judgment of God. If he had meditated on these and similar things, most true as they are, he would not have fled to that rule by which he thinks all difficulties are decided and exhausted:


Judges, when indications preceding are present which by law suffice for torture, can, as a supplement of fuller and lawful proof, make the proof by water without wounding conscience, in such a way that, by a clear and strict command to the lictor, with a sufficient interval interposed, it may be sufficiently apparent to them and to all bystanders from the floating or submersion of the accused.





[margin: Del Rio cites the jurist's number 24, numbers 32-34, and number 35 with following numbers around the old-woman example and the rule about using water as a supplement to proof before torture]

He adds also other cautions about the manner. First, this interval should be one and somewhat wider, distinguished and tempered at least by the judgment of the judge alone and not of the executioner; and the judge ought to be watchful that all fraud, collusion, trickery, negligence, or entanglement be absent. This caution is good, if the thing itself were lawful. For all those unskilled in sinking and swimming, and also those who are skilled, when they are submerged, before they are suffocated by the waters, are ordinarily lifted several times above the waters by head and sometimes by shoulders, while human nature attempts its own preservation as far as it can. Therefore it must be carefully seen that nothing of this kind happens here which may be ascribed to magic or to a miracle. For this reason I suspect the author adds that the judge ought to look with every care into what should be attributed to nature and what to a miraculous indication.

But all cautions are in vain, nor will any human prudence ever be able to make holy what, because it is illicit, ought to have been avoided. Nor are we now disputing what the judge must do in order to exercise this judgment cautiously and circumspectly, but whether it is lawful for him to exercise it in any manner at all.

As for what he afterward requires at number 38, that the judge not approach this experiment unless very strong indications, and more than sufficient for torture, have first preceded: this conflicts with what he said at numbers 24 and 35, that stronger presumptions are sufficient which would commonly suffice for torture. If those which suffice for torture do suffice, why does he now require more than sufficient indications? If more than sufficient indications have preceded, what need is there for this proof? For just as, for condemnation, when the accused has been lawfully convicted, or when by the notoriety of the fact itself the matter is clearer than the noonday light, this proof would be superfluous, so also it will be superfluous for torture when sufficient indications for it are held. For superfluous inquiries are not permitted to judges, as will be taught in the following book.



[margin: Chapter 2, de probationibus, is cited where Del Rio says superfluous inquiries are not permitted to judges]

As for what he adds at number 39, that there is a difference between witches and other criminals, and that in witches, because of the difficulty of proving, greater license is granted to judges so that this proof by water may be admitted, while in other crimes it is not admitted, but canonical and ordinary purgations suffice; likewise, that this is peculiar in witchcraft, that although Panormitanus, whom other old doctors followed, judged that in purgation by cold water floating was a proof of innocence, nevertheless in the crime of witchcraft alone the contrary must be noted: this, since it is said gratuitously, could gratuitously be denied, and from the words of St. Bernard already cited, sermon 66 on the Song of Songs, at the end, where the same thing is attributed to heresy and hypocrisy, it appears false.

Yet this is now by no means to be neglected by us. For from it the vanity either of the proof or of its defense can become clear. If this proof were instituted for condemnation after torture, perhaps what is alleged about the difficulty of proof in this crime would have some relevance. For the entire difficulty which is peculiar to this crime and occurs to judges arises from the fact that witches very often elude torments through sleep or lack of pain. Before torments, however, for indications which suffice for torments, you will find far more points of weight against witches than against adulterers or those guilty of abominable lust. For there are more accomplices of witches, and this crime is not committed more secretly than those which I have mentioned, in which there is only one person conscious of the deed, and the secrets of the bedchamber are sought, things which, as is commonly said, are hidden even from the sun and the other stars.

Since, then, the author wishes this proof to be put forward only before torture, there is no reason for him to introduce anything peculiar to it in this crime of witches. Moreover, in that he not only excepts this crime from the other crimes, but also attaches to it a certain contrary condition from outside, namely that although other criminals, justly accused, sink, nevertheless in this crime witches cannot sink, certainly if this happened by reason of the crime, it would follow that they should sink when, accused of another crime, theft for example, they were thrown into the waters according to that old rite of which Panormitanus treated, if they were guilty. Therefore I ask: will they sink or not?

If he says that they will sink, the contrary is clear from the woman whom he narrated at number 30: she was not sunk by the force of her own weight, but by the violence of the pole pressing her down; and nevertheless he said she was a witch and said she had been condemned because she had violated the mandate of exile twice, and so not on account of witchcraft. For they would not have condemned her to the waters by reason of witchcraft where it is the custom to be sent to the stake according to the laws of the Empire.

If he says that they will not sink, then it now follows with certainty that this floating was not introduced by God merely to direct the judge in the trial of that crime about which there is dispute. For then the question would not be whether she was guilty of witchcraft, nor would the judge be inquiring into that, but whether she was guilty of theft, let us say, or adultery. In these crimes the judge would then be deceived by this proof. For while he is inquiring about theft, if she is not submerged because she is a witch, he will surely absolve one who is truly guilty of theft because she has not been submerged, and therefore must be judged free of theft. Nor does it matter that from this he will take an indication of witchcraft. For what if no other indications have concurred, since, although she is a witch, no suspicion about her was being entertained? Certainly it will be the judge's duty to dismiss her, although by a miracle God has taught that she is a witch. If he does not dismiss her, he will be an unjust judge, who does not dismiss one guilty of theft after she has been purged by divine judgment. You see into how many goads of conscience those men cast themselves who follow these superstitions of novelties and vulgar opinions.

Now let us see by what arguments he defends his proof, and I shall try to answer each in order. They are contained in chapter 2 and afterward throughout chapter 4, where he adds one very long excursus in which he narrates and describes God's providence as most sweetly ruling all things, as providing most excellently for mortals so that the demon may not deceive them, and as laboring through the guardian angels even of each and all of the elements to perform this proof through the one who presides over the element of water.

In setting these things forth he heaps up many things not certain and not proved. And although they were all certain and proved, they would nevertheless not press us. Let it be so, then: God prevents the demon from oppressing us, as he wishes and could do. Does it follow that he harms no one? Where is Job? God prevents him from deceiving us, and especially judges and magistrates, at his whim. Does it follow that he never deceives anyone, and never any people? Where is Ahab, deceived by the mouth of false prophets? Where is Susanna, condemned on a false charge? Finally, what he says at number 223, that the cause of fewer miracles today is the inconstancy and lukewarmness of faith, is indeed one cause; but there is another better one, namely that, once the faith has now been established, there is less or no necessity for them.

And what he adds at number 226, that all works of created things, whether good or evil, are to be attributed to God, is not Catholic unless it is sanely explained. For faith forbids evils of fault, or works by which human beings sin, to be attributed to God insofar as they are evil. But I think he understood this only of the natural act, not of the moral act.

His first argument for this proof is, among many other things, that this too depends on the judge's discretion: that he may be able to use at his discretion those proofs which he judges should be applied, and may believe them insofar as he judges something to have been proved by them, as Emperor Hadrian held. I answer: proofs are discretionary for the judge only to the extent that he uses them according to the prescription of the laws, so that he assumes none which are prohibited in law, such as this proof under discussion; and none which he either thinks offend God or ought to think offend God, as I shall later show this one does. As for what is often tossed about concerning the judge's discretionary license in criminal matters, I shall later, in the following book, confine it within its proper limits from the sanctions of the jurists, and I shall teach that licentious insolence, abusing will in place of reason, must be restrained and moderated with reins, like an unbridled animal.



[margin: Roman-law marginalia around the first argument include Emperor Hadrian, Digest De testibus, law 3, section eiusdem, and the judge's discretion in proofs; Del Rio treats such discretion as bounded by legal prescription and divine offense. The margin also cites the argument from law necnon, law 28, section eis, at the words sed si leges non prohibeant, Digest, Ex quibus causis maiores in integrum restitui, and law relegati, Digest De poenis]

The second argument presupposes that this purgation is not prohibited by canon law in the crime of witchcraft. This is because canon law does not expressly say that it is not lawful to use this proof in this crime, and things which are not expressly prohibited are not prohibited from standing; also because, as the offense increases, the mode of penalty and torments ought to increase. From this foundation he argues thus: We see this crime increasing daily; therefore it is lawful for a judge to discover new, not-prohibited kinds of inquiring into truth. He proves this by many general sayings of the doctors.

I answer: the presupposed foundation is empty and false. For in this way one could prove that in the crime of witchcraft, for uncovering the truth, even a duel could be assigned to the judge by the prince. For neither is a duel, in the crime of witchcraft, prohibited by law with express mention made of witchcraft. In this same way he could infer the same thing about the proof of glowing iron. But since in these cases it is clear that an inference of this kind must not be made, it is sufficiently clear that this cannot be said about the proof of cold water either.

Just as, therefore, a duel cannot be conducted for the proof of witchcraft simply because duel has been generally forbidden, so too this proof cannot be applied because of the same general prohibition. For laws prohibiting some purgation do not ordinarily add that it is not lawful to use it in this or that crime; they simply forbid its use. For one who prohibits generally prohibits it in every matter. One who forbids stealing forbids stealing gold, silver, and iron. One who forbids trial by glowing iron forbids trial in every case in which the reason of the prohibition applies. Therefore the canon which forbids the judge to use the proof of cold water forbids him to use it in every crime.

For there is no crime in which the reason for the prohibition does not apply equally. Here the reason is that this kind of proof is superstitious, uncertain, and joined with tempting God, as the canons themselves indicate, cited above in question 4, section 3, at the end, and section 4. By them such purgations by cold water are expressly annulled; litigants are forbidden to furnish them, and judges are forbidden to demand them. And all the doctors, both theologians and jurists, without exception, have taken this as a general prohibition. They have not thought that any crime should be excepted by them, nor even dreamed, down to this day, that witchcraft should be excepted, because they saw that the reason for the prohibition is equal in witchcraft and in other crimes.



[margin: Marginal canon-law references against cold-water and vulgar purgation include chapter Menna at the end, 2 question 5; chapter in libro namque at the end, 2 question 5; chapter consuluisti, 2 question 5; chapter ex tuarum, De purgatione canonica; chapter sententiam sanguinis, De clericis vel monachis saecularibus. The main-text authority list immediately following gives the theological and juristic subcitations]

The theologians and jurists have spoken generally and without exception of any crime, for they add none: St. Thomas in II-II, question 95, article 8, reply to objection 3, and Cajetan there; St. Antoninus; Binsfeld; Peter Thyraeus in his book on the demon-possessed, second edition; Peter Gregory in book 48 of the Syntagma, chapter 19; Abbas in the chapter licet, at the end, ne clerici vel monachi; Matthew de Afflictis on book 2 of the Constitutions of the Kingdom, title 31; Turrecremata on the said chapter consuluisti; Abbas and Ancaranus on the final chapter de purgatione vulgari, where he speaks well; Andrew Alciato in the Compendium of Judicial Procedure; Jodocus Damhouder in his criminal practice, chapter 43; Navarrus, Manual, chapter 11, number 39; Nicolas Remy, book 3 of the Demonolatry, chapter 9; Andreas Gail, book 2, On the Public Peace, chapter 7, number 24, where, as Ancaranus also expressly adds, he says that it is a mortal sin; John Althusius in his admonition to judges; Joachim Beust, Borcholt, Venatorius, and others cited by Godelmann in the said chapter 4, numbers 23 and 27, who adds that this common opinion of the doctors is also approved by all the juridical faculties of the academies of Germany.

Certainly, since the canons speak so expressly and are understood generally by all the doctors, for the adversaries do not bring forward for themselves even one Catholic theologian or one jurist, Cujas only mentions the ancient custom in the Feuds and does not praise or approve it. Is it not quite rash and ill-considered to depart from the common consensus of the academies and doctors, founded on the mind and words of the canons, on account of petty reasons? Therefore they vainly flatter themselves with this escape. For the prohibition of the canons is sufficiently expressed, because a negation is of a malignant nature and destroys universally whatever follows it. The mode of penalty increases with the offense when that mode is not contrary to the laws; that this proof is contrary to them has now been made plain. With this line broken, produce another.

The third argument is like the following ones, all of which have many words but little force. I shall reduce them analytically to their own enthymemes or syllogisms. For in this way the force of the arguments is best understood, and all disguise is removed. The sum of the third argument, then, is this: judges can and ought to apply that penalty which the accused fear most, and by which they themselves and others, terrified by the example, will be more effectively deterred from the offense. Of this kind, as to female malefactors, are fire and water. Therefore judges should use these elements especially in this crime.

I answer first: if this argument had any force, it would also prove the same concerning glowing iron, about which nevertheless even the adversary himself does not assert this. But if he does assert it, then he plainly opposes all the doctors, the canons, and others too; what sort of modesty that is, let him see. If it had any force, it would prove this not only in witches, but also in murderers and in other crimes, which nevertheless the adversary denies in other cases. For the torment of fire is most to be feared by a robber as much as by a witch.

Moreover I ask: why do witches fear water more than cords and the rack? Because, he will say, they can resist those, but not this? God, he says, does not permit it. How do you know? By experience. Thus the beginning is always begged. Secondly I answer: the major proposition is absolutely false, if it is a universal proposition. For judges cannot apply penalties which are not supported by the laws or by legitimate customs. This use of cold water, however, is a tempting of God and is contrary to law, and therefore its use is a corruption, not a custom. If he denies that the proposition is universal, the syllogism collapses because it sins in its form.



[margin: The third argument's margin points back to canon-law authorities against glowing iron and vulgar purgation: chapter Menna at the end; chapter consuluisti; chapter ex tuarum; chapter sententiam; and the final chapter De purgatione vulgari]

The fourth argument: For investigating truth, judges ought to use the mode which favors public utility more. This proof is such a mode. Therefore it must be used. The minor is proved because it tends to the preservation of public utility, to the salvation and reconciliation of the human race, and to the yield of all the fruits of the earth.

I answer: the minor is false, and its proof assumes what had to be proved. For the question is not whether witches who are true witches, and whom the judge knows to be such, should be punished; nor whether the judge can use any lawful methods whatsoever. The affirmative part of these is established. The question is whether this method is lawful. This is where that writer is deceived, because he thinks that for some act to be lawful and good it is enough if by it one tends toward a good end. Is it not good to give health to the sick? Certainly, if you look at the end. But if you confer it through maleficium, or if someone tends toward it through fornication or another sin, the act will be evil and lethal. Why? Was it not tending toward a good end? Yes, but through a means that was not good. I assert the same here: these judges tend toward a good end, but they sin because they do so through bad means, namely superstition and the tempting of God. Besides, this argument too labors under the same defect as the preceding one: by proving more than it intends, it proves nothing. For a judge would tend toward the same end through duel or through purgation by glowing iron, and yet that is not lawful for him.

Fifth. It is established by experience that witches especially fear and detest the proof by water, because they know that they will be detected in this way. Therefore it is likely that, once convicted by such an indication, they will not dare to undergo the rack, or at least will not deny on the rack what they openly did before all in the waters.

I answer that this consequence has no force. Next, if they especially detest this proof, how are they accustomed to offer themselves to it so frequently? Likewise, whence do they know for certain that they will be detected in this way, unless because they are conscious of such a pact? If they are conscious of a pact, then this happens by the demon's operation, which the adversary denies. Finally, I would rather believe that they would then more willingly undergo the rack and bear torments more stubbornly, so that by endurance they may wash away the preceding indication of the water. For in this way they would make empty that attempt of the wicked judge.

