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originally published by John Rodker, London, in 1928. It also contains an
Introduction by the Rev. Montague Summers prepared for the 1948 reprint.


Summa – Summa Theologica, by Thomas Aquinas, 13th century.

Warnings


The Baltimore Catechisms: Beware! The Baltimore Catechisms contain heresies. I
use the teachings in them if they conform to dogmas or to doctrines that belong to the
ordinary magisterium or to expose the heresies in these catechisms.



The Catholic Encyclopedia, 1913 English version: Beware! This encyclopedia
contains many heresies. I never use it as a definitive source. I use it when the
teachings conform to dogmas or to doctrines that belong to the ordinary magisterium
or to expose the heresies in it. I use it for want of other English sources.



Limbo: Unsettled Question: Beware! This book contains heresies. The author teaches
it is an allowable opinion to believe that limbo exists in an eternal middle place
between heaven and hell, which is heresy. He also presents several teachings from
theologians as allowable when they are heretical. I use it when the teachings conform
to dogmas or to doctrines that belong to the ordinary magisterium or to expose the
heresies in it.

Definitions


Beatific Vision: The act of seeing God face to face, which forms the essential
happiness of angels and men in heaven.



Heaven: Heaven is an eternal place where the elect go to enjoy everlasting life, to see
God face to face, to be made like unto God in glory, and to enjoy eternal happiness.



Hell of the Damned: The hell of the damned is a place to which the wicked are
condemned and in which they are in dreadful torments and deprived of the sight of
God for all eternity.



Limbo of Children: Limbo of Children, a label first designated by Thomas Aquinas
in the 13th century that describes the place where those who die with the sole guilt of
original sin go. Thomas places it in the highest level of the hell of the damned.



Limbo of the Fathers (also known as Abraham’s Bosom): A temporary place of
peace in the highest level of hell where the elect went during the Old Testament era
until Christ freed them by His death and brought them to heaven during His
ascension.
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Purgatory: Purgatory is a temporary place in hell where the elect go who need to be
purified before they can enter heaven. This purification is the temporal punishment
for sins previously remitted and for the remission of unrepented venial sins.



Sin, Actual: An actual sin is a sin one commits as opposed to original sin that one
inherits. Actual sins are either mortal or venial.



Sin, Deadly: A deadly sin is a sin that places a soul in a state of damnation and hence
on the road to hell. The two deadly sins are original sin and mortal sin.



Sin, Original: Original sin is the deadly sin committed by Adam and Eve that all men
inherit, except Jesus and Mary.



Summa Theologica: Thomas Aquinas’ book that contains the summation of his
theological teachings. In it Thomas answers objections. The objections are not
necessarily his opinions. His opinions are given in the “I answer that” and in his
replies to the objections.

Unbaptized Infants Are Impious Sinners
The Catholic Church infallibly teaches that all infants born into this world (except
Jesus and Mary) inherit the guilt of original sin. She also infallibly teaches that original
sin is a real sin that causes real guilt. From the moment of their creation, infants are guilty
of the deadly sin of original sin and hence are sinners, impious, and children of Satan:
Council of Trent [hereafter COT], Decree on Original Sin, 1546: “2. If any one
asserts that the prevarication of Adam injured himself alone and not his posterity,
and that the holiness and justice, received of God, which he lost, he lost for himself
alone and not for us also; or that he being defiled by the sin of disobedience has
only transfused death ‘and pains of the body into the whole human race, but not sin
also, which is the death of the soul,’ let him be anathema, whereas he contradicts the
apostle who says: ‘By one man sin entered into the world, and by sin death, and so
death passed upon all men, in whom all have sinned.’ (Rom. 5:12)”1

