
10th Grade AP European History
Summer Assignment

Purpose:
The purpose of this 10th Grade AP European History summer assignment is to ensure that students ‘hit the
ground running’ upon their return to school for the 2021-2022 school year. By reading and annotating their
summer book, the teacher can immediately begin teaching and discussing the material, making classroom time
more efficient and productive.

Students who will be taking on-level 10th Grade Western Civilization II are more than welcome to complete
this summer assignment, but it will not be offered for any credit. Its purpose will be to help the student get a
head start on the material that the teacher will begin introducing into their class in the following weeks.

Summer Assignment Directions:

Congratulations! You made it through Western Civilization I, and now you are almost ready for Advanced
Placement European History. In preparation for the year, students are to read and annotate Summa Contra
Gentiles and On Kingship by Thomas Aquinas over the summer. Please be prepared to begin the 2021-2022
school year with a fully annotated copy of the reading. Annotations will be done on the printout in legible
handwriting

Annotation Tips and Tricks:
● Summarize key points in your own words. Use headers and words in bold to guide you and look for

main ideas, arguments, and points of evidence
● Circle key concepts and phrases. What words would it be helpful to look-up at the end? What terms

show up in lecture? When are different words used for similar concepts? Not every annotation has to
be a sentence in length. Sometimes simple markings are the most effective.

● Write brief comments and questions in the margins. Be as specific or broad as you would like—use
these questions to activate your thinking about the content

● Use abbreviations and symbols. Using question marks, exclamation points, and asterisks are helpful
tools that will save you time and energy in your annotations. Be careful not to overuse them though,
because frequent use can confuse your teacher and even yourself at a later point in time.

● The appropriate amount of annotations for this assignment is 2-3 annotations per page, but you
are more than welcome to use more if you see fit.



Important Details:
● Due date: First Day of School
● Submission: Arrive at school with a fully annotated copy of both Summa Contra Gentiles and On

Kingship that your teacher will grade when your class discusses the material in class.
● Grading: The assignment will be reviewed for completion. Teacher(s) may provide feedback to

students at their discretion.
● Teachers will be using the summer readings during the first weeks back to school and teachers will be

requiring the text be brought to class. Therefore, at a bare minimum, your student would benefit from
completing the summer reading to prepare for the discussions that will ensue upon our return.

Excerpts for Summa Contra Gentiles and On Kingship located below for your convenience



Thomas Aquinas:  Summa Contra Gentiles
c.1261

Introduction
In the late eleventh century, Saint Anselm

of Bee (1033-1109) argued that a person of faith
might use human reason to attempt to understand
better what he knew from divine revelation to be
true. Two generations later, Peter Abelard
(1079-1142) began to apply dialectic, the art of
reconciling apparently contradictory propositions
through the use of logic, to the study of theology.
Working only with Christian sources, these early
Scholastics had an easy task by comparison with
that of thirteenth-century thinkers such as Thomas
Aquinas (1225-1274).

In response to the demand of Western
scholars for more texts, in the late twelfth century
Latin translations of Greek works began to arrive
in Europe, initially from intellectual centers in
Spain and Sicily that had close contact with the
Islamic world. By the middle of the thirteenth
century, the West had access to the complete works
of Aristotle, who was regarded as such an authority
that scholars referred to him as simply “The
Philosopher,” and the poet Dante described him as
“the master of those who know.” But Aristotle, for
all his brilliance, was not a Christian, and
consequently the recovery of his works raised a
serious question: What was a Christian to do when
the conclusions of human reason and the truths of
divine revelation seemed to conflict with each
other?

Aquinas’s answer to this question was that
such a conflict was, in fact, impossible. As he
wrote in the first book of his greatest work, the

Summa Theologica, “Grace does not destroy
nature, but rather perfects it.” Reason, properly
used, could never reach a conclusion that was
incompatible with divine revelation, since both
were valid approaches to a single body of truth--an
argument he developed in the Summa Contra
Gentiles. How, then, could Aristotle have been so
wrong about certain fundamental matters--the
nature of God, the immortality of the soul, and the
creation of the world, for example? For Aquinas,
the answer was simple: Human reason was a
reliable path to truth, but that path led only so far.
When reason reached its limit, revelation was there
to complete the journey.

Book I

Chapter 3: ON THE WAY IN WHICH DIVINE
TRUTH IS TO BE MADE KNOWN

[1] The way of making truth known is not always
the same, and, as the Philosopher has very well
said, “it belongs to an educated man to seek such
certitude in each thing as the nature of that thing
allows.” The remark is also introduced by Boethius
[ De Trinitate  II]. But, since such is the case, we
must first show what way is open to us in order
that we may make known the truth which is our
object.

[2] There is a twofold mode of truth in what we
profess about God. Some truths about God exceed
all the ability of the human reason. Such is the
truth that God is triune. But there are some truths
which the natural reason also is able to reach. Such
are that God exists, that He is one, and the like. In



fact, such truths about God have been
proved demonstratively by the
philosophers, guided by the light of the
natural reason.

[3] That there are certain truths about God that
totally surpass man’s ability appears with the
greatest evidence. Since, indeed, the principle of all
knowledge that the reason perceives about some
thing is the understanding of the very substance of
that being (for according to Aristotle “what a thing
is” is the principle of demonstration) [ Posterior
Analytics  II, 3], it is necessary that the way in
which we understand the substance of a thing
determines the way in which we know what
belongs to it. Hence, if the human intellect
comprehends the substance of some thing, for
example, that of a stone or of a triangle, no
intelligible characteristic belonging to that thing
surpasses the grasp of the human reason. But this
does not happen to us in the case of God. For the
human intellect is not able to reach a
comprehension of the divine substance through its
natural power. For, according to its manner of
knowing in the present life, the intellect depends
on the sense for the origin of knowledge; and so
those things that do not fall under the senses cannot
be grasped by the human intellect except in so far
as the knowledge of them is gathered from sensible
things. Now, sensible things cannot lead the human
intellect to the point of seeing in them the nature of
the divine substance; for sensible things are effects
that fall short of the power of their cause. Yet,
beginning with sensible things, our intellect is led
to the point of knowing about God that He exists,
and other such characteristics that must be
attributed to the First Principle. There are,
consequently, some intelligible truths about God
that are open to the human reason; but there are
others that absolutely surpass its power.