Sixth. The indications from deposition and denunciation by associates and accomplices are uncertain and fallacious. Therefore the judge can add this proof to strengthen them. The antecedent is proved both because the more powerful malefactors are accustomed to cover themselves with masks, because the devil can display the faces of innocents at meetings, and because such meetings are uncertain and imaginary.

I answer, first, that not all meetings are imaginary and uncertain, as I taught above in book 2, and not all are always present in masks, as I also taught there. Nor is the devil permitted by God in this crime to display innocents, as I also taught in the same book 2. Thus the antecedent is false. But if I were to concede it and now hold it as confessed, nevertheless that inference would not follow. For those indications can be strengthened by other lawful indications, about which the following book will treat. And, if there were no other lawful indications, it would be better that a guilty accused person be absolved than that he be condemned from prohibited indications and by an illegitimate proof, as Pope Stephen witnesses. Finally, this argument would also prove the same of every vulgar purgation.



[margin: Argument 6 concerns accomplice testimony, masked gatherings, and Del Rio's Book II discussion; the margin cites Pope Stephen in the chapter consuluisti]

The seventh argument is drawn from the words of Binsfeld, against his meaning, I will not say calumniously, but certainly not altogether candidly twisted and woven together. In those words that learned and pious man exhorts judges to punish this maleficium, and proves that in this crime more is to be given to the testimony of accomplices than in other crimes. From these the adversary concludes that this proof must therefore be received, because this proof is more certain than those testimonies.

I answer: it is not more certain but less certain, because no human being is as mendacious as the devil, on whose pact this proof rests. Nor does it matter whether it is more certain or not. For the reason of these proofs is very different. Proof by testimonies rests on divine, natural, and positive law; this proof, as has already often been said and must be proved in the following section, is contrary to every law.

The eighth argument, with Binsfeld as witness, is that an indication of homicide taken from a corpse bleeding in the presence of the killer seems to be ascribed to divine miracle alone. Therefore one should think similarly about witches who float. I answer: what I think about the antecedent I have indicated more than once in this work. But let it be granted that it should be ascribed to miracle: is the reason of this proof the same? You say so; you do not prove it. I, who deny it, will give the difference. In that shedding of blood there is no underlying cause of suspicion concerning a pact with the demon; nothing superstitious is mixed there; a sign is not there sought from God, and therefore God is not tempted either. The following section will teach that all these things are found in the proof by cold water.

The ninth argument, he says, is unconquerable if it is diligently considered. Attend then, I beg you, reader, with me, and prepare the grass which we, defeated, may offer to the victor. But what is this? Have the mountains given birth? Certainly I find nothing here from number 65 up to number 70 that has the force of an argument except this: Judges cannot be harmed or impeded by malefactors in those things which pertain to judgment and its order. From the beginning of the world the demon has always tried, and still tries, everything so that malefactors may not be punished and so that he may snatch his beloved ones away from judges. Therefore he once persuaded people that everything witches confess was the dream of deluded minds, and thus for a long time he achieved this, that by impunity and contempt for judges the number of guilty persons grew wonderfully.

For the same reason both witches and the demon would most eagerly wish to harm and exterminate all judges. They cannot do so because God does not allow it, whose power is infinite while the demon's is finite. Therefore, if God so greatly shows his power in the defense and protection of judges in this crime, why will God not plainly wish and work the same thing around the execution of this proof by water, which is, as it were, an index and minister for revealing and recognizing the truth of this maleficial heresy? Thus he concludes from the premises which I have narrated. Briefly, he says this: God shows his power in protecting judges against the snares of demons and malefactors. Therefore he also wishes to show it in detecting their crime.

I answer: what if I deny the consequence and say that the argument proceeds from merely particular cases? God does this; therefore he also wills that. If you say that the consequence is proved because, just as it is fitting for God to protect judges lest they be harmed, so it is fitting for him to direct them lest they be deceived, I answer: they are never deceived when they have used modes and means approved by law. For a judge is not deceived who absolves a guilty person whom the acts show to be innocent, or do not show to be guilty. Never to be deceived belongs to God alone, nor does this belong to human judgments. Moreover, God often wills that many crimes be punished in full in the following age, and therefore he allows them to lie hidden here. But is it better provided for the republic if they are detected? Certainly. But is God always bound to do what is more useful for each republic? What if he wishes to punish them? I could also say that that utility of the republic yields to divine honor, and that divine honor often requires certain crimes to be kept for expiation by the last future judgment.

Would I not prove the same thing by the same argument about thieves and assassins? God shows his power in protecting judges and other ministers of justice, so that sometimes with a small number they seize more numerous and fiercer men and avoid their swords. Therefore he will also wish to extend this providence of his to the detection of their crime. Finally, these judgments do not always proceed without any impediment or injury to judges or ministers of justice, as I taught in book 3. Behold how, with a light hand and a short sickle, once the hempen rope of this so invincible ram has been cut, the machine has been disarmed.

The tenth: a consultory lot is permitted when four conditions concur. This proof is a kind of consultory lot, and those four conditions are found in it. For it is not done in ecclesiastical elections, but it is done in spiritual matters and in matters pertaining to the salvation of the soul; it is done with reverence and from necessity, because other proofs are lacking. Therefore the judge will be able to use it.

I answer: this lot is not consultory but divinatory. For a consultory lot asks what should be done or judged, and this about the future. A divinatory lot asks what will happen, or what past hidden thing has been done. In this proof, however, the inquiry is not about the future, nor about what must be done, but only about the past, or about a fault and commission that is not open. Therefore this would be a divinatory lot. This proof is therefore prohibited, as the other divinatory lots are. Indeed, consultory lots too are prohibited today, nor does God permit us to investigate his will through extraordinary means not approved by ecclesiastical law or Sacred Scripture. See what I said above, chapter 2, question 7, section 4. Nor are those four conditions present here, for necessity is lacking.



[margin: Arguments 8-10 concern Binsfeld on corpse-bleeding before a killer, the jurist's numbers 65-70 on God's protection of judges, and consultory versus divinatory lots; Del Rio points back to chapter 2, question 7, section 4, and to the canon-law text in chapter sortes, 26 question 2]

The eleventh argument is this. The author of the Malleus maleficarum, from Scotus, says that it is lawful, without mortal sin, to use vain and superstitious remedies for removing maleficium, provided they are done without another maleficium and every pact with the demon, even an implicit one, is absent, because this is to destroy the works of the devil, which is praiseworthy. Hubertinus and Goffredus think that maleficia can be destroyed by the same art by which they were made. The emperor too, in the law eorum, in the Code, De maleficis et mathematicis, permits maleficia which are directed toward a good end, namely toward the health of human beings, and so forth. Therefore, since in this proof every pact is absent, and maleficium too is absent, the judge will be able to use it, even if something superstitious were mixed in.

I answer, first, that here the question is not about destroying a maleficium, but only about proving that a maleficium has been committed. Consequently, here the work of the devil is not destroyed, but only indicated. Next, the pact is not absent here. As for that imperial constitution also, unless you say that it speaks only by way of tolerance and not by way of approval, it is unjust and contrary to divine law, because divine law has forbidden every maleficium. For evils must not be done so that good things may come. As for the opinion of Hubertinus, Goffredus, and, as it seems, the Malleus maleficarum, we shall refute it copiously in book 6. Insofar as it concerns the destruction of a maleficium by maleficium, it is certainly erroneous; insofar as it concerns destruction by merely superstitious means, it is at least rash, because superstition is always in vice and sin, and must never be called lawful. Nor did Scotus say anything else than that it is lawful to destroy maleficia by taking away the sign. Scotus does not say that it is lawful to use superstitious and vain remedies. But more will be said about this matter elsewhere, in book 6.



[margin: The eleventh argument cites the author of the Malleus maleficarum drawing on Scotus; Hubertinus and Goffredus on destroying maleficia by the same art by which they were made; Codex, De maleficis et mathematicis, law eorum. The margin adds the Paris condemned articles 5 and 6; Thomas Aquinas, II-II q.95 and IV Sentences d.34 q.un.; Del Rio's Book I, chapter 1; the same Paris article 5; Leviticus 19 and 20; canon Admonent, 26 q.2; canon Nec mirum, 26 q.5]

The twelfth argument is this: all things that are done by human beings are to be judged from their intention in such a way that, if the intention is good and free of deceit, the action is free of sin. For sins are not sins if they are not voluntary. Therefore, if a judge, thinking this to be lawful for him, uses this remedy with a good intention and without deceit in order to find the truth, he sins either not at all or only a little.

It is confirmed, first, because to err in matters that do not pertain to faith is either no sin or only a small sin. The argument is confirmed, secondly, because, according to Menochius, judges have a twofold discretion: one bound and tied down, the other free and full. This latter can be called a grant made by a man or by law, by which a judge, setting aside law, equity, and reason, but led by his own appetite and yet alien to deceit, may establish whatever he pleases. It is confirmed, thirdly, both because without this kind of proof witches will easily elude judgments, and experience teaches that they are not made better by any canonical purgation, and because one single way of establishing something certain is taken away from judges, and so they are entangled in innumerable troubles and scruples. From all these points, from number 82 down to 91, he concludes that scarcely any guilt, whether of a neglected law or canon, or of a violated religion, is to be feared for the judge who, led by his own appetite but alien to deceit, and using that full discretion, seeks to know the truth by this proof.



[margin: The twelfth argument cites Menochius, De arbitrariis iudicum quaestionibus, question 6, on judicial discretion. The margin to Del Rio's reply cites Gregory, Moralia, book 26, chapter 16; Thomas Aquinas, I-II q.74; Acts 3:17; Thomas Aquinas with Bartolome Medina on I-II q.74 a.5 and q.76 a.2; scholastic material on II Sentences d.22; Gregorio de Valencia, disputation 2, question 3, point 6, and question 5; Bartolome Medina on I-II q.74 a.2]

I answer: many things occur here that must be discussed, of which one part has already been explained, and another part will be explained more fully in the following book. First of all, that rule, if it is to be consonant with theological doctrine, must of course be understood of sin whose reason is taken from intention alone. For since sin is threefold, of weakness, malice, and ignorance, that which is committed from ignorance can be committed with a good intention and yet be sin, as is certain to happen when ignorance is vincible. For then a good intention does not altogether excuse the person who does what he ought to have known was not lawful for him. This is more certain than that it now needs to be proved by me.

Only what is done from wholly invincible ignorance lacks every sin, because it is considered altogether involuntary. Vincible ignorance merely lessens sin; affected ignorance increases it, for it makes the sin one of malice. Therefore one must consider in what manner the judge is ignorant that it is not lawful for him to use this proof. If he expressly refused to know and learn this, then he directly affected ignorance. But if, while noticing, or while easily able to notice, that he could learn it, he nevertheless neglected the offered occasion of learning, then he is laboring under ignorance indirectly affected. And just as the former is expressly, and in reality, counted as a sin of malice, so the latter falls implicitly and interpretatively into the same category. He will sin in this way as often as, directly or indirectly, when an occasion of learning again offers itself, he either expressly refuses to learn or neglects to do so.

These things apply to judges, because they are bound to learn this. By the very fact that they are judges, they are bound to know the things which the office of judging requires; and those who are less learned are bound to seek counsel from learned and pious men. Therefore, when they neglect this, they cannot be excused by sluggish ignorance, since by the very easy business of consulting academic faculties they can learn it. But if someone should nevertheless contend that this matter is difficult to know, though in my judgment it is easy to know because it has been sufficiently decided by the supreme pontiffs, and if a judge had applied some diligence in order to know it, but not all the diligence which, because of the difficulty of the matter and his own status, he could and was bound to apply, the ignorance will still be vincible, and therefore joined with sin, because such ignorance does not remove voluntariness. But when someone is to be said to have applied sufficient diligence belongs to another, longer disputation. For us it is enough to have overthrown that foundation on which the adversary was relying, namely that a good intention alone suffices to keep someone from sinning by doing what he ought not to have done.



[margin: The margin cites Vitoria, Relection on the Indians, no. 9; Vega, book 6 on the Council of Trent, chapter 18; Soto on IV Sentences, distinction 5, article 2, single question; Banez, II-II q.10 a.2, dubium 10; Valencia, preceding point 1; Angelus on II Sentences d.22 q.2 a.2]

To the first confirmation I answer that it remains sound, because even to err in those things which pertain to morals and the precepts of the Decalogue can be mortal, if someone errs through ignorance of things which he was bound under mortal sin to know. Judges are bound in this way to know those things which concern their office and contain grave prejudice, as in our case. Since every voluntary error about any matters whatever is always sin, according to the more common and truer opinion against Durandus, it follows that the more dangerous the error is and the greater the harm it brings, the more serious the sin of error will be. Here, however, the harm is very great, because it fosters superstition, tempts God, and inflicts a very grave injury on one's neighbor.

To the second confirmation I answer: judges who use such free and full discretion are not judges but tyrants, since in their heart is that saying:


Thus I will; thus I command; let will stand in place of reason.



They command rather than know, and therefore they reign rather than judge. Was such a loose grant ever made by any man or by any law, that it should be lawful for the judge to avoid deceit alone, but otherwise to set aside law, equity, and reason, follow his own appetite, and thus establish in judgment whatever he pleases? Good God, to what have such judgments fallen? Is this license to be granted by Christian people? Whoever removes law and equity, does he not take away justice, which is supported either by benign equity or by strict law? What is equitable and good belongs to natural law. You take this away if you allow the judge to depart at once from equity, from the good, and from law. That king of Israel was speaking truly when he said that judges judge not the judgments of man, but of God. It is the part of man to follow the judgment of reason, which distinguishes us from beasts, and, with reasoning going before, to command human affections. Since these often strive against the prescription of the law, he did not wish judges to follow human judgment, but divine judgment, because the laws of judging had been received by the judges from God. Therefore whoever judged according to those laws remembered that he was judging God's judgment. The adversaries do not even embrace a human judgment, but the judgment of beasts. It belongs to man never to set reason aside; it belongs to beasts to follow appetite. Therefore those who permit a judge, with reason set aside, to be led by his own appetite, do they not place a beast, not a man, on the tribunal of judgment?

No, no. Whoever judges with the laws held in contempt will be judged by God. Are you a prince, and do you have authority to make law? Obey the just laws which you have made, not from fear of the penalty which you have fixed, for no one will exact that from you, but from fear of divine law and of the law of nature, and from love of honesty, propriety, and praise. There is no prince who is absolved from God's law or from the law of nature, or who can transgress this law and this equity without sin in judging. Inferior judges under a prince, those supreme ones who immediately act in the prince's place, so long as they do not aim against the mind of the law, can weaken the proper force of the words by extension or restriction. Other judges lower than these, from whom an ordinary appeal is usually available, at least in civil matters, are bound even by the words of the law. If they judge contrary to them, they must be considered to sin according to the common opinion of the theologians.

Those words of St. Augustine are worthy of note: "In those temporal laws, although human beings judge concerning them when they establish them, nevertheless, when they have been established and confirmed, it will not be lawful for judges to judge concerning them, but according to them." St. Gregory also writes that divine and human laws are to be turned over by judges, and that when they have turned them over, they must judge according to what has been established for them. And he adds the example of Moses, who always brought the complaints of the people into the tabernacle of the Lord, and proposed judgments according as the Lord commanded him. "Namely," he says, "instructing us to give sentence not from our own heart, but from the divine command." The judges of Israel were bound to follow this command of God, since they are ordered to judge according to the law given to them by God through Moses; indeed the same necessity lay upon the king himself. Certainly Asconius testifies that among the Romans judges were accustomed to swear an oath upon the laws, and that a solemn formula was first recited to them. But nothing has ever been judged more pernicious, nothing more dangerous, than if a judge is allowed to indulge his own affection. Appetite separated from reason is no better than passion and affection. Therefore let such fullness of discretion be far from the minds of those who fear God; let it be far from Christian benches of judgment, such as was proposed in the second confirmation.