Therefore the Catholic Church infallibly teaches that St. Paul’s statement that “all
have sinned” applies to infants from the moment of their creation because they inherit
Adam’s original sin. Hence unbaptized infants are sinners because they have sinned by
way of Adam’s original sin: “Therefore, as by the offence of one, unto all men to
condemnation… For as by the disobedience of one man, many were made sinners.”
(Rom. 5:18-19) This verse applies to all men who inherit original sin and calls them
sinners. And this sin is a deadly sin that thus makes infants impious, sinners, children of
Satan, and worthy of eternal hell. In the eyes of God, the sin and guilt is theirs as much as
it was Adam’s. This infallible decree from the Council of Trent applies not only to
persons who have attained the use of reason but to all men, infants included. The Catholic

1

Council of Trent [hereafter COT], 1546, sess. v; Denzinger [hereafter D.] 789.
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Church infallibly condemns as heresy the belief that unbaptized infants are not truly
guilty of original sin and hence are not impious sinners and children of Satan:
COT, Decree on Original Sin, 1546: “4. If any one denies that infants newly born
from their mothers’ wombs, even though they be sprung from baptized parents, are
to be baptized; or says that they are baptized indeed for the remission of sins, but
that they derive nothing of original sin from Adam, which has need of being
expiated by the laver of regeneration for the obtaining of life everlasting,—whence
it follows as a consequence, that in them the form of baptism, for the remission of
sins, is understood to be not true, but false,—let him be anathema. For that which
the apostle has said, By one man sin entered into the world, and by sin death, and so
death passed upon all men in whom all have sinned, is not to be understood
otherwise than as the Catholic Church spread everywhere hath always understood it.
For, by reason of this rule of faith, from a tradition of the apostles, even infants,
who could not as yet commit any sin of themselves, are for this cause truly baptized
for the remission of sins, that in them that may be cleansed away by regeneration,
which they have contracted by generation. For, unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.”2

Because infants need to be baptized to have original sin remitted, they are indeed
guilty of sin and thus are sinners and also impious because their sin is a deadly sin that
makes them children of Satan. The Catholic Church’s baptismal ritual proves that all
those with the guilt of original sin are children of Satan. Before candidates get baptized
into the Catholic Church to have their original sin remitted, they must renounce their
former master, Satan, and all his works and pomps:
The Ceremonies of Baptism: Imposition of Hands, Summary of Prayer: “Drive from
thy servant, O Lord, all blindness of heart, break all the bonds of Satan by which he
[the baptismal candidate] was tied…” And the Exorcism: “I exorcise thee, unclean
spirit, in the Name of the Father + and of the Son + and of the Holy Ghost +, that
thou go forth and depart from this servant of God [name], …Therefore, accursed
spirit, acknowledge thy sentence; give honor to the true and living God, to His Son
Jesus Christ, and to the Holy Ghost, by withdrawing from this servant of God
[name].” And the Renunciation of Satan: “1) Q. N…..dost thou renounce Satan? A. I
do renounce him. 2) Q. And all his works? A. I do renounce them. 3) Q. And all his
pomps? A. I do renounce them.” 3

Therefore anyone who says unbaptized infants are innocent or neutral has either no
concept of original sin or a distorted one. No one can be innocent or neutral who is guilty
of deadly sin, a child of Satan, and worthy of eternal hell.
The dogma of original sin that teaches that infants are born as evil, impious sinners
and children of Satan is hard for modern man to accept because the whole human race
has become idolized. All men are now guaranteed eternal salvation by the mere fact that
they are human. This idolization of the human race, which is also known as the heresy of
humanism, starts with the idolization of infants and children. There is an illogical, sick,
sappy, sentimental obsession with infants and children. The whole world, so-called
Catholics included, tells us that infants and children by the mere fact that they are infants
and children are innocent or, in the very least, neutral. Even a pagan with some common
sense who has no concept of original sin knows infants and children are not innocent or
2