[4] We may easily see the same point
from the gradation of intellects. Consider
the case of two persons of whom one has
a more penetrating grasp of a thing by his

intellect than, does the other. He who has the
superior intellect understands many things that the
other cannot grasp at all. Such is the case with a
very simple person who cannot at all grasp the
subtle speculations of philosophy. But the intellect
of an angel surpasses the human intellect much
more than the intellect of the greatest philosopher
surpasses the intellect of the most uncultivated
simple person; for the distance between the best
philosopher and a simple person is contained
within the limits of the human species, which the
angelic intellect surpasses. For the angel knows
God on the basis of a more noble effect than does
man; and this by as much as the substance of an
angel, through which the angel in his natural
knowledge is led to the knowledge of God, is
nobler than sensible things and even than the soul
itself, through which the human intellect mounts to
the knowledge of God. The divine intellect
surpasses the angelic intellect much more than the
angelic surpasses the human. For the divine
intellect is in its capacity equal to its substance, and
therefore it understands fully what it is, including
all its intelligible attributes. But by his natural
knowledge the angel does not know what God is,
since the substance itself of the angel, through
which he is led to the knowledge of God, is an
effect that is not equal to the power of its cause.
Hence, the angel is not able, by means of his
natural knowledge, to grasp all the things that God
understands in Himself; nor is the human reason
sufficient to grasp all the things that the angel
understands through his own natural power. Just as,
therefore, it would be the height of folly for a
simple person to assert that what a philosopher
proposes is false on the ground that he himself
cannot understand it, so (and even more so) it is the



acme of stupidity for a man to suspect
as false what is divinely revealed
through the ministry of the angels
simply because it cannot be investigated
by reason.

[5] The same thing, moreover, appears quite clearly
from the defect that we experience every day in our
knowledge of things. We do not know a great many
of the properties of sensible things, and in most
cases we are not able to discover fully the natures
of those properties that we apprehend by the sense.
Much more is it the case, therefore, that the human
reason is not equal to the task of investigating all
the intelligible characteristics of that most excellent
substance.

[6] The remark of Aristotle likewise agrees with
this conclusion. He says that “our intellect is
related to the prime beings, which are most evident
in their nature, as the eye of an owl is related to the
sun” [ Metaphysics  Ia, 1]

[7] Sacred Scripture also gives testimony to this
truth. We read in Job: “Do you think you can
comprehend the depths of God, and find the limit
of the Almighty?” (11:7). And again: “Behold, God
is great, exceeding our knowledge” (Job 36:26).
And St. Paul: “We know in part” (1 Cor. 13:9).

[8] We should not, therefore, immediately reject as
false, following the opinion of the Manicheans and
many unbelievers, everything that is said about
God even though it cannot be investigated by
reason.

Chapter 4: THAT THE TRUTH ABOUT GOD
TO WHICH THE NATURAL REASON
REACHES IS FITTINGLY PROPOSED TO
MEN FOR BELIEF

[1] Since, therefore, there exists a twofold
truth concerning the divine being, one to
which the inquiry of the reason can reach,
the other which surpasses the whole

ability of the human reason, it is fitting that both of
these truths be proposed to man divinely for belief.

This point must first be shown concerning the truth
that is open to the inquiry of the reason; otherwise,
it might perhaps seem to someone that, since such
a truth can be known by the reason, it was
uselessly given to men through a supernatural
inspiration as an object of belief.

[2] Yet, if this truth were left solely as a matter of
inquiry for the human reason, three awkward
consequences would follow.

[3] The first is that few men would possess the
knowledge of God. For there are three reasons why
most men are cut off from the fruit of diligent
inquiry which is the discovery of truth. Some do
not have the physical disposition for such work. As
a result, there are many who are naturally not fitted
to pursue knowledge; and so, however much they
tried, they would be unable to reach the highest
level of human knowledge which consists in
knowing God. Others are cut off from pursuing this
truth by the necessities imposed upon them by their
daily lives. For some men must devote themselves
to taking care of temporal matters. Such men
would not be able to give so much time to the
leisure of contemplative inquiry as to reach the
highest peak at which human investigation can
arrive, namely, the knowledge of God. Finally,
there are some who are cut off by indolence. In
order to know the things that the reason can
investigate concerning God, a knowledge of many
things must already be possessed. For almost all of
philosophy is directed towards the knowledge of
God, and that is why metaphysics, which deals



with divine things, is the last part of
philosophy to be learned. This means
that we are able to arrive at the inquiry
concerning the aforementioned truth
only on the basis of a great deal of labor spent in
study. Now, those who wish to undergo such a
labor for the mere love of knowledge are few, even
though God has inserted into the minds of men a
natural appetite for knowledge.

[4] The second awkward effect is that those who
would come to discover the above mentioned truth
would barely reach it after a great deal of time. The
reasons are several. There is the profundity of this
truth, which the human intellect is made capable of
grasping by natural inquiry only after a long
training. Then, there are many things that must be
presupposed, as we have said. There is also the fact
that, in youth, when the soul is swayed by the
various movements of the passions, it is not in a
suitable state for the knowledge of such lofty truth.
On the contrary, “one becomes wise and knowing
in repose,” as it is said in the  Physics  [VII, 3]. The
result is this. If the only way open to us for the
knowledge of God were solely that of the reason,
the human race would remain in the blackest
shadows of ignorance. For then the knowledge of
God, which especially renders men perfect and
good, would come to be possessed only by a few,
and these few would require a great deal of time in
order to reach it.