[margin: The margin cites Thomas Aquinas, I-II q.96; Medina and Banez with Aragon on the same legal-obedience material; Cajetan, Summa, s.v. Iudex; Navarrus, Manual, chapter 25, nos. 5 and 13; Augustine, On True Religion, chapter 31; Gregory's canon-law example at chapter Summopere, 11 q.3; Deuteronomy 17:10 and Deuteronomy 17:19]

To the third confirmation I answer: it is better that a hundred guilty witches be absolved than that one innocent woman be condemned or brought into danger through such a proof. It is better for them to be absolved without the judge's sin, when he has tried all lawful things, than for the truth to be discovered and the crime punished with sin and superstition. What will it profit you, O judge, if you free the province from criminals but bring loss upon your own soul? What does it profit you to take good counsel for others if, by sin, you have taken bad counsel for yourself? But she will become worse if she is dismissed. That will not harm you, but her; she will obtain her own Nemesis.

As for what is added about scruples, I would gladly say, "They trembled where there was no fear." Let this error once be removed from their minds, and their erroneous conscience will cease. Let them be taught to fear superstition. Let them be taught how grave a sin it is to tempt God. Let them be taught that it is a mortal sin not to obey the Church, which has universally forbidden vulgar purgations. I do not think that I am mistaken in this matter. I believe that one of the chief reasons why they do not attain the truth by canonical and civil means is that they trust in this superstitious proof, and distrust the rest, that is, justice and God, and therefore they approach those means more negligently. Does this not deserve to be deceived and mocked?



[margin: The margin cites Navarrus on mortal sin in connection with disobedience to the Church's universal prohibition of vulgar purgations; the remaining subreference is abbreviated in the source]

The last argument is taken from the words of St. Bernard, on the Song of Songs, sermon 66, at the end. From his narrative they infer that this custom was miraculous and established in usage in the ancient Church. But I answer that the words of St. Bernard do not prove this, and that St. Bernard lived long after the incursions and dominions of the Lombards and barbarians in Italy and Gaul, namely after the year 1100, so that an authority older than he must be sought in a matter which Pope Stephen condemned before Bernard, Lucius III at the time of Bernard, and Honorius III soon after Bernard. Nor does Blessed Bernard approve or praise this custom, nor does he teach that it was an ecclesiastical custom, but only that it was the custom of certain private persons. It must also be noted that the heretics of whom he speaks were the Apostolics and the Poor of Lyons, also called those of Barulo. Bernard's words are these:


It has been proved that they choose to die rather than be converted. Very often the faithful, laying hands upon some of them, dragged them into the midst. When questioned about the faith, since they denied absolutely everything, in their own fashion, concerning the things of which they seemed suspect, they were examined by the judgment of water and were found liars. And when they could no longer deny it, since they had been discovered by the water not receiving them, they took the bit, as it is said, between their teeth, and not so much confessed as professed their impiety, as miserably as freely, openly overthrowing piety and ready to undergo death for it. Those who stood by were no less ready to inflict it. And so the people, rushing upon them, gave the heretics new martyrs of their own perfidy. We approve the zeal, but we do not recommend the deed.



These are his words. From them it is clear that this was an action of the crowd, and that this deed is not approved by Bernard. How would he approve it, being both skilled in and most observant of the canons? If you say that Bernard is speaking only of the hasty death inflicted on them, and condemns that, not the indication of the water, I answer that St. Bernard must necessarily be understood of both. For if that examination was lawful, then the death which followed from it was also lawful. For after guilt had been detected in that way, people were accustomed immediately to hand them over to punishment. Next, St. Bernard does not approve that examination, but only narrates what was commonly done, when this proof still flourished in fact in a cause of heresy, with princes dissembling and not sufficiently ready to obey canonical decrees, which most people, because of the barbarity of the age, did not know. I have answered the arguments of that Catholic writer and have received the spears he hurled. Now, in turn, I shall cast the darts of the common and true opinion.

[margin: Bernard, sermon 66 on the Song of Songs, at the end; Del Rio's chronology compares Pope Stephen before Bernard, Lucius III around Bernard's time, and Honorius III soon after Bernard. The heretical groups named in the main text are the Apostolics, the Poor of Lyons, and those called of Barulo]


Question V, Section III. The True Negative Opinion Is Proposed and Proved

I have dealt with those who are ignorant of the prohibition of the canons. Concerning the others let the conclusion be this: judges who, knowing the pontifical prohibition, use this proof of cold water in the crime of witchcraft sin. In this conclusion I suppose that the proof is prohibited, which has been proved by us above. Nor does the adversary's solution have force, that it is not the mind of the canons to speak of this crime. For the force of an indefinite negative prohibition is universal; and therefore negative precepts bind always, everywhere, and all persons, as all who explain the Decalogue teach. Therefore he who says, "It is not lawful to use the proof by cold water," must be understood as speaking of the purgation of any crime by such a proof. Nor up to this point, so far as I know, has anyone dreamed of this limitation of those canons, as if they spoke only of the purgation of lighter crimes. Nor does this modern writer yet have such great authority that his interpretation should be admitted against the opinion received up to this point, since it is not true. For those canons speak of theft, and even of homicide, which is a grave crime. The conclusion is common, as we have proved above.



[margin: Del Rio points back to the preceding section, response to the second argument, against limiting the canon-law prohibition to crimes other than witchcraft]

It is proved, first, because sin is a thing said, done, or desired contrary to the eternal law, as St. Augustine says, or, as St. Ambrose says, "Sin is a transgression of divine law and disobedience to heavenly commands." Among the other commands of divine or eternal law is this: that the sheep hear their shepherd and obey the head of the Church. All Catholics agree that the decision of matters of faith, and of those things which depend on faith, belongs to this visible head of the Church. Among these matters is judging what is opposed to the virtue of religion and what is not, or what is superstitious and what is not. Therefore, since the Roman pontiff, the visible head of the Church, let the heretics roar as they please, has declared that the proof or purgation by cold water is superstitious, not to believe him and to contend the contrary is not to hear the Church, and therefore to sin and to make oneself worthy to be regarded as a heathen and publican. And therefore it is to fall into the transgression of heavenly commands.

If you say that Pope Stephen mentioned only boiling water and not cold water, I shall press the point that the reason for cold and boiling water is the same, because he there adds generally, as the reason: "What has not been sanctioned by the teaching of the holy Fathers must not be presumed by a superstitious invention." Therefore, to Pope Stephen, these proofs are superstitious because they are not found in the canons, not sanctioned by the teaching of the holy Fathers, but commonly presumed by human beings. Let the adversaries bring forth one document of one Father approving this proof, and they will seem not to be altogether destitute of the authority of the ancients. Ivo alone seems, in a certain case, to have approved glowing iron. But the adversaries disapprove the proof of glowing iron just as much as I do, and I refuted Ivo's reasoning in the section above.

Furthermore, another pontiff, mentioning cold and boiling water together, calls each a popular invention, says that each was made by envy, that is, by the devil envying human salvation, and equally detests each. Lucius III also calls this purgation by cold water a foreign judgment, that is, alien to the customs of the Church, and declares it invalid. And Innocent III judged that there is one and the same prohibition of cold water, boiling water, and glowing iron. Therefore, by the judgment of the supreme pontiffs, this proof is useless, a common people's invention, a foreign judgment, a fabrication of envy, a superstitious invention, destitute of the teaching of the Fathers, and disapproved by the canons.

The adversary brings certain things from number 156 onward to prove that the reason of the other proofs which were prohibited is different. First, he says, those were undertaken spontaneously and voluntarily, not by an order; this proof is enjoined by a judge. He himself saw that this is not true, for from the said chapter Menna and the final chapter De purgatione vulgari it is clear that the other proofs also used to be enjoined by a judge; and the examples brought above teach that the proof by water was also voluntarily undertaken. Therefore, secondly, he says that a burning can be impeded by the demon through natural remedies, and therefore this proof is uncertain, as if the demon could not also either support the witch himself in the waters or place beneath her something that supports her. Thirdly, he brings from the Malleus maleficarum the claim that if a duel could somewhere be permitted, then much more could the proof by glowing iron; likewise, even if duelists sin, judges nevertheless can be excused. I answer that all these things have already been shown to be evidently false. Finally, he says that experience favors this proof, which is not always true and once favored those other proofs too, and that, because of the sacrament of baptism, this is the prerogative of water. This is to conjecture without basis, to dream while awake, and to decline after Scribonius.



[margin: The first proof's margin cites Augustine, Against Faustus, book 2; Thomas Aquinas, I-II q.71 a.6; scholastic material on II Sentences d.34; Ambrose, On Paradise, chapter 8; canon Consuluisti, 2 q.4; canon Menna at the end, 2 q.5; chapter Ex tuarum, De purgatione canonica; chapter Sententia sanguinis, Ne clerici vel monachi]

This proof is confirmed because a divinatory lot is superstitious; but this sort of proof is a certain species of divinatory lot, as I taught in the preceding section; therefore it is superstitious. The major premise is held by all the doctors and is certain, because divination is one species of superstition. The minor is proved by the reasoning of St. Thomas, because it is ordered to judging hidden things reserved to God's knowledge and judgment. For the contrary opinion presupposes that crimes cannot be detected except by cold water. But if, when all means have been tried, they cannot be investigated except through vulgar purgations, Pope Stephen V defines that those things must be left to him who alone knows the hearts of the children of men. And certainly it is rash for lay judges to wish to search out hidden sins about which it is not lawful even for the Church to judge, but only for him who searches hearts and reins.

When the adversary had hinted at this confirmation in fifth place, at the end of chapter 1, he certainly did not dissolve it in its own place in chapter 3. For the argument is not about those secrets of divine providence and of God's majesty or glory, but only about sins which the judge, after all things had been tried in a lawful way, was unable to detect. Yet he seems to wish to solve it, at number 173, by saying that the reason is different for private persons investigating hidden things in this way and for judges. For judges act as God's vicars and from office; private persons act from mere curiosity. This response is overturned by the fact that the canons expressly speak also of judges, and prohibit the same thing to magistrates as to private persons, in the said chapter Consuluisti, the said chapter Ex tuarum, chapter Menna, and the said final chapter. Certainly there is equal superstition and tempting of God everywhere, and in a magistrate these things are less to be borne and less worthy of excuse.

This proof is confirmed, secondly, because by canon law all vulgar purgations are disapproved, as is clear from the said canons, and as the canonists commonly hold. But the proof by cold water is a vulgar proof, as is clear, because it is not canonical and not legal. Therefore it is prohibited. Perhaps they will say that it is miraculous. But then the following argument proceeds against them.



[margin: The divinatory-lot confirmation cites Thomas Aquinas, II-II q.95 a.8 ad 3; canon Consuluisti; chapter Ex tuarum; chapter Menna; the final chapter De purgatione vulgari. The tempting-God proof cites Thomas Aquinas, II-II q.97; the summists under the entries Tentatio Dei or Tentare Deum; Navarrus, chapter 11, no. 29 and following; a tightly printed catechesis reference ending in Catechesis 64; Honorius III, final chapter De purgatione vulgari]

The conclusion is proved, secondly. Tempting God is a sin opposed to religion and to the first precept of the Decalogue. But one who uses this sort of proof tempts God. Therefore this proof is a sin opposed to religion. The major premise is proved from the common opinion of the doctors. The minor is proved by the authority of Pontiff Honorius, who says that God is tempted by the vulgar purgation of glowing iron. And the common school of the doctors understood what he asserted of one species as applying also to the other vulgar proofs, because there is the same reason in all of them. For either that offense can be detected otherwise, and then there is no necessity, and therefore a miracle is sought from God without necessity, which is open tempting of God; or, if that sin cannot be known by other means, then the judge is unjust, because he usurps judgment about things about which he cannot judge, since they are reserved to the divine throne.

But if you carefully consider the opinion of the writer who thinks otherwise, the tempting of God is always present here. For he wishes the judge not to come down to this proof unless he has sufficient indications for torture, and he defends this proof for no other end than that of torture. See what I said about this matter in the preceding section, at the beginning. He tries to escape this crime of tempting God because we often read that signs and miracles were sought by the saints, by Abraham, his servant, Gideon, and others. I answer with Alexander of Hales that these things were not done for the imitation of later people, but for the signification and figure of what was to come, according to that saying of the apostle, 1 Corinthians 10:11, "All these things happened to them in figure." But if you do not recognize the figure, I say that they did these things by a special impulse, command, or revelation of the Holy Spirit, and that it is not otherwise lawful to seek a sign from God, according to St. Thomas, unless some great and evident utility or necessity requires it, for example, the conversion of some nation certainly to follow from it, as the apostles and other saints did. But in our case, because God has given sufficiently many legitimate means for exploring the truth, that necessity ceases, as Pope Stephen supposes. As for Ahaz, he was rebuked through Isaiah because he rejected the sign offered by God, so as not to honor God with this honor. What, I ask, does that have to do with the matter?



[margin: The proof against tempting God also cites Thomas Aquinas, II-II q.95 a.8 ad 3; the summists; Navarrus; Petrus; Ancharanus on the final chapter De purgatione vulgari; Binsfeld on the same question; Alexander of Hales, part 3, question 45, member 3; Gregorio de Valencia, II-II, disputation 6, question 14, point 1; Turrecremata on 2 q.4 at the beginning, no. 3, and on canon Consuluisti, same question, nos. 2 and 3. A separate margin on signs cites Thomas Aquinas, II-II q.178 a.1]

The conclusion is proved, thirdly, because here it must not be judged a miraculous operation of God, but a magical pact with the demon; therefore it is illicit to cooperate in this by one's command. The antecedent is proved because this happens indiscriminately at the casting into water which Catholic and heretical judges perform, as is clear, since this proof flourishes especially among heretics. But heretics do not perform true miracles. If you say that this is not done for the confirmation of their faith, I answer that they never perform any true miracle for the confirmation of faith; but that they perform miracles so regularly and continuously for proving some other matter has never been heard and is not credible.

Secondly, the antecedent is proved because God performs miracles through no one without necessity; and it has been shown that there is no suitable necessity here. Thirdly, God never weakens true miracles by other miracles, because truth cannot oppose truth. Therefore, if witches' not sinking were a true miracle, this would never be overturned by other miracles. But we read that God sometimes removed by a miracle this unsinkable power of magicians, so that in fact witches were sunk and swallowed by the waters. Therefore that unsinkable power is not miraculous. What I have assumed is proved from the History of Miracles which Caesarius collected, where, in book 9, he narrates that certain malefici, who, trusting in maleficia, were walking above a river, were immediately sunk when the sacred Eucharist was cast into the river.

If you say that that was not done in a judgment nor by judges, I can infer: therefore this power of unsinkability was not granted by God to malefactors as a certain sign for proving the crime. For these were truly malefactors, and yet they were sunk by the power of the sacred eucharistic bread. Therefore they were sunk miraculously. Therefore a prior miracle would have been destroyed by a later miracle, even if this had been done in the presence of judges and by their order. For the power of a miracle is not restricted to the presence of judges.