COT, sess. v; D. 791.
St. Andrew Missal, 1952, Dom Gaspar Lefebvre, O.S.B. Imprimatur: +Brugis, 8 Julii 1953, M. Dekeyzer,
vic. gen.
3
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neutral by observing how stubborn and rebellious they are. These humanists, so-called
Catholics included, are so infected with infant idolization that they denounce as baby
torturers anyone who teaches, as most of the saints have, that infants who died with the
sole guilt of original sin are punished by God with pain and suffering:
The Catholic Encyclopedia [hereafter CE], Limbo, Patrick Toner, 1910:
“…Theologians who, with Gregory of Rimini, stood out for the severe Augustinian
view [that infants in hell suffer pain] were commonly designated by the opprobrious
name of tortores infantium [infant torturers].”4

They may as well denounce God as a baby torturer because God not only allows
infants to be tortured and suffer pain but also tortures and kills infants Himself. Let us
look at how the one and only true God, the Catholic God, sees infants and how He treats
them. God sees and knows all things, even before they are created: “For all things were
known to the Lord God, before they were created.” (Eclcus. 23:29) “O eternal God…
who knowest all things before they come to pass.” (Dan. 13:42) Because God knows all
things before they come to pass, He sees two kinds of infants: those who are ultimately of
good will and hence worthy of heaven and those who are ultimately of bad will and hence
worthy of hell. God sees the ultimate disposition of infants’ souls and knows what kind of
adults they will become if He lets them live long enough to become adults. Evil adults
who end up in hell were once infants, and as infants God saw the evil adult they would
become. Every human in hell began life as an infant; and when they were infants, God
saw their end in hell. Yea, God knew they would be evil even before they were created,
even before the world was created—“For all things were known to the Lord God before
they were created.” God looks at the infant and sees the lying, cheating, murdering,
fornicating adult that it will become if God allows it to become an adult. When Judas
Iscariot was an infant, God saw the evil adult. God did not see the innocent infant that
humanists see in all infants. God looked at Judas’ soul before it was created and knew
that it was an ultimately evil soul that would end up in hell. At one glance God saw Judas
as an infant, an adult, and a damned prisoner in eternal hell, even before Judas was
created.
God denounces infants as transgressors of His law while they are yet in the wombs
of their mothers: “For I know that transgressing thou wilt transgress, and I have called
thee a transgressor from the womb.” (Isa. 48:8) God also denounces infants in their
mothers’ wombs as wicked, alienated from Him, gone astray, and speakers of false
things: “The wicked are alienated from the womb; they have gone astray from the womb:
they have spoken false things.” (Ps. 57:4) Only God can make these judgments because
only God sees the infant in the womb and sees the wicked heart and wicked adult that
will transgress His laws and speak false things. God sees the ultimately wicked heart of
an infant and knows that its end is evil (that is, eternal hell): “He hath seen the
presumption of their heart that it is wicked, and hath known their end that it is evil.”
(Eclcus. 18:10) “But as for the wicked, even to the end there came upon them wrath
without mercy. For he knew before also what they would do.” (Wis. 19:1) Because God
knows these infants and children are wicked (that is, ultimately of bad will), He punishes
them with suffering, pain, death, and eternal damnation—unlike ultimately good-willed
4

The Catholic Encyclopedia [hereafter CE], Nihil Obstat: October 1, 1910, Remy Lafort, Censor.
Imprimatur: +John M. Farley, Archbishop of New York.
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infants and children whose suffering, pain, and death bring them to eternal life. We will
now see how God punishes wicked infants and children with suffering, pain, and death:


God killed the firstborn males of the Egyptians: “And I will pass through the land
of Egypt that night, and will kill every firstborn in the land of Egypt both man and
beast: and against all the gods of Egypt I will execute judgments: I am the Lord.”
(Exodus 12:12)



God commanded Moses to kill infants and children: “And the Lord spoke to Moses,
saying: Revenge first the children of Israel on the Madianites… Kill all that are of
the male sex, even of the children.” (Num. 31:1-2, 17)



God commanded Josue to kill infants and children: “And when in the seventh going
about the priests sounded with the trumpets, Josue said to all Israel: Shout: for the
Lord hath delivered the city to you… So all the people making a shout, and the
trumpets sounding, when the voice and the sound thundered in the ears of the
multitude, the walls forthwith fell down: and every man went up by the place that
was over against him: and they took the city, and killed all that were in it, man and
woman, young and old. The oxen also, and the sheep, and the asses, they slew with
the edge of the sword.” (Josue 6:16, 20-21)