[5] The third awkward effect is this. The
investigation of the human reason for the most part
has falsity present within it, and this is due partly
to the weakness of our intellect in judgment, and
partly to the admixture of images. The result is that
many, remaining ignorant of the power of
demonstration, would hold in doubt those things
that have been most truly demonstrated. This
would be particularly the case since they see that,

among those who are reputed to be wise
men, each one teaches his own brand of
doctrine. Furthermore, with the many
truths that are demonstrated, there

sometimes is mingled something that is false,
which is not demonstrated but rather asserted on
the basis of some probable or sophistical argument,
which yet has the credit of being a demonstration.
That is why it was necessary that the unshakeable
certitude and pure truth concerning divine things
should be presented to men by way of faith.

[6] Beneficially, therefore, did the divine Mercy
provide that it should instruct us to hold by faith
even those truths that the human reason is able to
investigate. In this way, all men would easily be
able to have a share in the knowledge of God, and
this without uncertainty and error.

[7] Hence it is written: “Henceforward walk not as
the Gentiles walk in the vanity of their mind,
having their understanding darkened” (Eph.
4:17-18). And again: “All your children shall be
taught of the Lord” (Is. 54:13).

Chapter 5: THAT THE TRUTHS THE
HUMAN REASON IS NOT ABLE TO
INVESTIGATE ARE FITTINGLY
PROPOSED TO MEN FOR BELIEF

[1] Now, perhaps some will think that men should
not be asked to believe what the reason is not
adequate to investigate, since the divine Wisdom
provides in the case of each thing according to the
mode of its nature. We must therefore prove that it
is necessary for man to receive from God as objects
of belief even those truths that are above the human
reason.

[2] No one tends with desire and zeal towards
something that is not already known to him. But, as



we shall examine later on in this work,
men are ordained by the divine
Providence towards a higher good than
human fragility can experience in the
present life. That is why it was necessary for the
human mind to be called to something higher than
the human reason here and now can reach, so that it
would thus learn to desire something and with zeal
tend towards something that surpasses the whole
state of the present life. This belongs especially to
the Christian religion, which in a unique way
promises spiritual and eternal goods. And so there
are many things proposed to men in it that
transcend human sense. The Old Law, on the other
hand, whose promises were of a temporal
character, contained very few proposals that
transcended the inquiry of the human reason.
Following this same direction, the philosophers
themselves, in order that they might lead men from
the pleasure of sensible things to virtue, were
concerned to show that there were in existence
other goods of a higher nature than these things of
sense, and that those who gave themselves to the
active or contemplative virtues would find much
sweeter enjoyment in the taste of these higher
goods.

[3] It is also necessary that such truth be proposed
to men for belief so that they may have a truer
knowledge of God. For then only do we know God
truly when we believe Him to be above everything
that it is possible for man to think about Him; for,
as we have shown, the divine substance surpasses
the natural knowledge of which man is capable.
Hence, by the fact that some things about God are
proposed to man that surpass his reason, there is
strengthened in man the view that God is
something above what he can think.

[4] Another benefit that comes from the revelation
to men of truths that exceed the reason is the

curbing of presumption, which is the
mother of error. For there are some who
have such a presumptuous opinion of
their own ability that they deem

themselves able to measure the nature of
everything; I mean to say that, in their estimation,
everything is true that seems to them so, and
everything is false that does not. So that the human
mind, therefore, might be freed from this
presumption and come to a humble inquiry after
truth, it was necessary that some things should be
proposed to man by God that would completely
surpass his intellect.

[5] A still further benefit may also be seen in what
Aristotle says in the  Ethics  [X, 7]. There was a
certain Simonides who exhorted people to put
aside the knowledge of divine things and to apply
their talents to human occupations. He said that “he
who is a man should know human things, and he
who is mortal, things that are mortal.” Against
Simonides Aristotle says that “man should draw
himself towards what is immortal and divine as
much as he can.” And so he says in the  De
animalibus  [I, 5] that, although what we know of
the higher substances is very little, yet that little is
loved and desired more than all the knowledge that
we have about less noble substances. He also says
in the  De caelo et mundo  [II, 12] that when
questions about the heavenly bodies can be given
even a modest and merely plausible solution, he
who hears this experiences intense joy. From all
these considerations it is clear that even the most
imperfect knowledge about the most noble realities
brings the greatest perfection to the soul.
Therefore, although the human reason cannot grasp
fully the truths that are above it, yet, if it somehow
holds these truths at least by faith, it acquires great
perfection for itself.



[6] Therefore it is written: “For many
things are shown to you above the
understanding of men” (Sirach 3:75).
Again: “So the things that are of God no
man knows but the Spirit of God. But to us God
has revealed them by His Spirit” (1 Cor. 2:11, 10).