I press the matter fourthly: God's miracles never fail, but are most certain and infallible. This proof sometimes fails. The adversary answers that this happens by the fraud and deceit of the executioner, or because the judges do not pay close enough attention, and do not have faith nor trust God sufficiently, although this was necessary for the performance of the miracle. But, against this: if she is a witch, according to you she cannot be sunk by the application of human force, because no human powers can resist the ministering good angels. And yet at number 31 you have confessed that a woman who was a witch was sunk by force by the executioner. Therefore answer yourself.

Godelmann likewise writes, from the letters of a certain Prussian nobleman, that six witches, at different times, when it was truly clear that they were guilty, were cast into cold water with their limbs bound and were sunk. John Althusius affirms the same about many more. Dubravius, bishop of Olomouc, confirms that witches can and do sink in the waters, in book 8 of the History of Bohemia, treating King Vratislaus:


The same Vratislaus aided his brother Gerard, the prelate, in abolishing and removing the portents of magicians and their magical arts, which at that time many men and women were practicing far too freely, disturbing human minds by fascination, drawing away the milk of cattle and flocks and others' harvests, and sometimes even shaking the elements themselves by the violence of demons, through which the ignorant crowd was being turned away from sincere faith in God. Yet it was lawful for Gerard to oppose these evils in no other way than through ecclesiastical censure; they valued that no more than a leaden sword. Therefore Vratislaus applied not only iron, but also fire and water to the malefactors. He ordered some to be struck with the axe, others to be burned with flames, and some witches to be sunk in the waters. And when this punishment had been exercised on more than a hundred authors, fear of a similar penalty compelled the rest to cease from the forbidden and condemned art.



You hear that witches of Bohemia were sunk in the waters. Where, then, is the power of the miracle which they pretend? I see one escape: that God aids the inquisition, not the punishment, as if the former were not directed to the latter, as if any special charter concerning that were granted to these water-men of ours.

What is also added about the judges' small or slight faith is plainly irrelevant. For the confidence required in those places of Scripture was required in miracles which were to be performed for the confirmation of faith, not in those which pertained to judicial inquiries and knowledge, Matthew 17:20; Mark 9:23 and 24. What is brought concerning the sons of Sceva, Acts 19, is either to be referred to the same point or has absolutely nothing to do with the matter.



[margin: The narrative proof against miracle cites Caesarius, History of Miracles, book 9; Godelmann, book 3 De lamiis, chapter 4, no. 35; John Althusius, Admonitio ad Iudicem; Dubravius, bishop of Olomouc, book 8 of the History of Bohemia, on King Vratislaus and Gerard]

Fourthly, it is proved that a pact intervenes here, because, since this does not happen by natural power nor by a miraculous operation of God, it remains that it happens by power of a pact with the demon. I do not mean an explicit or expressed pact, for I think no such pact now intervenes for judges. Nor do the things which that author says at length in chapter 3 of his book, from number 91 onward, prove anything else; and what he calls an implicit pact with God has already been proved to be an explicit tempting of God. But we say that an explicit pact with the demon intervened with some first judge, namely that the demon, at such a sign, would betray a hidden and secret crime, that is, that he would support those who were witches so that they would not sink. Afterward, as happens in all matters of this kind, other judges, having been taught this, obtained the same thing by the force of that first pact; and so, even while ignorant, they operate from an implicit pact.

That this implicit pact intervenes is clear because all superstitions rest on an implicit pact, as Blessed Augustine teaches, and with him all theologians. Read St. Augustine in that place and the following chapters, and you will discover that both superstition and an implicit pact are present here, because the effect is not suited to an adequate natural cause, nor is it such that it ought deservedly to be expected from God through a miracle. That there is no pact of the demon with the witches themselves in this regard is not badly thought, nor invalidly proved, by that writer from number 97 onward. For in the example which he narrates there, this is most clearly seen. I shall report it in his words:


Just as, even in this age, in the prefecture of Linne in the lower diocese of Cologne, it is said to have happened that a certain old woman, seeing two little women tested by water and not having sunk but having floated above, herself ran to the prefect of the place and appealed to him, and moved both him and the other ministers of justice present by prayers and tears, willing and most earnestly insisting that she too be tested by the waters. Since, of course, she was very suspect among the people concerning this maleficial heresy, she nevertheless now wished to make her innocence attested before the people through this test, and to remove herself publicly as undeserving of this suspicion. The prefect and the rest, having been importunately pressed, consented. But when she was cast into the water, it is said that she was seen to float above, nor could she by any means make herself sink or seek the bottom, although, out of fear, she earnestly tried this above the waters. When she had been drawn out, she was asked whether she had power over her own limbs; she could have escaped this danger by pretending this until an accuser was produced, when necessity would be present for this test. At length, when very many indications flowed together against her, before torture she answered those questioning her that her lover had persuaded her to undergo this danger of the water, saying that he would free her and preserve her reputation and life in the waters themselves. With this confession voluntarily given, she would have been burned to ashes, if she had not suffocated herself by hanging in the prison the day before.



You see in this example the tacit pact which operated in the three little women and, as to the third, operated through the express pact entered into with her, because the demon wished her to be delivered to the stake, or at least to be killed, being morally certain that she would die impenitent. But those judges did not follow that writer's opinion, because, not having sufficient indications, they proceeded to this purgation by the importunate prayers alone of the little woman. And therefore they sinned gravely on two heads: first, because they used an illicit proof; secondly, because they used it precipitately.

But from this I gather that the writer disagrees with other judges who use that practice similarly, since he wishes sufficient indications for torture to precede before the proof, whereas they think one can begin from the proof together with some bad reputation. In this matter, perhaps, they speak in a way more consonant with that ordinary practice, but with a practice that is wicked.

Fifthly, this pact is proved from the habits of the devil. He tries to imitate the miracles of God. He tries to have his own martyrs, who are heretics, and among them witches. Therefore, just as God miraculously granted to many of his martyrs that they could not be sunk in the waters, for the confirmation of the true faith, so the devil tries by a deceptive miracle to persuade human beings that his martyrs too are unsinkable. And by this pact he tries to obtain two things: first, that those miracles of Christ be regarded as false; secondly, that he at least seem to have equal power with God. Moreover, his false martyrs are confirmed in their obstinacy, since he persuades them that he will save them in the fire just as he saved them in the waters. This reasoning is confirmed because if any witch cast in this way into the waters were truly to repent and abjure in her mind, she would immediately sink, because the pact would cease.



[margin: Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, book 2, chapters 20, 22, and 23, on superstition and implicit pact; Del Rio's cross-reference to chapter 2, question 5]

Fourthly, our conclusion is proved as follows. Not to obey the supreme pontiff in spiritual matters, of which sort is the thing about which we are dealing, is not to obey God, according to that saying, "He who hears you, hears me; he who despises you, despises me." But not to obey the voice and command of God is a grave sin. Therefore to use this proof is to sin gravely, since the pontiff has prohibited it, as was proved at the beginning of this section. The minor premise is proved by the words of Samuel: "Does the Lord desire holocausts and victims?" that is, does God rejoice more in the slaughter and punishment of the guilty? For these too are called offerings and victims by the prophets, as I taught elsewhere. "And not rather that the voice of the Lord be obeyed?" that is, that you, O judges, should not strive against God's prohibition. "For obedience is better than victims, and to listen is better than to offer the fat of rams." The odor of obedience and the submission of your humble sense are sweeter to God than the stench of burned witches examined and condemned by prohibited proofs against the precepts of the canons. God loves your pure hands and minds submitted to the precepts of his vicar, not pyres, not stakes, not the efforts of miserable women examined against the precepts of the canons. "Because to resist is like the sin of soothsaying, and to refuse to acquiesce is like the crime of idolatry."

What could be more fitting for proving that this proof, forbidden by canon law, belongs to soothsaying through a divinatory lot and to manganic divination? We do not say that Samuel spoke there about witches or about this proof; we are not so foolish. But we say that this was proved by him: that disobedience which is committed under the pretext of another good is ungrateful to God and similar to soothsaying. From this we infer that, since this disobedience is very similar to Saul's disobedience, as I have shown, it deserves the same name that his did and must be reduced into the same class. We add that this argument was seen by the adversary but not driven off. Read what he wrote from number 123 to 127, and you will see that I speak the truth.

But the things which immediately follow about the power of demons in carrying bodies and similar matters do not pertain to the point. For to try to deny the power of demons in moving bodies, or in lifting and sustaining them in water, would certainly be to commit in philosophy what a solecism is in Priscian. We dealt with these matters in book 2, where we also taught that true miracles cannot be produced through Satan; and St. Binsfeld had taught these same things briefly but solidly. Therefore that whole disputation and word-battle, from number 128 to 149, is against him, who recognizes no miracle here, as neither do I. And the things that are further added, that such a power of deceiving judges is not permitted by God to the demon, are plainly not proved sufficiently.

The adversary compels me here a little outside the chorus, so that I may follow him. For by many things he tries to persuade us that the demon cannot do this in the element of water, because the demon is compacted from the element of air, not of water; but things that are compacted from the same element act on and have power over one another more easily; therefore the demon acts more easily in air than in water; therefore, because he can sustain bodies in air, it does not follow that he can do so in water. I answer that this could prove only that he does it with more difficulty in water. But it does not even prove this. For the major premise of the argument, that the demon is compacted from an aerial body, is erroneous, or at least altogether rash. And therefore I warn the writer to retract it, and to read what the scholastics say about that matter, or, from them and from the Fathers, Molina and Valencia most excellently. Nor do the things in which he treats at length in order to show that demons have done nothing of a miracle in water pertain to the matter. For it does not follow: at other times they did not do these things; therefore at that time they could not, nor can they now. And what he says, that the ancient martyrs floated by divine power, we have already taught to strengthen our opinion. But it is not true that no martyrs of Christ could be killed by drowning. Let him read Surius; let him read Baronius' Martyrology and Annals, and he will find many suffocated by waters. I do not wish to linger on this, because this is a side matter.



[margin: The obedience proof cites 1 Kings 15:22-23. On the demon-body discussion the margin points to Molina and Valencia on Prima Pars q.55. The main text names Binsfeld, Surius, and Baronius' Martyrology and Annals]

Fifthly, the conclusion is proved because a judge who, without a sufficient and weighty cause, departs from the common opinion of the interpreters of law judges wrongly, and therefore sins, as does a doctor who gives counsel against that common opinion without a suitable foundation. To these things we add the corollaries which follow from the foregoing.

First, a judge who has used this proof can be sued by an action for injury, as those can be who unjustly consign someone to prison. Secondly, if, when there are not other sufficient indications for torture, a judge subjects the accused to torture because of the support of this vulgar proof, he will sin and will be liable to an action for injuries, as above, even if the accused does not confess under torture, because he inflicted injury by torturing him when he ought not to have done so, by force of an indication disapproved by law. But if the accused confesses under the force of torments, the confession will be null because extorted by force; and the judgment following from it will be null, and the sentence void. Consequently, if a judge afflicts such a person with the punishment of death, he is guilty of homicide before God, because he killed one whom he did not have the right to kill.

Nevertheless, it must be noted for a confessor that he should diligently consider the person of the judge. For if by some case it should happen that he labored under invincible ignorance, which I scarcely think can happen today, he would be free from sin in the forum of conscience. If he labors under vincible ignorance, the sin will decrease according to the greatness and probability of the ignorance. This I think is the true and secure opinion about this purgation by cold water.



[margin: The fifth proof's margin gives legal authorities on departure from common opinion: law 1 De officio quaestoris; chapter 1; chapter Ne innitaris, with Abbas and the doctors there, De constitutionibus; Jason, fully on Authentica Novissima, no. 22, Code De inofficioso testamento; Marcolus, treatise on the common opinion of the doctors, book 3, inspections 1 and 2; Clementine Nec magistratibus, 32, De iniuriis; Kirchovius, common opinions, centuria 1, conclusion 30; Godelmann, above, no. 30. The corollaries cite the said chapter Sententia sanguinis and the said chapter Ex tuarum; the penultimate law, Digest De quaestionibus; the common opinion of the doctors on witnesses, followed by Claro and Binsfeld; and one additional abbreviated source reference]


Question VI. On Certain Other Vulgar Proofs

There is a certain proof by weights and a scale. For in the same Germany they hang witches on a scale, and they say that they cannot press it down beyond a certain weight, namely fourteen or fifteen pounds, however tall or obese they may be. Reckius too condemns this in his book On the Proof by Cold Water, from number 41. I think the same must be said about it as about the other vulgar purgations: namely, that unless it rests on a demonic pact, it is superstitious and joined with tempting God. It is not expressly prohibited by the canons because it is plainly a very recent invention.



[margin: The weight-scale proof cites Reckius, De proba aquae frigidae, from no. 41]

Secondly, there is a certain kind of lot, or of purgation, by the cross. Mention of it is made in the Constitutions of Charlemagne, where litigants are ordered to contend by cross, or by shield and staff; and in the Capitularies, where you have the words, "let them contend in the field or by the cross." From these places some want the cross to have been a kind of weapon. I do not agree. Rather, I think it was a kind of purgation by lots, by which someone purged himself by applying his hands to some cross or embracing it. Certainly, in those places, to the cross there is opposed the field, that is, a duel; and in the testament of Charlemagne, according to Nauclerus: "if the accuser wishes to contend concerning the perjury itself, let them stand at the cross." Therefore to contend by the cross is nothing other than to stand at the cross. What it is to stand at the cross, however, I do not know, except what I have said.

The Frisians also practiced the judgment of the cross superstitiously, as their law 14 teaches: "The forestalis must be this: two such pieces, which they call teni, are cut from a rod. One of them is marked with the sign of the cross; the other is left plain; and, wrapped in clean wool, they are placed on the altar or on the relics. And a priest, if one is present, or, if a priest is lacking, any boy, must take one of those lots from the altar. Meanwhile God must be entreated, if those seven men who have sworn concerning the committed homicide have sworn truly, to show it by an evident sign. If he lifts up the one that has been marked with the cross, then each one of those seven must make his own lot, that is, a tenus from a rod, and mark it with his own sign, so that both he and the others who stand around may be able to recognize it. And they must be wrapped in clean wool and placed on the altar or on the relics. And the priest, if he is present, but if not, as above, an innocent boy, must take each one of them separately from the altar and give it back to the man who recognizes it as his own lot. The one whose lot happens to be the last must pay the composition for the homicide; the others, whose lots have been lifted earlier, are absolved." If this rite was also common among the Franks, then to contend by the cross would be nothing other than to contend by this judgment of the cross; and to stand at the cross would be to agree with the adversary that both stand by the judgment of the cross, which perhaps is truer.

[margin: The cross-purgation discussion cites the Constitutions of Charlemagne, with the source margin adding book 3, folio 62; the Capitularies, at the phrase "let them contend in the field or by the cross"; the testament of Charlemagne according to Nauclerus; and the law of the Frisians, law 14, on the judgment of the cross]

Thirdly, to this belongs that sortition of the four candidates for the empire of Constantinople, after Alexius Murzuphlus had been overcome. Boniface, count of Montferrat, Baldwin, count of Flanders, Eric of Saint Paul, and Dandolo, duke of the Venetians, made an agreement that, in the church of the Apostles, according to the number of the candidates, four chalices would be set out in order. Only one of them would contain the sacred host, the others being empty; and they would hand them to the same number of priests, so that at the name of each prince one chalice would be taken up and given back to them. The empire would be granted to the man to whom the chalice containing the body and blood of Christ the Lord had fallen. But afterward that pact rightly displeased them, and by common votes they conferred on Dandolo the right of designating whomever he wished. Nicetas narrates this at the end of his Annals.