God, speaking through the prophet Samuel, commanded King Saul to kill infants
and children: “And Samuel said to Saul: …hearken thou unto the voice of the Lord:
Thus saith the Lord of hosts: I have reckoned up all that Amalec hath done to
Israel: how he opposed them in the way when they came up out of Egypt. Now
therefore go, and smite Amalec, and utterly destroy all that he hath: spare him not,
nor covet any thing that is his: but slay both man and woman, child and suckling,
ox and sheep, camel and ass.” (1 Kings 15:1-3)



God allowed infants to be eaten by their wicked parents: “And thou shalt eat the
fruit of thy womb, and the flesh of thy sons and of thy daughters, which the Lord thy
God shall give thee, in the distress and extremity wherewith thy enemy shall
oppress thee. …And the filth of the afterbirths, that come forth from between her
thighs, and the children that are born the same hour. For they shall eat them
secretly for the want of all things, in the siege and distress, wherewith thy enemy
shall oppress thee within thy gates.” (Deut. 28:53, 57)



God’s judgment of killing evil infants is invoked by King David: “O daughter of
Babylon, miserable: blessed shall he be who shall repay thee thy payment which
thou hast paid us. Blessed be he that shall take and dash thy little ones against the
rock.” (Ps. 136: 8-9)



God inspires the Prophet Osee to curse evil infants: “Let Samaria perish, because
she hath stirred up her God to bitterness: let them perish by the sword, let their
little ones be dashed, and let the women with child be ripped up.” (Osee 14:1)
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Let that put an end to the idolization of infants and children! Just because you
cannot see God’s justice and mercy in this, do not dare call Him unjust or unmerciful
because God is all just and all merciful:
Malleus Maleficarum [hereafter MM], by Fr. Heinrich Kramer, O.P., and Fr. James
Sprenger, O.P., 15th century: “…For who can say that the sins of the mothers and of
others do not redound in punishment upon the children? Perhaps someone will
quote that saying of the prophet: ‘The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father.’
But there is that other passage in Exodus xx: I am a jealous God, visiting the sins of
the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation. Now the meaning
of these two sayings is as follows. The first speaks of spiritual punishments in the
judgment of Heaven or God, and not in the judgment of men. And this is the
punishment of the soul, such as loss or the forfeiture of glory, or the punishment of
pain, that is, of the torment of eternal fire. And with such punishments no one is
punished except for his own sin, either inherited as original sin or committed as
actual sin.
“The second text speaks of those who imitate the sins of their fathers, as Gratian
had explained (I, q. 4, etc.); and there he gives other explanations as to how the
judgment of God inflicts other punishments on a man, not only for his own sins
which he has committed, or which he might commit (but is prevented by
punishment from committing), but also for sins of others.
“And it cannot be argued that then a man is punished without cause, and without
sin, unless there is some cause for it. And we can say that there is always a most just
cause, though it may not be known to us: see S. Augustine, XXIV, 4. And if we
cannot in the result penetrate the depth of God’s judgment, yet we know that what
He has said is true, and what He has done is just.”5

God is just and merciful. And most men, infants and children included, are
obstinately wicked. The history of mankind has enough proof of this even for those
who do not believe in original sin. (For a more in-depth teaching on this topic, see my
book The Salvation Dogma: Catholic Doctrine on Predestination.)