Chapter 6: THAT TO GIVE ASSENT TO THE
TRUTHS OF FAITH IS NOT FOOLISHNESS
EVEN THOUGH THEY ARE ABOVE
REASON

[1] Those who place their faith in this truth,
however, “for which the human reason offers no
experimental evidence,” do not believe foolishly,
as though “following artificial fables” (2 Peter
2:16). For these “secrets of divine Wisdom” (Job
11:6) the divine Wisdom itself, which knows all
things to the full, has deigned to reveal to men. It
reveals its own presence, as well as the truth of its
teaching and inspiration, by fitting arguments; and
in order to confirm those truths that exceed natural
knowledge, it gives visible manifestation to works
that surpass the ability of all nature. Thus, there are
the wonderful cures of illnesses, there is the raising
of the dead, and the wonderful immutation in the
heavenly bodies; and what is more wonderful,
there is the inspiration given to human minds, so
that simple and untutored persons, filled with the
gift of the Holy Spirit, come to possess
instantaneously the highest wisdom and the
readiest eloquence. When these arguments were
examined, through the efficacy of the
abovementioned proof, and not the violent assault
of arms or the promise of pleasure, and (what is
most wonderful of all) in the midst of the tyranny
of the persecutors, an innumerable throng of
people, both simple and most learned, flocked to
the Christian faith. In this faith there are truths
preached that surpass every human intellect; the
pleasures of the flesh are curbed; it is taught that

the things of the world should be spurned.
Now, for the minds of mortal men to
assent to these things is the greatest of
miracles, just as it is a manifest work of

divine inspiration that, spurning visible things, men
should seek only what is invisible.
Now, that this has happened neither without
preparation nor by chance, but as a result of the
disposition of God, is clear from the fact that
through many pronouncements of the ancient
prophets God had foretold that He would do this.
The books of these prophets are held in veneration
among us Christians, since they give witness to our
faith.

[2] The manner of this confirmation is touched on
by St. Paul: “Which,” that is, human salvation,
“having begun to be declared by the Lord, was
confirmed to us by them that hear Him: God also
bearing them witness of signs, and wonders, and
divers miracles, and distributions of the Holy
Spirit” (Heb. 7:3-4).

[3] This wonderful conversion of the world to the
Christian faith is the clearest witness of the signs
given in the past; so that it is not necessary that
they should be further repeated, since they appear
most clearly in their effect. For it would be truly
more wonderful than all signs if the world had
been led by simple and humble men to believe
such lofty truths, to accomplish such difficult
actions, and to have such high hopes. Yet it is also
a fact that, even in our own time, God does not
cease to work miracles through His saints for the
confirmation of the faith.

[4] On the other hand, those who founded sects
committed to erroneous doctrines proceeded in a
way that is opposite to this, The point is clear in the
case of Muhammad. He seduced the people by
promises of carnal pleasure to which the



concupiscence of the flesh goads us. His
teaching also contained precepts that
were in conformity with his promises,
and he gave free rein to carnal pleasure.
In all this, as is not unexpected, he was obeyed by
carnal men. As for proofs of the truth of his
doctrine, he brought forward only such as could be
grasped by the natural ability of anyone with a very
modest wisdom. Indeed, the truths that he taught he
mingled with many fables and with doctrines of the
greatest falsity. He did not bring forth any signs
produced in a supernatural way, which alone
fittingly gives witness to divine inspiration; for a
visible action that can be only divine reveals an
invisibly inspired teacher of truth. On the contrary,
Muhammad said that he was sent in the power of
his arms—which are signs not lacking even to
robbers and tyrants. What is more, no wise men,
men trained in things divine and human, believed
in him from the beginning, Those who believed in
him were brutal men and desert wanderers, utterly
ignorant of all divine teaching, through whose
numbers Muhammad forced others to become his
followers by the violence of his arms. Nor do
divine pronouncements on the part of preceding
prophets offer him any witness. On the contrary, he
perverts almost all the testimonies of the Old and
New Testaments by making them into fabrications
of his own, as can be. seen by anyone who
examines his law. It was, therefore, a shrewd
decision on his part to forbid his followers to read
the Old and New Testaments, lest these books
convict him of falsity. It is thus clear that those
who place any faith in his words believe foolishly.

Chapter 7: THAT THE TRUTH OF REASON
IS NOT OPPOSED TO THE TRUTH OF THE
CHRISTIAN FAITH

[1] Now, although the truth of the Christian faith
which we have discussed surpasses the capacity of

the reason, nevertheless that truth that the
human reason is naturally endowed to
know cannot be opposed to the truth of
the Christian faith.

For that with which the human reason is naturally
endowed is clearly most true; so much so, that it is
impossible for us to think of such truths as false.
Nor is it permissible to believe as false that which
we hold by faith, since this is confirmed in a way
that is so clearly divine. Since, therefore, only the
false is opposed to the true, as is clearly evident
from an examination of their definitions, it is
impossible that the truth of faith should be opposed
to those principles that the human reason knows
naturally.

[2] Furthermore, that which is introduced into the
soul of the student by the teacher is contained in
the knowledge of the teacher—unless his teaching
is fictitious, which it is improper to say of God.
Now, the knowledge of the principles that are
known to us naturally has been implanted in us by
God; for God is the Author of our nature. These
principles, therefore, are also contained by the
divine Wisdom. Hence, whatever is opposed to
them is opposed to the divine Wisdom, and,
therefore, cannot come from God. That which we
hold by faith as divinely revealed, therefore, cannot
be contrary to our natural knowledge.

[3] Again. In the presence of contrary arguments
our intellect is chained, so that it cannot proceed to
the knowledge of the truth. If, therefore, contrary
knowledges were implanted in us by God, our
intellect would be hindered from knowing truth by
this very fact. Now, such an effect cannot come
from God.

[4] And again. What is natural cannot change as
long as nature does not. Now, it is impossible that
contrary opinions should exist in the same knowing



subject at the same time. No opinion or
belief, therefore, is implanted in man by
God which is contrary to man’s natural
knowledge.

[5] Therefore, the Apostle says: “The word is nigh
thee, even in thy mouth and in thy heart. This is the
word of faith, which we preach” (Rom. 10:8). But
because it overcomes reason, there are some who
think that it is opposed to it: which is impossible.