[margin: The Constantinople sortition cites Nicetas Choniates at the end of the Annals, after naming Alexius Murzuphlus, Boniface of Montferrat, Baldwin of Flanders, Eric of Saint Paul, and Dandolo, duke of the Venetians]

Fourthly, to this belong certain people of old who threw away certain things, so that from their recovery they might know whether their sins had been dismissed by God. For this is to tempt God, and it is not lawful unless a revelation has been received for doing this. This must be believed concerning Saint Attilanus of Zamora, about whom Marineus Siculus writes in book 5 of Spanish Affairs, and concerning Saint Arnulph, once a prince of Lotharingia, then a hermit and bishop of Metz, about whom Fulgosius writes in book 6, chapter 9.

[margin: The final example cites Marineus Siculus, Spanish Affairs, book 5, on Saint Attilanus of Zamora; and Fulgosius, book 6, chapter 9, on Saint Arnulph, formerly a prince of Lotharingia, hermit, and bishop of Metz]

These things have been said about all the kinds of magic, and let them be the end of the Second Tome.
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To oppose the sign of the cross to a vision or revelation, 400.

Harm from omitting the sign of the cross, 186-187.

What it is to contend by the cross, 722.

They once lay down in temples to catch dreams, 336 and following.

Cubomancy, 479.

A swallowed knife excreted, 137.

Curiosity, 205 and following.

The Cyanean rocks at Lycus, 443.

Cyrus, 566.

D

Dabar, 330.

Dactylomancy, 449.

A demon appears in place of the soul of one evoked. The same is accustomed to lie that he is a soul, 430 and many following.

Why a demon is summoned in boyhood for divinations, 358.

A demon cannot do certain things by himself as well as through others, 207-208.

Why a demon harms by maleficium through others rather than by himself, ibid.

A demon has no aerial body, nor any other, 663.

A demon bound to a place by a magician, 142 and following.

A demon supports witches so that they are not drowned, 662.

A demon deceiving by dreams, 143.

The frauds of a demon in giving oracles, 417.

God sometimes permits a demon to harm and to deceive judges, 692 and following.

How dangerous it is to devote oneself to a demon or to invoke him, 184.

The power of handing human beings over to a demon, 139.

The error that demons have an aerial body, 663.

Certain demons are procurers, 29 and following.

What hidden things demons can reveal, 421.

The forerunners of Luther and Zwingli were demons, 117.

Demons' feasts are calamities for human beings; names from their effect, 232 and following.

That it is not lawful to use the ministry of demons, not even for good, 250.

How demonized persons, obsessed and possessed, differ; how a demon enters, 141; 239 and following.

The daimonontes, 127.

Daniel's dream-book, 552.

Daphnomancy, 465.

Why God permits maleficia, 169 and following.

Why God permits human beings to be possessed by a demon, 144.

God's glory resulting from maleficia, 170.

How great and what kind God's providence is in watching over and directing judges of maleficium, 693.

God's providence in tolerating the crimes of malefactors, 169.

God's sweetness, clemency, wisdom, power, and justice, 170 and following.

The dead ask for alms and spiritual remedies, 201 and following.

A brief and ridiculous madness by maleficium, 126-127.

Denial of a deposit, 187.

Idleness, or sluggishness, 44.

Despair, 205.

Superstitious spitting into the bosom, 33.

The penalty for detraction, 175.

The maleficium of devotion, or execration, 139.

How the devil induces gluttony and lust, 364.

The devil as patron and liberator of a soldier in judgment, 188.

The devil deceives each person through the things which each loves, 357.

How the devil is king of the world according to Luther, and how according to Catholic truth, 84.

How the devil is called the god of the age, ibid.

Whence Diadumenus is so called, 466.

Diego Ordonez's duel with the Zamorans, 608.

Didius Julianus, 445.

The days of Saints Paul, Vincent, Urban, John, and of the Annunciation, 234.

Observation of lucky or unlucky days, ibid.

The trench of Dina, 464.

Diophanes the magician, 451.

A curse, 476.

What experimental discernment is, and what its names are, 342.

What doctrinal discernment of spirits is, ibid.

What the gift of discernment of spirits is, and concerning its twofold mode, ibid. and following.

When divination is a sin and what kind of sin it is, 495.

How manyfold divination is, 422.

What kind of sin divination is, or what sort is heretical and what sort is not, 421.

Whether divination in Sacred Scripture is always taken in a bad sense, 304 and following.

What divination is permitted, 419.

Malefic divination by liquefied lead and water, 117.

The definition of divination explained, and how it differs from vain observance, prophecy, and conjectation; of what things it is; whence it is named; its solemn instruments, 409.

Rules for distinguishing divination from prophecy and conjectation, 418.

A suitable disposition for receiving divination, 306-307.

No Christian can licitly be ignorant that explicit divination is unlawful, 421.

Divinations with an express, or explicit, pact, 422.

Astrological diviners are to be cast out of the commonwealth, 520.

It is not lawful to consult diviners, 421.

A divinatory lot is unlawful, 708.

The species of a divinatory lot, 479.

What doctrine and learned mean in common interpretation, 317.

What sort the Dodonian doves were, 425.

The Donatists were sacrilegious, 196.

The London dragon, 408.

What doubt is, and when the milder opinion is to be followed in doubts, 258.

It is taught that duels are prohibited by every law, 608.

When princes can permit duels, 612.

The cause and rite of duels, 603 and following.

The uncertainty and injustice of duels, 608.

Examples of various duels, 605 and following.

King Duff, 109.

The Dulcinist, 356.

Dunstan seized the nose of a specter with fiery tongs, 381.

How a demon can insert hard and coarse things into a body, truly or falsely, 135.

E

The Church's prayers, what force they have for repelling evils, 249.

Not to obey the Church is a mortal sin, 588, 703.

To compare ecclesiastical ceremonies with superstitious rites is blasphemous and impious, 252.

Astrological elections, 500 and following.

Alms can be obtained by lot, 570.

Whether alms given to witches are dangerous, 193.

The force of almsgiving, ibid.

Those who deny alms are bewitched, 194.

Alms benefit the dead, 201.

Whether things obtained by alms are more efficacious, 239.

Elijah's humility, 399.

Why Elisha asked for a harp-player, 306.

Elizabeth Croft, 408.

Elizabeth Barton's prophecies, 407.

There are only three elements; there is no fire, 520.

Blessed Eleutherius, 174.

St. Elizabeth of Schonau defended, 366.

St. Elphege, 393.

Elymas the magician, 208.

Elzana the sorcerer, 87.

Queen Emma, 618.

Why there were so many energumens at the time of Christ, 172.

Whether a demon can enter the bodies of energumens, and in what manner, 140.

That true energumens are found, and who such persons are, ibid. and following.

Enguerrand Marignani's wife, a witch, 110.

Heretical enthusiasts, 561.

The punishment of Epachius, 196 and following.

Whence the ephemerides of shepherds, farmers, and sailors arose, 528.

What the Ephesian sign is, 484.

St. Ephrem, 345.

Ephialtes, or the incubus disease, 557.

What the ephod is and how many kinds there are, 315 and following.

Epileptics are apt for maleficium, 115.

Epileptics are exposed to false revelations, 353.

Epiteles the Messenian, 561.

Erichtho's magic, 434.

The deed of Erkimbald of Bourbon and his miraculous reception of the Eucharist, 591.

The Gospel, 331.

How the Eucharist becomes destruction to the one receiving it, 590.

The Eucharist truly instituted for salvation, 589.

The Eucharist despised and dreaded, 586.

The form of the sacrament of the Eucharist instituted by God, 255 and following.

A miracle of the Eucharist, 27.

Purgation by receiving the Eucharist, defended by examples and reason against Hotman the Calvinist, 589.

The power of the Eucharist, 133, 196.

Vengeance for contempt of the Eucharist, 182.

The penalty of those receiving the Eucharist unworthily, 593.

Malefactors abuse the Eucharist, 22.

Eucharistic sortition, 723.

The formula and cause of Eucharistic purgation, 586 and following.

Eulalius's little basket unburned, 628.

Eulogius's dream, 565.

Eustachius the abbot, 595.

Eutelidas, 53.

The excommunication imposed in duels is explained, 613.

Contempt of excommunication, 198.

Examples of execrations or curses against oneself, 184.

The force of exorcism together with the sacrifice of the Mass, 184-185.

Which formulas of exorcisms are lawful, 246.

To spit in the face of a vision, 390.

Ecstasy, or prophetic rapture, 334.

Ecstatics, 429.

Extispicy, 456.

F

The face is the index of the mind, 532.

The Famagustan Turk's prophecies, 415.

Fanatics, or enthusiasts, 428; examples and names, 424.

The three species of fascination, 49.

What fascination is, broadly and strictly, ibid. and following.

What fascination is according to the common people and the heretics, ibid.

What origin of errors that vulgar fascination has, 82, 85.

Vulgar fascination is a fable and superstition, 51.

The true cause of fascination, false causes having been refuted, ibid.

Certain superstitious remedies for fascination, 81.

Why fools and madmen divine more often, 307.

How Faustina was freed from love, 44.

Felix Malleolus's book in favor of superstitious formulas of prayers is discussed and refuted, 244 and following.

Women are more easily deceived, 359.

How women's revelations are to be examined, ibid. and following.

Ferdinand III, king of Castile, 601.

Ferdinand Cortes, 487.

Ferdinand Davalos, born with a caul, 476.

Things taken from wild beasts in magical practices, 95.

A demon deceived the mother of Ferrant, count of Flanders, 418.

Tribades at Fez, 451.

Hydromancy of the Fezzans, 443.

Violation of feast days, 205.

What faith works in healing, 257.

Faith as a remedy against maleficium, 132.

The force of faith against illusion, 380.

Trust and self-watchfulness, 395.

A thread measured to the neck, 472.

What the threads of amatory maleficium are like, 33.

A good end alone does not make an act good or lawful, 689.

Finnish harmful-magical archers, 108.

Miracles of springs, 476 and following.

A Florentine woman, 131.

Floridian divination, 453.

Beauty harms chastity, 46.

The form of the proof by cold water in maleficium cases, 661 and following.

The form for consecrating iron for the judgment, 617.

What form of words is permitted, and what is not, in medicines, 254.

The formula of the proof by boiling water, 639 and following.

Many superstitious formulas of cures, 260 and following.

The court of France, superstitious in the observation of days, 238.

The Franks used the test of glowing iron, 616.

Francis, duke of the Armoricans, 602.

By St. Francis's example, a virgin rolls herself in snow, 380.

St. Francis's sortition, 486.

Francis Borgia's revelation, 404.

Francis de la Cruz's delusion, heresy, false prophecy, punishment, and history, 351, 361.

Fresaia, or the little Strix bird, 5.

St. Friard's prudence, 385.

Frederick III, Emperor, 301.

Frederick, duke of Austria, 40.

The superstitious lot of the Frisians, 722.

The diversion of grain by maleficium, 105.

Presages from coots, 527.

How a thief's eye is to be struck out so that he may be identified, 263.

Detecting theft by dish and thread, 471.

In what way knowledge of future things is reserved to God, 503.


Index of Things and Words, G–M

G

Gagate stone in divination, 452.

Gaianus the mime, 183.

The caul of those being born, 466.

Galeazzo Visconti is afflicted by maleficium, 151.

The Gallicenae women, 426.

The illusion of the maiden of Ghent because of pride, 383.

The adulterous wife of St. Gangulph detected and punished, 651 and following.

Gastromancy, 445.

Who the Gazarenes are, 455 and following.

Geila's death, 180 and following.

Gelo, who plotted against Maurice, 6.

Genebald of Laon, fallen and penitent, and how obedient to St. Remigius, 381.

Genoese poisoners, 89.

Geomancy, 483.

The Germans used the proof by water, 640 and following.

A certain custom of the Germans discussed, 459.

Superstition of the Germans, 443, 452, 475, and 479.

Divination of German women, 445.

Gertrude, 366.

Excreting a sword-point three fingers long, 137.

Gnostic magi and infanticides, 5.

The magic, eviscerations, and infanticides of the Gnostics, 98 (173).

Iconoclasm of the Goetes.

Gonin, a Parisian magician, deceived the judge at the very execution, with a mule left on the gallows in his place, 167.

The death of Count Goswin, 193.

Gotfridus Schlussel, 184.

Gotholanus the naval captain, 602.

Who are signified by the name of Greeks in Sacred Scripture, 327.

Hail and ice are of the same species, 525.

Gratian's error, 637.

The pseudoprophet of Graz, 351.

St. Gregory of Agrigentum, 181.

Pope Gregory VII, 586.

The praise and bull of Gregory XIII, 611.

Walter of Burgundy, 596.

William, duke of Aquitaine, deceived, 383.

Blessed William of Roskilde, 397.

Even slight gluttony punished in a religious woman, 201.

Gunda, a woman, punished for entering monasteries after taking up a man's clothing, 204.

Gonzalo Fernandez de Cordoba, 599.

The magician smith of Gustrin, 453.

St. Guthlac, 393.

Gyges's ring, 449.

H

A very good bodily condition is dangerous, and a brightness greater than usual is suspect, 83.

Pope Hadrian VI, 513.

Heretics as fabricators of revelations, as were Cerinthus, Marcus Magus, the Montanists, Donatists, Archontics, and Manichaeans, 351.

Heretics cannot expel demons, 172.

The prophets of heretics were seized in mind; this is proved by examples, 334.

Heretics are always wonderfully avenged by fire; this is confirmed by two examples, 421, 634, 635, 642, and following.

Water rejected heretics, 704.

Fire is to heresy what shadow is to the body, 636.

Witches fascinate by breath and blowing, 4.

The Hainaut possessed woman, an example of one pretending herself a priestess and consecrating, 364.

Harald the Irishman, 628.

Haruga, 455.

Where "haruspicy" gets its name, and what it is, ibid.

The Hebrew astrologers as a cause of idolatry and iconoclasm, 515.

Those infested by Hecate or by heroes, 127.

The prayer falsely ascribed to St. Helena, 263.

Heliogabalus, 464.

Elisha's gestures when raising the boy, 252.

A Helvetian witch, 164.

A Helvetian midwife, killer of children, 5.

Two Helvetian witches infected people with leprosy by breath, 91.

Emperor Henry, 592.

Henry, bishop of Mainz, 601.

Magical herbs and straws by stepping over which someone is fascinated, 3.

St. Herebert, 345.

The death of Ermete Malatesta, 548.

St. Hermann of Steinfeld, 396.

Irish superstition, 233.

St. Jerome used the sign of the cross for healing, 251.

The ring of Hieronymus Cancellarius of Milan, 450.

St. Hilarion expelled from a virgin the demon whom a magician had sent in, 143.

A marvelous omen offered to the boy Hildebrand, 471.

Hildegard, 369, 399.

Hippe, 21.

Hippomenes, ibid.

The Catholic Spaniard's contest against an Arian, 626, 642, and following.

The superstitious prayer of the Spanish soldiers for curing wounds, 241.

Historis, daughter of Tiresias, 103.

The penalty for homicide, 180 and following.

Magical homicides, 95, 96.

Benefits for the human race born from the crime of harmful-magicians, 171.

Terror and joy from revelation, 401.

Hotman's rashness is chastised, 588 and following.

Humility is necessary against illusions, 343 and following.

The force of humility against illusions, 383.

The force of humility against demons, 349.

Various species of hydromancy, 441, 462.

Hypatia's prudent deed, 47.

I

Jacob Richius's little book refuted, from page 662 and following.

The revelations of the Calvinist Jacob Brocard, 407.

Jaddus, his conversation with Alexander, 335, 327.

Jannes and Mambres, 208.

Iannes, or Iamnes, teacher of Theophilus, patriarch and magus, 444.

The Japanese greatly detest theft, 614.

Ichthyomancy, 464.

Iddogonim, 467.

The divination of the Iedvim, and what Iedva is, ibid.

The fast necessary before celebration of Mass, 197.

Violation of the fast punished, ibid. and following.

Jeroboam's wife, 421.

The power of the name of Jesus frees a boy from the power of demons, 191.

The efficacy of the name of Jesus, 255.

What ignorance excuses in divination, 421.

What ignorance excuses from sin, 698 (356).

The Illuminati heretics, 351.

The excuses of those deluded through revelations are discussed, 348.

A magical image, 120.

Amatory magical images, 35.

Magical images or statues: various examples, 108, 109.

Magical images of wax, earth, and so forth, 35; their baptism and other rites, 25.

Astrological images, 499 and following.

Imaginary magi, 454.

Mercilessness, 193 and following.

What a perpetual impediment is, 152.

Evils and punishments of imprecations, 175.

The incestuous man handed over to Satan, 178.

Fires customary among harmful-magicians, 34, 35.

Indians who adjure storms, 525.

Indications from accomplices, 699.

How witches procure insensibility or endurance of torments, 164.

An infant safe among demons, 190, 191.

Their own infants killed and eaten by witches, 88.

The slaughter of infants, 7.

Why harmful-magicians more often harm infants, especially unbaptized ones, is examined, and why God permits this, 163.

Infanticide, 93.

Various gates of hell, 429.

The harmful magic of insertion, 132 and following.

How injuries are to be forgiven by God's command, 250 and following.

The fabulous death of Innocent IV, 598, 599.

What intention excuses from sin, 259.

Envy and hatred of neighbor, 178.

Whether envious people harm by sight, 49.

John Morochazarios the harmful-magician, 111.

John de Varenis, 399.

John Flander of Estinnes, defender of the Mother of God, 605.

Gian Galeazzo ordered an astrologer to be strangled, 516.

St. John Gualbert, 631.

The death of John XXI, 517.

John of Rupescissa, 357.

John Sagus and John of Rupescissa, 405.

John Stadius's vanity, 500.

The death of John Turso, 602.

Giovanni Bentivoglio's savagery, 548.

The pyre kindled on St. John's day, and whence the custom comes, 459.

The poisoning of Jeanne d'Albret, 92.

Joanna Potier the witch, cause of the vexation of the entire monastery where she was living, 354.

Joan, the virgin of Lorraine, 404.

John Ball, 352.

John Bale is censured, 367.

Job struck by a demon, 115.

Jonathan's lot and request for a sign, 420.

Jonah's storm, ibid.

Blessed Jordan deceived more than once, 388.

Joseph's lot and rod, 470.

Why the name of St. Joseph was given to a certain man, 396.

The oracles of Jupiter at Dodona, of Ammon, and of Trophonius, 424.

Jovius is censured as a superstitious writer, 467, 549.

The opinion of the Bishop of Ypres defended, 242.

Omens from the rainbow and similar things, 526.

Mockery of holy men, 204.

Emperor Isaac deposed from power, 413.

Isaac Angelus, 441.

Superstition of the worshipers of Isis, 464.

The Italian poisoner of Catherine de' Medici, 93.

The present-day hydromancy of the Italians, 443.

The Jews' treachery, duel, and punishment, 605.

The Jews' cruel contract of usury, 302.

A sharp saying of a Jew about astrology, 507.

Whence the Jews are said to adore the head of an ass, 452.

The Jews' idolatry in seeking dreams, 337.

A judge cannot depart from the common opinion without a suitable cause, 720.

A wicked judge condemned, 202.

A judge may not inflict whatever penalty he wishes, 687.

It is taught at length that judges using the proof by cold water sin even with good intention, 698, 704.

What judges are bound under mortal sin to do and to know, 699.

Judges, and not even princes, are wholly released from the law, 700; in what way they are bound by laws, ibid.

Why judges do not attain the truth in trials of witches, 703.

Judges cannot investigate matters that are entirely hidden, 709.

Whether judges may use the fullness of discretion, 699.

How those water-testing judges are to be instructed, 703.

The penalty of a judge using this proof by cold water, 720 and following; he can be sued by an action for injuries; his sentence is null; he is a homicide, ibid.

The oath of judges regarding the laws, 700 and following.

Whether harmful-magicians can harm judges and ministers of justice, 165.

Which judges harmful-magicians can harm, 167.

What "judgment" means in Sacred Scripture, 316.

Judgment, what sort of purgation it is, 616.

Why human judgments are uncertain, 588.

Judicial process against harmful worms, 246.

Iuger and Lauffkauffer worms, ibid.

The bull of Julius II, 610.

Julius Sirenius attributes too much to astrologers, 506.

Blessed Julian, from parricide to saint, 171.

Julian the Apostate, 351.

The magic of Julian the Apostate, 465.

Julian's slander against the vigils of Christians, 337.

Junianus Maius, 549.

Juno's marsh at Epidamnus, 443.

Purgation by oath defended, 584.

Justus Lipsius's account and friendship with the author, 566.

St. Justina and Cyprian the magician, 30.

Justice as a goddess in Hotman, 590.

Various names of the iynx, 21.

K

The twofold Kabbalah of the Jews, 492.

What kalal is, 481.

Superstitions of the Kalends of January, 233 and following.

The story of the Carinthian harmful-magicians discussed, 453.

Kibel, whence Kabbalah, 428.

The slaughter of St. Kilian and his companions, 181 and following.

Empress Kunigunde, 618.

L

A certain man expelled lizards in his urine, 134.

The harmful magic for drying up or stealing milk, and its rites, as well as a witty remedy; examples of each, 103.

Why the Laestrygonians are stryges, 5.

Whence Lamia is so called, 6.

Lampadomancy, 471.

A remarkable and divinatory stone among the Jews, 468.

How a stone may graze and enter beneath the surface of water, 138.

When the shining of the stones of the rational ceased, 326 and following.

Lappish harmful-magician archers, 108.

The death of Lorenzo de' Medici, 515.

Laurels were customarily burned by harmful-magicians, 35; and in divinations they were a divinatory symbol, 455.

Lecanomancy, 444.

The mad lectisternia of the Gentiles for seeking dreams, 560.

Why lemma is hateful to husbands, 147.

Leo the Emperor, the Philosopher, despiser of magi, 439 and following.

Leo Maurus, 515.

Books restored to Leonard Hasselius, 78 (131).

The girl of Leuwensteten.

Libanomancy, 461.

The book called Revelations of the Prophets, 358.

The Hebrew custom of writing and folding books, 510.

Witches offer children to the demon, 163, 164.

The eleven irritants of lust explained from Helinand, 45.

Lust, and the spiritual weapons by which it is to be driven from the mind, 44 and following.

Blessed Lidwina, 399.

Not everything that is useful is lawful, 257.

It is not lawful to use Sacred Scripture in a sense for which it was not uttered, ibid.

Love-bindings and knots, 33.

The harmful magic of binding, how frequent, of how many kinds, and so forth, 145.

The principal cause of binding, ibid.

Modes of binding, 146.

A binding for livestock, 240.

Why men are more often bound, 146.

Lilith, 6.

Lithomancy, 468.

Superstition of the Lithuanians, 459.

The Greek term lemma, 332.

Places where harmful magical objects are usually deposited or hidden, 24.

Speaking unknown languages does not proceed from black bile, 429.

What logion and logia are, 316.

The Lollards, 350.

The Lombards adored a goat's head, 452.

The sacrilege and punishment of King Lotharius of Francia, 585 and following.

The lottery contract: what it is, how many kinds there are, and what conditions it requires to be lawful, 574 with following.

What persons can profit by a lottery contract, 577.

Luca Gaurico, an unlucky diviner, 548.

Lamp divination, 471.

The madness and death of Lucretius, 39.

The death of Lucullus from a love-philter, ibid.

Louis, king of the Germans, 640.

Ludovico Sforza, 516.

The Leiden iconoclasts, 173.

The Lusatian peoples, 475.

To what species of quality prophetic light belongs, 315.

The certitude of prophetic light, its various names, and whether it is the same as the light of faith, 314.

Those who do not believe prophetic light sin, and are punished, ibid.

Several species of lunatics, 115.

The cake of St. Lupus, 240.

The ancient Lusitanians, 465.

The Lusitanian nun, 405.

Luther too generous to the demon, 84.

Demons attended Luther's funeral, 173.

Luther's pseudo-prophecy, 408.

The wholly mad errors of Luther and his followers about the matter of baptism, 667.

A demon drove Luther into foul straits, 173.

Lust punished, 178.

Luxury of clothing punished by a demon, ibid.

The Lycian divining fish, 464.

M

Sadness and jesting, 45.

Magdalena de la Cruz, 364.

The kinship of magic, heresy, and lust, 179.

Mulechut and Malki, 331.

The punishment of those who curse a martyr, 193.

Those who curse saints, 180, 181.

Which harmful-magician can harm a harmful-magician, 163.

Why the demon demands the harmful-magicians' intention, 2.

Which persons harmful-magicians can harm, 162.

Excommunicated harmful-magicians, 107.

A magical cure, 131 and following.

Witches are not possessed by an inhabiting demon, 662 and following.

Whence the floating of witches arises, ibid.

That harmful magic exists, 1.

What harmful magic is, and of how many kinds, 1 and following.

Soporific harmful magic, 97.

Hostile harmful magic, and what its ingredients are, 48.

Harmful magic by inhalation, worst of all, 90.

Harmful magic by food and drink, 89.

Harmful magic by anointing, and its force, ibid.

It is not lawful to repel harmful magic by harmful magic, 248.

The efficient cause of harmful magic, 2.

What the word maleficium signifies, 1.

The cause of inhalatory harmful magic, against Bodin and others, 91.

The matter of intrinsic harmful magic, 92.

Various modes of extrinsic harmful magic, ibid.

The crime of harmful magic, as regards the proof by water, has nothing peculiar, 681.

Species of harmful magic: by internal taking-in or by external application, 89.

Why the demon delights especially in harmful magic, 1.

Harmful magical acts that work from outside, 24.

Harmful magical acts that work inwardly, 21.

Harmful magical acts harm only those whom harmful-magicians wish, 2.

The instruments or matter of harmful magical acts, 3 with following.

It is proved that many are harmed and killed by harmful magical acts, 86.

Clippings or some other thing of the person are sought by witches for working harmful magic, 24.

What a maleficiated person is, 2.

Who are maleficiated and frigid, and that this can happen through harmful-magicians, 145.

The mandrake little man, and on this imposture, 449.

Species of mangany, 428; in which there is an implicit pact, 454 and following.

Manuel Comnenus, deceived by astrologers, 516.

What "The hand of the Lord was upon me" means, 335.

St. Marcellus, 387.

Mark Antony the triumvir, 30.

Marcus the heretic and mage, ibid.

St. Mark healed a cobbler, 251; his prediction, 229.

The superstition of those who baptize the sea, 442.

The revelations of Margaret of Ravenna, 404.

The Blessed Virgin Mary was seen by someone in dreams to be betrothed to him, 396.

The Blessed Virgin Mary avenged herself, 180.

Mary the Mother of God, her favor in preserving chastity, 46.

How useful devotion to the Virgin Mary, Mother of God, is, 131 and following.

How salutary invocation of the Blessed Mary, Mother of God, is, 206.

Mary Magdalene, 178.

The friend of St. Mary of Oignies was deluded, but preserved by the saint, 392.

The crime and punishment of Empress Maria, 619 and following.

The prophecy of Marion the advocate, 352.

What kind of prophecy massa is, 331.

The mathematici who appear in law and histories, 513, 514.

Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary, 532.

The sacrilegious count of Macon, 198.

Whether contracting marriage with solemn rite before dawn, for the sake of avoiding binding, is superstitious, 145.

St. Matrona, 380.

St. Maurus, 345.

The abbey of St. Maurice, 523.

Maurice's dream, 565.

Astrological physicians, superstitious, 518; the conjectation of those same physicians, how far it is probable, 528.

St. Meinulph, 397.

The Bodkense monastery of Blessed Meinulph, 522.

St. Meinulph's doctrine for discerning true revelations, 391.

The superstition of the people of Melinde, 429.

Which months they honor, 235.

How a menstruating woman infects a mirror, 64.

Menuercus, bishop of Paderborn, 601.

Stone markers of Mercury, 468.

King Meroveus, 426.

The lot of King Meroveus, 484.

The metamorphosis of witches into cats, mice, and so forth, 97.

Foreknowings from meteorological matters, 520.

Metonymies, 320.

Metoposcopy, 592.

A soldier preferring to be unjustly condemned rather than surrender himself to a demon, 187.

A threat from God is a great gift, 332.

No one can ask to be miraculously excused, 594.

Why miracles are rarer today, 594.

Miracles were performed by a deluded man, 385 and following.

When the Blessed Virgin began to be called Mother of Mercy, 339.

A Misnian youth, 41.

The force of the Mass, 196; against harmful magic, 133.

The miracle of St. Isidore's Mass, 628.

Harmful-magicians have Masses celebrated over various things, 22.

What the milder opinion is, 258 and following.

A sacrificial meal-cake was burned, and ashes were scattered behind the back, 37.

The death of the bishop of Mainz, 193.

The idol Moloch, 164.

A monk roasted by the devil, 180.

The exculpation of monks from theft, 585.

Purgation by single combat, its origin, cause, and kinds of weapons, 603 and following.

Monsters, 477.

The revelations of the Montanists, 405.

Demons are often efficient causes of diseases, and by what means they do this, against certain physicians, 114.

How the demon inflicts diseases, 128.

It is not lawful to cure diseases with superstition, 244.

The common opinion that those who have seen the dead soon die, 401.

In what way Moses prophesied, 309.

Abba Moses, 206.

Woman and hammer, from softening, 45.

A little woman carried off, whom the demon had vowed to himself, 184.

The vision of God is due to the clean of heart, the vision of a demon to the unclean, 179.

Muenzer, pseudo-prophet, 408.

Presaging mice, 527.

Murmuring before magical words, 435.

A demon in the form of a fly, 184.

Music, 45, 46.

The notable deed of the count of Modena, 619 and following.

Mylitta, the Venus of the Assyrians, 32.

The spring of Myra, 464.

Various divinations by tamarisk, 406.

A tamarisk rod, 469.
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N

From what root Nabi and Nebua come, 305.

A girl nourished on aconite, 91.

Narees Androgyni, 469.

Nathalocus, 496.

The art of nativities, 500.

Necromancy: what it is and what sort, with its various rites, 428 and following.

Necromancy properly so called, 439.

Two modes of necromancy, the Theban and the Thessalian, 434.

Nectanebus the magus, father of Alexander the Great, 445.

The force of a negative precept, 687, 705.

Pope Nicholas, 585.

Whence Nicopolis is named, 225.

Presages of snow, rains, and frost, 526.

Whether Noah was maleficiated by his son, 145.

The imposition and changing of names, 483, 491.

Two Nuremberg examples of ill-fated divination, 440 and following.

The Notory Art, 215.

Novatus, 196.

Nine-day powders, 93.

Novices are easier to deceive, 357 and following.

Nudity of members and inspection punished, 178.

What force there is in numbers, 491.