[6] The authority of St. Augustine also agrees with
this. He writes as follows: “That which truth will
reveal cannot in any way be opposed to the sacred
books of the Old and the New Testament” [ De
genesi ad litteram  II, 18].

[7] From this we evidently gather the following
conclusion: whatever arguments are brought
forward against the doctrines of faith are
conclusions incorrectly derived from the first and
self-evident principles embedded in nature. Such
conclusions do not have the force of
demonstration; they are arguments that are either
probable or sophistical. And so, there exists the
possibility to answer them.

Thomas Aquinas: On Kingship

In the two Summas, Aquinas dealt systematically
and logically with both rational and revealed truth,
drawing heavily on the Scriptures and Augustine as
well as on Aristotle. In some areas, his views were
seen as highly controversial, especially by
Franciscans such as Saint Bonaventure
(1221-1274). However, few contemporaries took
issue with his political theory, which represented a
dramatic shift away from the traditional
Augustinian idea that government was the product
of sin, toward Aristotle’s view that human societies,
and therefore civil governments, existed naturally

because “man is by nature an animal
destined to live in a polis.”

What is Meant by the Word “King”
Man has an end to which his whole life and all his
actions are ordered; for man is an intelligent agent,
and it is clearly the part of an intelligent agent to
act in view of an end. Men also adopt different
methods in proceeding towards their proposed end,
as the diversity of men’s pursuits and actions
clearly indicates. Consequently man needs some
directive principle to guide him towards his end.

To be sure, the light of reason is placed by nature
in every man, to guide him in his acts towards his
end. Wherefore, if man were intended to live alone,
as many animals do, he would require no other
guide to his end. Each man would be a king unto
himself, under God, the highest King, inasmuch as
he would direct himself in his acts by the light of
reason given him from on high. Yet it is natural for
man, more than for any other animal, to be a social
and political animal, to live in a group.

This is clearly a necessity of man’s nature.For all
other animals, nature has prepared food, hair as a
covering, teeth, horns, claws as means of defence
or at least speed in flight, while man alone was
made without any natural provisions for these
things. Instead of all these, man was endowed with
reason, by the use of which he could procure all
these things for himself by the work of his hands.
Now, one man alone is not able to procure them all
for himself, for one man could not sufficiently
provide for life, unassisted. It is therefore natural
that man should live in the society of many.

Moreover, all other animals are able to, discern, by
inborn skill, what is useful and what is injurious,
even as the sheep naturally regards the wolf as his



enemy. Some animals also recognize by
natural skill certain medicinal herbs and
other things necessary for their life.
Man, on the contrary, has a natural
knowledge of the things which are essential for his.
life only in a general fashion, inasmuch as he is
able to attain knowledge of the particular things
necessary for human life by reasoning from natural
principles. But it is not possible for one man to
arrive at a knowledge of all these things by his own
individual reason. It is therefore necessary for man
to live in a multitude so that each one may assist
his fellows, and different men may be occupied in
seeking, by their reason, to make different
discoveries—one, for example, in medicine, one in
this and another in that.

This point is further and most plainly evidenced by
the fact that the. use of speech is a prerogative
proper to man. By this means, one man is able fully
to express his conceptions to others. Other animals,
it is true, express their feelings to one another in a
general way, as a dog may express anger by
barking and other animals give vent to other
feelings in various fashions. But man
communicates with his kind more completely than
any other animal known to be gregarious, such as
the crane, the ant or the bee.—With this in mind,
Solomon says: “It is better that there be two than
one; for they have the advantage of their
company.”’

If, then, it is natural for man to live in the society
of many, it is necessary that there exist among men
some means by which the group may be governed.
For where there are many men together and each
one is looking after his own interest, the multitude
would be broken up and scattered unless there were
also an agency to take care of what appertains to
the commonweal. In like manner, the body of a
man or any other animal would disintegrate unless

there were a general ruling force within
the body which watches over the
common good of all members. With this
in mind, Solomon says [Eccl. 4:9]:

“Where there is no governor, the people shall fall.”

Indeed it is reasonable that this should happen, for
what is proper and what is common are not
identical. Things differ by what is proper to each:
they are united by what they have in common. But
diversity of effects is due to diversity of causes.
Consequently, there must exist something which
impels towards the common good of the many,
over and above that which impels towards the
particular good of each individual. Wherefore also
in all things that are ordained towards one end, one
thing is found to rule the rest. Thus in the corporeal
universe, by the first body, i.e. the celestial body,
the other bodies are regulated according to the
order of Divine Providence; and all bodies are
ruled by a rational creature. So, too in the
individual man, the soul rules the body; and among
the parts of the soul, the irascible and the
concupiscible parts are ruled by reason. Likewise,
among the members of a body, one, such as the
heart or the head, is the principal and moves all the
others. Therefore in every multitude there must be
some governing power.

Now it happens in certain things which are,
ordained towards an end that one may proceed in a
right way and also in a wrong way. So, too, in the
government of a multitude there is a distinction
between right and wrong. A thing is rightly
directed when it is led towards a befitting end;
wrongly when it is led towards an unbefitting end.
Now the end which befits a multitude of free men
is different from that which befits a multitude of
slaves, for the free man is one who exists for his
own sake, while the slave, as such, exists for the
sake of another. If, therefore, a multitude of free



men is ordered by the ruler towards the
common good of the multitude, that
rulership will be right and just, as is
suitable to free men. If, on the other
hand, a rulership aims, not at the common good of
the multitude, but at the private good of the ruler, it
will be an unjust and perverted rulership. The Lord,
therefore, threatens such rulers, saying by the
mouth of Ezekiel: “Woe to the shepherds that feed
themselves (seeking, that is, their own interest) :
should not the flocks be fed by the shepherd?”
Shepherds indeed should seek the good of their
flocks, and every ruler, the good of the multitude
subject to him.