The oracle of the Nymphaeum near Apollonia, 461.

O

The force of obedience against illusions, 380 and following.

Vain alexicacal and medical observance, 240.

Witch-midwives, 87.

It is not lawful to investigate hidden deeds by astrology, 519.

Idleness, 44.

What it is to divine by a struck-out eye, and by what means it is done, 452 and following; examples of an unfortunate attempt, ibid.

The dream of Odatis and Zariadres, 561.

Harmful magic of hatred, 129, 154.

Oinomancy, 402.

The harmful magic of setting olive pits on fire, 35.

The pot-game, 574.

Various kinds of omen-taking, 223.

The term omen in Sacred Scripture, 227.

Omens, 475.

Omens from names, 225.

Omens from chance words, ibid.

All things encountered on the road, or to enodion, 226.

Domestic omens, ibid.

A table of omens sought from animate and inanimate things, 231.

Nations most observant of omens, 226.

The vanity of omens, 223.

Omphalomancy, 466.

The miracle at Omura concerning a falsely accused Christian, 614.

Authors on oneiropolia, 549.

The foundations of the oneiropolitae, 550 and following.

Onomancy, 491.

Onomarchus, 566.

Burden, 337.

Onychomancy, 450.

Oomancy, 464.

Works involving fault are not to be attributed to God, 683.

An oracle from a chest, 427.

Oracles and vaticinations, and their various kinds, 423.

Whence the cessation of oracles came, 435.

The cause of oracles investigated, ibid.

The force of prayer against illusions, 377-392.

Tepidity and distraction in prayer punished, 207.

A certain dangerous lapse and illusion in the practice of mental prayer, 356.

Ornithomancy, 495.

Orpheus the fanatic, 428.

What olive pits mean in Baruch, and what the Hebrews signify by the name of bone, 36.

St. Oswald, 400.

Oigerius the sacrilegious steward, 199.

Emperor Otto III, 619.

Otho, son of the Emperor, captured by the Venetians, 442.

The superstition of those who preserve eggs from the day of Parasceve, discussed, 238.

P

Pagomancy, 442.

The harmful magical image of Paiuoti, 111.

The craters of the Palici in Sicily, 442.

Palomancy, 479.

Palumbus's harmful magic and repentance, 150.

Pancratius the astrologer, unlucky to himself and others, 515.

The cruelty and punishment of Pandulph Malatesta, 535.

Those who strike parents are punished, 175.

How fearsome parents' curses are, proved, ibid. and following.

Difficulty in giving birth through harmful magic, 102.

The parricides of witches, 95.

Two species of parthenomancy, 471 and following.

The temple of Pasiphae, 337.

Presaging sparrows, 527.

Divination in a spring among the people of Patrae in Achaia, 445.

Pavire for ferire, 475.

The Poor of Lyons, or of Barulo, 703.

What sin is, 760.

The threefold sin: of weakness, malice, and ignorance, 697.

Sins are causes of harmful magical acts, 174.

One can sin by doing a lawful thing, and not sin by doing an unlawful thing, 259.

One can sin, with a good intention, by doing what it was not lawful for him to do, 699 and following.

The omen of a struck foot, very frequent, 229.

The omen of breaking wind, ibid.

The penetration of solid bodies is impossible for the Devil, 137, 138.

The punishment of Peregrinus the hypocrite, 622.

What sort the virgin parchment of harmful-magicians is, 26.

The superstition of amulets, 215 and following.

The punishment of perjury, 188, 192.

In time of plague, parish priests ought to draw lots as to who is to remain in the city, 572.

Peter of Fraxineto, 131.

Peter of Bern, judge of witches, 185.

Peter Deioca saved because of alms, 201, 202.

Peter of Marseilles, 629.

Peter of Monte Ilicino, 516.

The fraudulent hypocrisy of Peter Sartor, 355.

The error of Peter Primodaeus, 536.

The end of Peter Leoni the astrologer, 515.

The miracle of Peter Igneus, bishop of Albano, 630.

The miracle of Peter of Tarentaise, 132.

What pityra is, 34.

Pharmaceia, 451.

The Theban poisoner, 103.

The feast of St. Philastrius, 205.

Divination of the Philippine people, 480.

Philip the Fair, king of the Franks, 603.

A philter from an infant, 93.

The human and divine punishment of those administering philters, 41.

All philters are harmful; they drive into madness; examples, 38.

Remedies for philters: those among the Gentiles, and those that are approved, 42.

The rings of the Phocian tyrants, 450.

PHUR, 478.

Physiognomic divination: whence it arose, what foundations it has, and what it can predict, 529 and following.

The magi of Poitiers, 195.

Examples of the fisherman of Utrecht, 621 and following.

Pityron, and whether epityrum comes from it, and what kind this is, 35.

Plato's divination, 492.

The manner of punishment, when it increases with crimes, 689.

Political conjectation, 569.

Pollentianus the magus, 465.

The Roman Pontiff, the visible head of the Church, 706.

It belongs to the Pontiff to declare what is superstitious, ibid.

The Pontiffs declared the proof by cold water illicit, ibid.

P

The miracle of Poppo the Dane, 629.

Whether pores can be much dilated, 138.

Porphyria the prostitute, 627.

Posterum in place of adversum, 237.

Praefiscini, 50.

How prediction and foreknowing differ, 298.

A certain energumen at the beginning of the Premonstratensians was prophetic, 377.

The question of a superstitious prince, 268.

The proof by cold water once differed from the present one, 651; its two formulas compared, 654; how often it was prohibited by Pontiffs and Emperors, 653; and whether it is lawful today is fully disputed from there to the end of the book.

The proof by cold water is a tempting of God, 710, and a disobedience similar to forbidden ariolation, 718.

The proof by cold water is in use among a few in Germany alone, exploded elsewhere, 674.

The proof by cold water is not miraculous; rather, it is proved to arise from a demonic pact, 711 and following.

What the proof by cold water once was like, 642.

The proof by cold water is necessarily fallacious if a witch is seized for some other crime, 680 and following.

It is shown that the proof by cold water in the crime of harmful magic is prohibited by the canons and by the common opinion, 684 and following.

The proof by water is not a consultory lot, 694 and following.

It is shown that there is no difference between the proof by cold water and the other vulgar proofs, once the arguments that were brought forward have been refuted, 307 [707].

An angel is not set over the proof by water by God, 683.

It is shown that God is not present at the proof by cold water through good angels, 678.

The vulgar proof by scale and weights, 721.

Probascania, 61.

All vulgar proofs are prohibited by canon law, 709.

Which proofs it is lawful for a judge to use, 684.

Proculus the Arian, 196.

Prodigies, 477.

To what extent prodigies may be observed and proposed, ibid.

How far the general prohibition extends, 685.

The punishment of a violated promise of marriage, 192.

Whence prophet is said, 305.

A true prophet understands and announces from others, 314.

The definition of prophet, 305.

How certain a prophet is about the event and about God's revelation, 312.

How many things the name prophet signifies, 304; to whom it applies, 305.

Prophets are not out of their minds, as fanatics are, 333.

Prophecy through dreams, and its kinds, 335.

To whom prophecy is accustomed to be given by God, 307.

One prophecy is of sentence, or foreknowledge, and another of threat, or counsel; and their distinction, 312.

Whether prophecy is always for good, 304.

How prophecy is voluntary and involuntary, 308.

Of what present or past things prophecy is, 311.

Whether prophecy is always given to human beings through the mediation of an angel, 309.

Two kinds of prophecy, through priests and through prophets, 315.

In what way the infallible truth of prophecy is so, 313.

The degrees and dignity of prophecy, 339 and following.

What the gift of prophecy is according to St. Paul, 304, 311.

The definition of prophecy handed down and explained, 305.

The efficient cause of prophecy is God alone, various other causes being refuted, 306.

Whether the infusion of prophecy requires any disposition in a human being, and of what kind, ibid.

What things are the matter of prophecy, 310.

By what manner the influx of prophecy happens through the mediation of an angel, 309.

The name prophecy: its multiple meaning; and the definition, with an explanation of the individual particular parts, 309 with following.

The oracle of the prophets, 329.

Species of prophetic inspiration, with dialogue or without it; likewise imaginative and intellectual, and what each is, 308.

In what sense the dead, the insane, or a pagan are said to prophesy, 304.

Prosperity, 45.

The providence of God, 530.

Provocation to divine judgment, when lawful, and how much deference should be given to it, 594 with following.

Blessed Pruminius, 246.

What sort the proof by burning coals is, and various examples of it, 626 and following.

Psychomancy, 337, 429.

Ptolemy's dream, 561.

Familiarity with boys is dangerous, 46.

Witches kill boys by various means, 5, 6.

Examination and vanity of bodily beauty, 46.

Harmful magical powders, their color and force, 3.

Punclerus the harmful-magician, 107.

What canonical purgation is, and its various kinds, 584 and following.

What vulgar purgation by the cross is, 721 and following.

What vulgar purgation by water is, 639.

What vulgar purgation by fire is, of how many kinds, and its examples, 614 with following.

Vulgar purgations condemned, 610.

Where vulgar purgations are in use, and examples, 616.

By whom vulgar purgations are prohibited, 637.

The proof by a kindled pyre and examples, 629.

Pyrethia, 471.

Species of pyromancy, 475.

Pythagoras devoted to physiognomy, 533.

The specular magic of Pythagoras, 446.

The divination of the Pythagoreans, 491.

The Delphic Pythia, 420.

Pythons, or Pythonic persons, their various names, ibid.

A French Pythoness, ibid.

Q

The prophecy of the Quercetensian nuns, 353.

The divinations of Quevedus the Spaniard, and the cure of wounds, 450.

R

Rhabdomancy, 481.

The little frog-amulet, 21.

A presage from frogs, 527.

The depraved remedies of Rhazes and of other physicians, 43.

Argument against all superstitious formulas of prayers, 249 and following.

Reasons for discerning superstitious formulas of prayers, 242.

The breastpiece of judgment, 316.

A certain skill of divining given by God to kings and judges, and various examples of it, 299.

The punishment of those relapsed into heresy, 634 and following.

It is not lawful to use vain and superstitious remedies, 695 and following.

The remora, 21.

The ingestion of large and solid things into the body, proved by examples; and an examination of how they are inserted and expelled, 130 with following.

Whether the retraction and hiding of the genitals is natural and true, 151.

How the truth of a revelation is recognized from the event, 401.

Whether more should be attributed to the revelation of one awake than to that of one sleeping, 374.

What things are necessary in general for someone to judge a revelation, 341.

Revelations must be carefully examined before they are approved, 343.

How much the revelations of holy women should be valued, 366; of certain saints, 330.

Whether it is lawful to seek revelations from God is inquired into, 345.

How others' revelations are to be examined, 340 and following.

Revelations are confirmed by miracles, 385.

One's own revelations are not to be divulged, but concealed, 398.

Revelations are confirmed by others, 396.

By what signs it may appear whether revelations are from God or from a demon, 375 and following.

Whose revelations are not to be believed, 353.

Who handed down precepts for discerning revelations, 340.

The end of revelations must be weighed, 308.

Indications of false revelations with respect to the person, 353 and following.

What qualities of revelations must be considered, 375.

The rule for considering conflicting revelations, 397.

What precedes and follows revelations must be weighed, 400.

Formerly heretics, and today others, insinuate themselves under the pretext of revelations, 351.

Which revelations concerning the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary are more certain, 397.

What circumstances of revelations must be weighed, ibid.

Revelations do not always happen in the same way, 375 and following.

Those accustomed to revelations often think their own opinions are revelations, 141.

One can safely reject one's own revelations; proved by examples, 347.

Revolutions, 500.

What certainty there is in revolutions, 502 and following.

Species of rhabdomancy, 409.

The Rhenanians drown St. Urban, 267.

The Rhine as examiner of children, 443.

A magical rhombus, 33.

Whether rhythms or verses are superstitious, 251.

Rickbergerus's end, 194.

Empress Richarda, 618.

The history of Richard Dinoth, 561.

Richius's opinion is proposed and examined, 672 and following.

Risse or rasse, 574.

Absurd rites and gestures are to be condemned, 252.

Robert the abbot, 381.

Robert, bishop of Canterbury, 626.

Rudolph of Habsburg, 513.

Rollo the Norman's rigor against thieves, 625.

The betrothal of a Roman youth with Venus, 148 and following.

The Rostock smith-magician, 453.

The Rugian matron, 619.

Ruy Paez de Viedma's duel, 617.

S

The Saccidarii, 101.

The Devil slanders priests, 427.

The punishment of impure priests, 101.

What Sacha is, 469.

The punishment of sacrilegious persons, 196 and following.

The mockery and abuse of sacred things and sacraments, ibid.

Why God allows harmful-magicians to abuse sacred things, 168.

Harmful-magicians abuse sacred things for killing, 5.

The Sadducees are atheists, 172.

The necessity of doing harm in witches, 195.

Harmful-magicians who are archers or crossbowmen, 106.

What the Salassian harmful-magical poisoners attempted, and how they were detected, 88.

A willow rod, 469.

Salissatio and salissator, 224.

What sort the spring of Salmacis is, explained, 153.

Wisdom given to Solomon in dreams, 338.

A certain superstition involving salutations, 241.

Sambetha, daughter of Noah, 428.

The punishment of Sancius the Spaniard and other sacrilegious soldiers, 200 and following.

The superstition of cutting statues of saints, 267.

Magical libation of blood, 436.

Poisonous leeches, 246.

What sort of indication the bleeding of a corpse is; it is shown to be unlike the vulgar proof, 692.

Santabarenus, 440.

What Saphat is, 253.

Sarah the bride, 178.

A certain English tailor possessed by a demon, 182.

Savonarola, 313; he refuses the proof by fire, 630.

Savonarola's revelations and the cause of his condemnation, 405 and following.

Saul as an unwilling prophet, 308; why he was possessed by an evil spirit, 178; consulting the Pythoness, 421.

The sons of Sceva the priest, 172.

Seth's crime, 30.

Skinks, 38.

The fire of Schiltach, 161.

What sciomancy is, 439.

Scopelismus, 100.

Scotus defended from calumny, 696.

Scotus of Parma, 417.

The divination of the Scythians, 469.

Scythian magi, 467.

Sebastian Sianus, 442.

Secundellus's illusion, 385.

Human semen and excrement are furnished by harmful-magicians, 24.

The island of Sena, 426.

Old persons and boys are easily deceived, 358.

Witches violate tombs, 95.

Sepulchral old women, 93.

Who Serapis is, 551.

The temple of Serapis, 336.

Serpents were not removed by the Apostles through a set form of words conceived for this purpose, 254.

Sethus the magus, 441.

How much revelations of the female sex should be valued, 359.

Si signifies quia, indeed, 248, 249.

What the Sibyls were like, and whence they are named, 428.

The leaves of the Sibyl, 465.

The Sibyl and Balaam as prophets, 307.

When it is lawful to seek a sign from God, 420.

To ask a sign from God differs from accepting an omen, proved from Sacred Scripture, 227.

A sign of harmful magic happily removed, 102.

Sigria's fortunate motion, 118.

To seek signs from God by the example of the ancients, in what way it is lawful, 710.

A Silesian nobleman angrily calls demons as dinner-guests, and they truly appear in the guise of horsemen, etc., 190.

Semiotics, 528.

St. Simeon of Trier, 376.

Simon of Augsburg expelled a demon whom Lutheran ministers had been unable to expel, 173.

Simon Magus used to send demons into others, 143.

The powders of Simon Magus, 3.