If an unjust government is carried on by one man
alone, who seeks his own benefit from his rule and
not the good of the multitude subject to him, such a
ruler is called a tyrant—a word derived from
strength—because he oppresses by might instead
of ruling by justice. Thus among the ancients all
powerful men were called tyrants. If an. unjust
government is carried on, not by one but by
several, and if they be few, it is called an oligarchy,
that is, the rule of a few. This occurs when a few,
who differ from the tyrant only by the fact that they
are more than one, oppress the people by means of
their wealth. If, finally, the bad government is
carried on by the multitude, it is called a
democracy, i.e. control by the populace, which
comes about when the plebeian people by force of
numbers oppress the rich. In this way the whole
people will be as one tyrant.

In like manner we must divide just governments. If
the government is administered by many, it is given
the name common to all forms of government, viz.
polity, as for instance when a group of warriors
exercise dominion over a city or province. If it is
administered by a few men of virtue, this kind of
government is called an aristocracy, i.e. noble

governance, or governance by noble men,
who for this reason are called the
Optimates. And if a just government is in
the hands of one man alone, he is

properly called a king. Wherefore the Lord says by
the mouth of Ezekiel:” “My servant, David, shall
be king over them and all of them shall have one
shepherd.”

From this it is clearly shown that the idea of king
implies that he be one man who is chief and that he
be a shepherd, seeking the common good of the
multitude and not his own.

Now since man must live in a group, because he is
not sufficient unto himself to procure the
necessities of life were he to remain solitary, it
follows that a society will be the more perfect the
more it is sufficient unto itself to procure the
necessities of life. There is, to some extent,
sufficiency for life in one family of one household,
namely, insofar as pertains to the natural acts of
nourishment and the begetting of offspring and
other things of this kind. Self-sufficiency exists,
furthermore, in one street with regard to those
things which belong to the trade of one guild. In a
city, which is the perfect community, it exists with
regard to all the necessities of life. Still more
self-sufficiency is found in a province because of
the need of fighting together and of mutual help
against enemies. Hence the man ruling a perfect
community, i.e. a city or a province, is
antonomastically called the king. The ruler of a
household is called father, not king, although he
bears a certain resemblance to the king, for which
reason kings are sometimes called the fathers of
their peoples.

It is plain, therefore, from what has been said, that
a king is one who rules the people of one city or
province, and rules them for the common good.



Wherefore Solomon says [Eccl. 5:8]:
“The king rules over all the land subject
to him.”

Whether it is More Expedient for a City or
Province to be Ruled by One Man or by Many
Having set forth these preliminary points we must
now inquire what is better for a province or a city:
whether to be ruled by one man or by many.

This question may be considered first from the
viewpoint of the purpose of government. The aim
of any ruler should be directed towards securing
the welfare of that which he undertakes to rule. The
duty of the pilot, for instance, is to preserve his
ship amidst the perils of the sea. and to bring it
unharmed to the port of safety. Now the welfare
and safety of a multitude formed into a society lies
in the preservation of its unity, which is called
peace. If this is removed, the benefit of social life
is lost and, moreover, the multitude in its
disagreement becomes a burden to itself. The chief
concern of the ruler of a multitude, therefore, is to
procure the unity of peace. It is not even legitimate
for him to deliberate whether he shall establish
peace in the multitude subject to him, just as a
physician does not deliberate whether he shall heal
the sick man encharged to him,  for no one should
deliberate about an end which he is obliged to seek,
but only about the means to attain that end.
Wherefore the Apostle, having commended the
unity of the faithful people, says: “Be ye careful to
keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace.”
Thus, the more efficacious a. government is in
keeping the unity of peace, the more useful it will
be. For we call that more useful which leads more
directly to the end. Now it is manifest that what is
itself one can more efficaciously bring about unity
than several—just as the most efficacious cause of
heat is that which is by its nature hot. Therefore the

rule of one man is more useful than the
rule of many.

Furthermore, it is evident that several
persons could by no means preserve the stability of
the community if they totally disagreed. For union
is necessary among them if they are to rule at all:
several men, for instance, could not pull a ship in
one direction unless joined together in some
fashion. Now several are said to be united
according as they come closer to being one. So one
man rules better than several who come near being
one.

Again, whatever is in accord with nature is best,
for in all things nature does what is best. Now,
every natural governance is governance by one. In
the multitude of bodily members there is one which
is the principal mover, namely, the heart; and
among the powers of the soul one power presides
as chief, namely, the reason. Among bees there is
one king bee’ and in the whole universe there is
One God, Maker and Ruler of all things. And there
is a reason for this. Every multitude is derived from
unity. Wherefore, if artificial things are an
imitation of natural things’ and a work of art is
better according as it attains a closer likeness to
what is in nature, it follows that it is best for a
human multitude to be ruled by one person.

This is also evident from experience. For provinces
or cities which are not ruled by one person are torn
with dissensions and tossed about without peace,
so that the complaint seems to be fulfilled which
the Lord uttered through the Prophet [Jer 12:10]:
“Many pastors have destroyed my vineyard.” On
the other hand, provinces and cities which are ruled
under one king enjoy peace, flourish in justice, and
delight in prosperity. Hence, the Lord by His
prophets promises to His people as a great reward
that He will give them one head and that “one



Prince will be in the midst of them” [Ez
34:24, Jer 30:21].

That the Dominion of a Tyrant Is the
Worst
Just as the government of a king is the best, so the
government of a tyrant is the worst. For democracy
stands in contrary opposition to polity, since both
are governments carried on by many persons, as is
clear from what has already been said; while
oligarchy is the opposite of aristocracy, since both
are governments carried on by a few persons; and
kingship is the opposite of tyranny since both are
carried on by one person. Now, as has been shown
above, monarchy is the best government. If,
therefore, “it is the contrary of the best that is
worst.” it follows that tyranny is the worst kind of
government.

Further, a united force is more efficacious in
producing its effect than a force which is scattered
or divided. Many persons together can pull a load
which could not be pulled by each one taking his
part separately and acting individually. Therefore,
just as it is more useful for a force operating for a
good to be more united, in order that it may work
good more effectively, so a force operating for evil
is more harmful when it is one than when it is
divided. Now, the power of one who rules unjustly
works to the detriment of the multitude, in that he
diverts the common good of the multitude to his
own benefit. Therefore, for the same reason that, in
a just government, the government is better in
proportion as the ruling power is one-thus
monarchy is better than aristocracy, and aristocracy
better than polity—so the contrary will be true of
an unjust government, namely, that the ruling
power will be more harmful in proportion as it is
more unitary. Consequently, tyranny is more
harmful than oligarchy; and oligarchy more
harmful than democracy.

Moreover, a government becomes unjust
by the fact that the ruler, paying no heed
to the common good, seeks his own

private good. Wherefore the further he departs
from the common good the more unjust will his
government be. But there is a greater departure
from the common good in an oligarchy, in which
the advantage of a few is sought, than in a
democracy, in which the advantage of many is
sought; and there is a still greater departure from
the common good in a tyranny, where the
advantage of only one man is sought. For a large
number is closer to the totality than a small
number, and a small number than only one. Thus,
the government of a tyrant is the most unjust.

The same conclusion is made clear to those who
consider the order of Divine Providence, which
disposes everything in the best way. In all things,
good ensues from one perfect cause, i.e. from the
totality of the conditions favourable to the
production of the effect, while evil results from any
one partial defect. There is beauty in a body when
all its members are fittingly disposed; ugliness, on
the other hand, arises when any one member is not
fittingly disposed. Thus ugliness results in different
ways from many causes; beauty in one way from
one perfect cause. It is thus with all good and evil
things, as if God so provided that good, arising
from one cause, be stronger, and evil, arising from
many causes, be weaker. It is expedient therefore
that a just government be that of one man only in
order that it may be stronger; however, if the
government should turn away from justice, it is
more expedient that it be a government by many,
so that it may be weaker and the many may
mutually hinder one another. Among unjust
governments, therefore, democracy is the most
tolerable, but the worst is tyranny.



This same conclusion is also apparent if
one considers the evils which come
from tyrants. Since a tyrant, despising
the common good, seeks his private
interest, it follows that he will oppress his subjects
in different ways according as he is dominated by
different passions to acquire certain goods. The one
who is enthralled by the passion of cupidity seizes
the goods of his subjects; whence Solomon says
[Prov 29:4]: “A just king sets up the land; a
covetous man shall destroy it.” If he is dominated
by the passion of anger, he sheds blood for nothing;
whence it is said by Ezekiel: ‘ “Her princes in the
midst of her are like wolves ravening the prey to
shed blood.” Therefore this kind of government is
to be avoided as the Wise man admonishes [Sirach
9:13]: “Keep far from the man who has the power
to kill,” because he kills not for justice’ sake but by
his power, for the lust of his will. Thus there can be
no safety. Everything is uncertain when there is a
departure from justice. Nobody will be able firmly
to state: This thing is such and such, when it
depends upon the will of another, not to say upon
his caprice. Nor does the tyrant merely oppress his
subjects in corporal things but he also hinders their
spiritual good. Those who seek more to use, than to
be of use to, their subjects prevent all progress,
suspecting all excellence in their subjects to be
prejudicial to their own evil domination. For
tyrants hold the good in greater suspicion than the
wicked, and to them the valour of others is always
fraught with danger.

So the above-mentioned tyrants strive to prevent
those of their subjects who have become virtuous
from acquiring valour and high spirit in order that
they may not want to cast off their iniquitous
domination. They also see to it that there be no
friendly relations among these so that they may not
enjoy the benefits resulting from being on good
terms with one another, for as long as one has no

confidence in the other, no plot will be set
up against the tyrant’s domination.
Wherefore they sow discords among the
people, foster any that have arisen, and

forbid anything which furthers society and
co-operation among men, such as marriage,
company at table and anything of like character,
through which familiarity and confidence are
engendered among men. They moreover strive to
prevent their subjects from becoming powerful and
rich since, suspecting these to be as wicked as
themselves, they fear their power and wealth; for
the subjects might become harmful to them even as
they are accustomed to use power and wealth to
harm others. Whence in the Book of Job it is said
of the tyrant [15:21]: “The sound of dread is
always in his ears and when there is peace (that is,
when there is no one to harm him), he always
suspects treason.”

It thus results that when rulers, who ought to
induce their subjects to virtue,” are wickedly
jealous of the virtue of their subjects and hinder it
as much as they can, few virtuous men are found
under the rule of tyrants. For, according to
Aristotle’s sentence [Eth. III, 11: 1116a 20], brave
men are found where brave men are honoured. And
as Tullius says [Tuscul. Disp. I, 2, 4]: “Those who
are despised by everybody are disheartened and
flourish but little.” It is also natural that men,
brought up in fear, should become mean of spirit
and discouraged in the face of any strenuous and
manly task. This is shown by experience in
provinces that have long been under tyrants. Hence
the Apostle says to the Colossians: “Fathers,
provoke not your children to indignation, lest they
be discouraged.”