Against Baronius, that Simon's wonders were not all prestiges, 143.

The marvelous death of Simon, duke of the Bulgarians, 112.

A simoniac bishop convicted by fire, 631.

The harmful magic of a woman tenant of the village of St. Symphorian, 131.

The force of simplicity against illusions, 379.

Sibicho, bishop of Speyer, 592.

The law of the Slavs on vulgar purgation, 616.

Sobriety, 394.

The deed of the Society of Jesus at Bordeaux, 448.

Socrates the physiognomist, 533.

Socrates' divination, 489.

Soham and milluim, 318.

Suleiman, emperor of the Turks, 302.

Sleep, 44; in what way someone is put to sleep by harmful magic, 8, 9, 10.

What a dream is, 550.

A dream, the name of a demon, 393.

Certain dreams may lawfully be observed, certain not; likewise certain dreams are true, certain false; certain are from God, certain are not, 552 and following.

The species and division of dreams, 550.

What the causes of dreams are, 554.

The two gates of dreams, ibid.

Divination from dreams, 549 with following.

What the various final causes of divine dreams are, 337 and following.

Examination of divine dreams, 552.

Examination of natural dreams, 555.

Examination of diabolical dreams, 560.

Whence the certainty of dreams comes, 554.

What the intrinsic and extrinsic causes of natural dreams are, 555.

Many examples of prophetic dreams, 338 and following.

Curious observers of dreams were calamitous, 566.

What sleep-producing harmful magic is like, 8; various examples, 9, 10.

The Soractine seers, 426.

The mouse omen, 231.

A fourfold lot, 478.

A lot in place of an oracle, as at Delos, Lycia, and Praeneste, 479.

What sort of sin a consultory lot is today, 495.

A divisory lot: what things must concur so that it may be lawful, 570 and following.

The difference between divinatory and consultory lot, 695.

The contract of lot, 574 and following.

Two kinds of the contract of lot; and that kind is dangerous and perilous in which individual lots are drawn immediately after the money has been contributed, 578.

Which consultory lots in Sacred Scripture are excused, 420.

The Lots of the Apostles, 487.

Whether a fraudulent lot-caster should be admitted again, 480.

What the sortition of the Gentiles was like, and by what civil and canon law it is permitted, 570; the sortition of the ancient Christians is abolished today, and in what way it used to be performed, 572.

The ministers of sortition and its expense: by whom it is to be borne, 480 and following.

The guest of Spannacum visibly carried off by a demon, 188.

Spatulomancy, 225.

A specter of a military army setting out to the place owed, for the sake of penance, 201.

A certain man expelling an ear of grain, 137.

In what way spirits insinuate themselves: the teaching of our Father Ignatius, 401.

A bride carried off by a demon, and her garments restored, 192.

How great the authority of Sprenger and Nider is in these matters, 116.

Stadelein the harmful-magician, 102, 166.

The harmful magic of Count Stampanus, 110.

Whether poison rubbed on a stirrup can penetrate to a human being's heart, 98.

What it is to stand at the cross, 722.

Stephen, a Neapolitan knight, 40.

Stephen Hagiochristophorites the magus, 441.

The relics of St. Stephen, 176.

The omen of sneezing, 230.

Stiradius's death, 126.

Stoicheiomancy, 484.

Whether the custom of New Year's gifts at the beginning of the year is lawful, disputed, 231.

Strigation of boys, 90.

Whether striges kill infants, and in what way, 6, 7.

Stygian water as poison, 98.

Stakes going out through the skin, 132.

Pride exposed to illusion, 385.

Inspection of eyebrows, 224.

Superstition in sacred words or prayers, 213.

The instruments of superstitions are safely destroyed, 448.

Superstitious medicine, 120 and following.

The woolen band of a hanged man, 34.

The remains of hanged persons in magic, 93.

Sycomancy, 465.

A writing of a pact extorted from a demon, 205.

Synesius's counsel to be guarded against; it is refuted, 554.

The village of Syrrhus, 464.


Index of Things and Words, T–Z

T

Tanaquil, a seer, 458.

Divination of the Tartars, 465.

Who the Telchines were, 80.

Telephron, mutilated by a sorceress, 97.

The Temixtitani Indians immolate children, 164.

Temnia, a witch killed at Athens, 40.

The temple of augurs, 447.

On the condemnation of the Templars, 803.

Superstitions concerning times, 234.

Ancient and new tephramancy, 461.

The number three in harmful magic, 33.

The purgation by fire of Tebaldus Peletarius, 615.

Thalia, 115.

Theogenes' prediction, 512.

Thedas the magus, 30.

Theodoric, king of the Goths, 301.

Theodoric was harmfully bewitched, 151.

The feigned deed of St. Theodore, bishop of Sion, 250.

Theodosius's dream, 565.

Theophilus the steward, penitent, 206.

The Thessalians dug up corpses against magical snares, 96.

Theurgy, 429.

Thomas Munzer, 549.

The books of Thomas Anglicus attributed to St. Thomas the Angelic Doctor, 313.

Thomas a Kempis's opening against temptations, 485.

The sacrifice of Topheth, 465.

Thrasyllus the astrologer, 513.

Thummim: what it is, and why our translator renders it as doctrine and priests, 315.

Thurifumia, 460 and following.

Apollo Thyrxeus, 443.

Tiberius Gracchus, 229.

The magic of Tiresias, 430.

Tyromancy, 464.

The one who is more deformed is to be tortured first, 533.

Canon of the Council of Trent on duels, 611.

The tripudium solistimum, 474; the tripudium sonivium, 475.

Divinations of the Turks, 445, 451, 470.

Superstition of the Turks, 464.

V

Valasca's harmful magic, 147.

Valens's divination, 489.

What vain observance is, 209.

Vain observance: when it is a mortal sin and when venial, 210.

Four species of vain observance, ibid.

Canons by which vain observance is to be discerned, 211.

Examples of vain observance, 212 and following.

Presages from vapors, 523.

What vaticinium signifies, 298.

Certain harmful workings are natural, and certain are also magical harms, but demonic harmful workings stand against the heretics, 84, 85.

A harmful-magician at Venice sold souls to a demon, 87.

Why the Venetians betroth the sea, 442.

Presages of winds, 523.

Ventriloquists, 426.

Venus, a succubus demon, 149.

Venus of Gaza concerning dreams, 560.

The oracle of Venus of Gaza, 424.

What a word is, 330.

Some persons are harmed by magical words, 4.

Attack on acknowledged truth, 182.

Men's clothing is not to be put on women, 205.

Victimary divination, 450 and following.

How great the power of seeing is, 57, 58.

Whence prophets are called seers, 305.

Vigilance and attention to good, 395.

Vii, or the road-gods, 463.

Vililla in Aragon, 522.

Wine, 45.

St. Vincent Ferrer, 394.

Whether the revelations of virgins or of married women should be valued more highly, 365 and following.

In what way vision and word differ, and what each is, 330.

Ulrich Neusesser, 131.

What ointments harmful-magicians use, and in what way, 4.

Violation of a vow, 179.

A vow of chastity from an agreement with an exorcist, 185.

A soft voice is at odds with apparent gravity, 46.

Urim and Thummim: what kind of thing it is, and under what form it was discussed, 317 and following.

Urim and Thummim: whence they are so called, and various opinions of men, 315 and following.

Urim and Thummim: the signification, 321; the reason for the name, and the use of the prophecy, ibid. and 324.

Urim and Thummim: the twofold response, ibid.

Urim and Thummim: when the prophecy ceased, ibid. and 326.

Penalty of usury, 193.

The error that usuries can ever be lawful, 250.

The thievish powers of milk, 103, 104.

Indian volcanoes, 523.

Vulgar purgations: how they are named, and why they were forbidden by the laws, 593.

What the Vultriconii are, 26.

W

The spring of Weron, 652.

Wenceslaus's duel with Radislaus, 607.

William, bishop of Lausanne, 245.

St. Winwaloe, 403.

The Wittenberg example of the Jew, 621.

X

Xerxes, 566.

Xingala, or Egyptians, 451.

Z

The woman of Zabern, 130.

The cup of jealousy, 639.

Zita, prince of the Arabs, 515.

Zopyrus's judgment concerning Socrates, 534.

The books of Zoroaster, 98.


Places of Sacred Scripture and of Various Writers Corrected or Explained in These Books

From the Old Testament

Genesis 1:14, page 509; and 49:13, page 36.

Exodus 7:1, 305; and 13:9, 546; and 28:15 and 30, 317; and verse 17, 319.

Leviticus 19:26, 564; and 20, last verse, 428; and 26:1, 468.

Numbers 5, 639; and 12:6, 338; and 27:21, 316.

Deuteronomy 18:10, 564; verse 11, 428; verse 15, 310; 28:5, 74; and 33:8, 324.

Judges 5:20, 511.

History of Kings, book 1, chapter 6; chapter 10, verse 12, 304; and chapter 18, ibid.; and chapter 28, verses 7 and 8, 428, 440; book 2 of Kings, chapter 2, verse 15, 612; book 3 of Kings, chapter 18, verse 4, 304; verse 29, ibid.; and chapter 20, verse 33, 226; book 4 of Kings, chapter 3, verse 15, 335.

Paralipomenon, book 1, chapter 24, verse 23, 595; chapter 25, verses 3 and 5, 304.

Judith 8:33, 230.

Esdras, book 2, chapter 7, verse 65, 323.

Job 4:13; and 7:14; and 33:15, 338; and 37:7, 546.

Psalm 15:16, 573; and 53:9, 36; and 105:28, 440.

Proverbs 1:3, 317; and 6:12, 531; and 16:10, 299; and 30:17, 177.

Ecclesiastes 5:2, 555.

Wisdom 4:12, 75.

Ecclesiasticus 31:25, 74; and 34:6, 566; and verse 7, 560; and 48:14, 304.

Isaiah 3:9, 532; and 8:19, 440; and 34:4, 509; and 34:7 and 65:4, 337.

Jeremiah 23:33, 332.

Baruch 6:42, 31.

Lamentations 4, 7.

Ezekiel 11:21, 335; and 21:21, 480; and 40:1, 335.

Daniel 2:2, 500; verse 27 and 30, 565; and 8:10, 512.

Hosea 2:4-5 and 4:12, 31.

Joel 2:28, 338.

Nahum 3:4, 31.

Maccabees, book 2, chapter 7, verses 17 and 19, 595.

From the New Testament

Matthew 17:14, 115; chapter 20, 74.

Mark 9:17, 115.

Luke 1:29, 344; and 8:27, 116; and 9:39, 115; and 13:11, 116.

John 12:11 and 14:30, 85.

Acts 10:10, 335.

1 Corinthians 2:11, 565; and chapter 14, verses 1, 3, and 4, 311; and verse 5, 304.

2 Corinthians 4:4, 85.

Galatians 4:10, 236.

Ephesians 6:12, 85.

Colossians 2:2, 504.

2 Timothy 4:15, 595.

Titus 1:12, 304.

Revelation 1:10, 334; and 2:24, 332; and 6:14, 510; and 12:13, 512; and 13, 492.

Places of Canon Law

Chapter sententiam sanguinis, under Ne Clerici vel Monachi saecular., etc., 686 and 707.

Chapter ex tuarum, on canonical purgation, ibid.

Rubric, on the frigid and the bewitched, 145.

Chapter unic., on archers, 106.

Chapter 2, on sortileges, 495.

Chapter assassini, on homicide, in the Sixth, 108.

Council of Auxerre, chapter 1, 231.

Bull of Gregory XIII on the duel, 611.

Chapter Nobilis, 2, question 4, 618; chapter consuluisti, 2, question 5, 637 and 709.

Chapter Mennam, 2, question 5, 637 and 707.

Chapter super causa, 2, question 5, 638.

Chapter 1, 26, question 2, 571.

Chapter illud, 26, question 2, 221.

Chapter 1, 26, question 3, 455 (495).

Chapter si quis Episcop., 26, question 5; chapter aliquant.; chapter si quis clericos, 26, question 5, 484.

Chapter non observetis, 26, question 7, 222, and 232, and 334, and 550.

Chapter quis existimaret, 26, question 7, 235.

Chapter non licet, 26, question 6, 222 and 232.

From Civil Law

Law eiusdem, section 3, Digest, on witnesses, 684.

Law 1, Digest, on the aedilician edict, 428.

Law 3, section adversus, Digest, on violated sepulchers, 438.

Law cum quaedam, and law saeculariorum, on extraordinary crimes, 100 and 101.

Final law, Code, on religious matters and funeral expenses, 576.

Law qui sepulchrum, Code, on violated sepulchers, 438.

Rubric, Code, on harmful-magicians and mathematici, 513.

Law eorum, Code, on harmful-magicians and mathematici, 27, 248, 605.

Law multi, Code, on harmful-magicians and mathematici, 438.

Law 1, Code, book XI, on gladiators, 609.

Places from the Fathers and Ecclesiastical Writers

Anastasius Nyssenus, 3 and 143.

Anthony the Great, 403.

Arethas of Caesarea, 510.

The author of the book On Spirit and Soul, 334.

Augustine, 221, 227, 235, 310, 318, 237, 485, 509.

Bede, 487.

Bernard, 703, 704.

Burchard, 233.

Cassiodorus, 223, 489.

Damascene, 310.

Dionysius the Areopagite, ibid.

Epiphanius, 30.

Eusebius, 509.

Gregory the Great, 310 and 701.

Gregory of Tours, 484.

Helinand, 44.

Jerome, 299, 310, 316, 335.

Hildegard, 140.

Isidore, 455 (411).

Mark the Greek historian.

Nicephorus, 489.

Peter of Blois, 226, 487.

Peter of Cluny, 401.

Simeon Metaphrastes, 484.

Socrates, 489.

Sozomen, ibid.

Synesius, 552, 554.

Theodoret, 335.

Theodore Lector, 630.

Theophylact, 333, 335.

Places from Profane Philosophers, Historians, and Poets

Acron, 471.

Ammianus Marcellinus, 489.

Apuleius, 10, 115.

Aristotle, 473, 555.

Artemidorus, 551.

Ausonius, 223, 520.

Cassius Medicus, 534.

Catullus, 225, 472.

Cedrenus, 113.

Claudian, 475.

Constantinus Geoponicus, 265.

Firmicus, 502.

Gellius, 500.

The old glossary, 5.

Glycas, 113, 143.

Heliodorus, 52.

Hippocrates, 555.

Homer, 554.

Horace, 93, 109 and following.

John Curopalates, 111.

John Meier, 110.

John of Salisbury, 26, 228, 505.

John Zonaras, 112, 489.

Josephus, 310, 321, 325, 478.

Juvenal, 457.

Lucan, 94, 434 and following.

Macrobius, 550.

Martial, 532.

Moschus, 401.

Nemesianus, 42.

Nicetas, 413.

Ovid, 4, 26, 109, 155, 460.

Philo the Hebrew, 316, 318.

Pisida, 526.

Plato, 555.

Plautus, 101.

Plutarch, 81.

Prudentius, 493 and 552.

Porphyry, 554.

Propertius, 33, 147, 471.

Sappho, 225.

Saxo the Dane, 153.

Seneca, 429, 466, 461, and 463.

Sophocles, 462, 617.

Statius Papinius, 430, 460.

Strabo, 153.

Sethatus, 515.

Tacitus, 452.

Theocritus, 35.

Tibullus, 42 and 50.

Valerius Flaccus, 9.

Virgil, 8, 26, 33, 50, 101, 105, 355, 462, 554.

The end.
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