So, considering these evil effects of tyranny King
Solomon says [Prov 28:12]: “When the wicked
reign, men are ruined” because, forsooth, through



the wickedness of tyrants, subjects fall
away from the perfection of virtue. And
again he says [Prov 29:2]: “When the
wicked rule the people shall mourn, as
though led into slavery.” And again [Prov 28:28]:
“When the wicked rise up men shall hide
themselves”, that they may escape the cruelty of
the tyrant. It is no wonder, for a man governing
without reason, according to the lust of his soul, in
no way differs from the beast. Whence Solomon
says [Prov 28:15]: ”As a roaring lion and a hungry
bear, so is a wicked prince over the poor people.”
Therefore men hide from tyrants as from cruel
beasts and it seems that to be subject to a tyrant is
the same thing as to lie prostrate beneath a raging
beast.

On the Duties of a King
The next point to be considered is what the kingly
office is and what qualities the king should have.
Since things which are in accordance with art are
an imitation of the things which are in accordance
with nature (from which we accept the rules to act
according to reason), it seems best that we learn
about the kingly office from the pattern of the
regime of nature.

In things of nature there is both a universal and a
particular government. The former is God’s
government Whose rule embraces all things and
Whose providence governs them all. The latter is
found in man and it is much like the divine
government. Hence man is called a microcosmos.
Indeed there is similitude between both
governments in regard to their form; for just as the
universe of corporeal creatures and all spiritual
powers come under the divine government, in like
manner the members of the human body and all the
powers of the soul are governed by reason. Thus,
in a proportionate manner, reason is to man what

God is to the world. Since, however, man
is by nature a social animal living in a
multitude, as we have pointed out above,
the analogy with the divine government is

found in him not only in this way that one man
governs himself by reason, but also in that the
multitude of men is governed by the reason of one
man. That is what first of all constitutes the office
of a king…

Therefore let the king recognize that such is the
office which he undertakes, namely, that he is to be
in the kingdom what the soul is in the body, and
what GOd is in the world. If he reflect seriously
upon this, a zeal for justice will be enkindled in
him when he contemplates that he was been
appointed to this position in the place of God, to
exercise judgment in his kingdom further, he will
acquire the gentleness of clemency and mildness
when he considers as his own members those
individuals who are subject to his rule

That Regal Government Should be Ordained
Principally to Eternal Beatitude
As life by which men live well here on earth is
ordained, as to its end, to that blessed life which we
hope for in heaven, so too whatever particular
goods are procured by man’s agency--whether
wealth, profits, health, eloquence, or learning are
ordained to the good life of the multitude. If, then,
as we have said, the person who is charged with the
care of out ultimate end ought to be over those who
have charge of things ordained to that end, and to
direct them by his rule, it clearly follows that, just
as the king ought to be subject to the divine
government administered by the office of
priesthood, so he ought to preside over all human
offices, and regulate them by the rule of his
government.



...Since the beatitude of heaven is the
end of that virtuous life which we live at
present, it pertains to the king’s office to
promote the good life of the multitude
in such a way as to make it suitable for the
attainment of heavenly happiness, that is to say, he
should command those things which lead to the
happiness of Heaven and, as far as possible, forbid
the contrary...Thus the king, taught the law of God,
should have for his principal concern the means by
which the multitude subject to him may live well.

This concern is threefold: first of all, to establish a
virtuous life in the multitude subject to him;
second, to preserve it once established; and third,
having preserved it, to promote its greater
perfection.

...To establish virtuous living in a multitude three
things are necessary. First of all, that the multitude
be established in the unity of peace. Second, that
the multitude thus united in the bond of peace, be
directed to acting well. For just as a man can do
nothing well unless unity with his members be
presupposed, so a multitude of men lacking the
unity of peace will be hindered from virtuous
action by the fact that it is fighting against itself. In
the third place, it is necessary that there be at hand
a sufficient supply of the things required for proper
living, procured by the ruler’s efforts.

When virtuous living is set up in the multitude by
the efforts of the king, it then remains for him to
look to its conservation. Now there are three things
which prevent the permanence of the public good.
One of these arises from nature. The good of the
multitude should not be established for one time
only; it should be in a sense perpetual. Men, on the
other hand, cannot abide forever, because they are
mortal. Even while they are alive they do not
always preserve the same vigor, for the life of man

is subject to many changes, and thus a
man is not equally suited to the
performance of the same duties
throughout the whole span of his life. A

second impediment to the preservation of the
public good, which comes from within, consists in
the perversity of the wills of men, inasmuch as they
are either too lazy to perform what the
commonweal demands, or, still further, they are
harmful to the peace of the multitude because, by
transgressing justice, they disturb the peace of
others. The third hindrance to the preservation of
the commonweal comes from without, namely,
when peace is destroyed through the attacks of
enemies and, as it sometimes happens, the
kingdom or city is completely blotted out.

In regard to these three dangers, a triple charge is
laid upon the king. First of all, he must take care of
the appointment of men to succeed or replace
others in charge of the various offices. Just as in
regard to corruptible things (which cannot remain
the same forever) the government of God made
provision that through generation one would take
the place of another in order that, in this way, the
integrity of the universe might be maintained, so
too the good of the multitude subject to the king
will be preserved through his care when he sets
himself to attend to the appointment of new men to
fill the place of those who drop out. In the second
place, by his laws and orders, punishments and
rewards, he should restrain the men subject to him
from wickedness and induce them to virtuous
deeds, following the example of God, who gave his
law to man and requires those who observe it with
rewards, and those who transgress it with
punishments. The king’s third charge is to keep the
multitude entrusted to him safe from the enemy, for
it would be useless to prevent internal dangers if
the multitude could not be defended against
external dangers.



Finally, for the proper direction of the
multitude there remains the third duty of
the kingly office, namely, that he be
solicitous for its improvements. He performs this
duty when, in each of the things we have

mentioned, he corrects what is out of
order and supplies what is lacking, and if
any of them can be done better he tries to
do so. That is why the Apostle exhorts

the faithful to be “zealous for the better gifts.”...