Those Who Die with Only Original Sin Go to Hell
Among those who die with the sole guilt of original sin are the following:
1. Unbaptized infants, which includes children who have not
attained the use of reason;
2. Unbaptized adults who never had the use of reason and hence
never committed an actual sin.
In this book when I refer to damned infants, I mean infants and all others who
died with the sole guilt of original sin and hence are in the hell of the damned.
The following three truths are Catholic dogmas; hence a baptized man who denies
any one of them is a heretic:
5

Malleus Maleficarum [hereafter MM], also known as the Witches’ Hammer, by Professors of Theology
Heinrich Kramer, O.P., and James Sprenger, O.P. Authorized by a Bull from Pope Innocent VIII on
December 9, 1484. Printed by Dover Publications, Inc., 180 Varrick Street, New York, N.Y. 10014. Part ii,
chap. xiii.
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1. Those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in the hell
of the damned for all eternity;
2. Those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are eternally
punished;
3. Those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are punished
less than those who died with the guilt of mortal sin.
The dogma that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin go to the hell of
the damned was infallibly defined in 418 AD at the Sixteenth Council of Carthage:
True Translation
Pope Saint Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: “Canon 3.1. If any
man says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,
where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let
him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God’, what Catholic will
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will without doubt run to the left.” 6

Beware of the below false translation of this canon, as contained in Denzinger’s and
elsewhere, that refers to these infants as blessed while at the same time says they are
partners with the Devil:
False Translation
Pope St. Zosimus, Council of Carthage XVI, Original Sin and Grace, 418 AD:
“Canon 3. It has been decided likewise that if anyone says that for this reason the
Lord said: ‘In my Father’s house there are many mansions’ [John 14:2]: that it
might be understood that in the kingdom of heaven there will be some middle place
or some place anywhere else where blessed [beati] infants live who departed from
this life without baptism, without which they cannot enter into the kingdom of
heaven, which is life eternal, let him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless
a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he shall not enter into the
kingdom of God’ (Jn. 3:5), what Catholic will doubt that he will be a partner of the
devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of Christ? For he who lacks the right part
will without doubt run to the left.” (D. 102, footnote 2.)

I was always suspicious of this translation because it makes no sense to say that these
infants are blessed while at the same time they are in the hell of the damned and partners
with Satan. It would be the same as saying that Satan is blessed, as well as everyone in
his evil kingdom. The true translation says, “If any man says that...children who die
unbaptized live in bliss…, let him be anathema.” This makes sense with the rest of this
infallible canon that says these infants are partners with the Devil in the hell of the
damned.
Beware also of those who try to hide this canon altogether and pretend it does not exist
or attempt to discredit it. No doubt one of the motives for the heretics to hide this canon
was to protect the reputation of their idol the heretic Thomas Aquinas who taught that
6
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those who die with the sole guilt of original sin are happy, in bliss, and united to God.
(See in this book “Aquinas’ Heretical Beliefs That Damned Infants Are Happy and
United to God,” p. 44.)
This is more proof of how modernist heretics deliberately mistranslate or hide
dogmatic teachings to defend their heresies. But even this false translation condemns as
heresy the belief that there is a third eternal place and the belief that those who die with
the sole guilt of original sin are not in the hell of the damned nor partners with the Devil.
Hence even this false translation condemns as heretics all who teach that those who die
with the sole guilt of original sin are not in the hell of the damned but are in a third
eternal place or are not partners with the Devil but are happy and united to God. One
cannot be a partner with the Devil and at the same time be united to God. And one cannot
be happy and joyful in the kingdom of Satan and the hell of the damned.

And are punished but less than mortal sinners
The dogma that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin are punished and the
dogma that they are punished less than those who die with the guilt of mortal sin were
infallibly defined in A.D. 1274 at the Second Council of Lyons and again in A.D. 1439 at
the Council of Florence:
Pope Gregory X, Second Council of Lyons, 1274: “The souls of those who die in
mortal sin or only with original sin go down into hell, but there they receive unequal
[disparibus] punishments.”7
Pope Eugene IV, Council of Florence, 1439: “The souls of those who depart in
actual mortal sin or in original sin only, descend immediately into hell but to
undergo punishments of unequal [disparibus] kinds.”8

A pope is needed to settle the dispute as to what kind of punishment damned infants
undergo.


The allowable opinions range from punishments that cause pain, such as hell fire,
to punishments that do not cause pain but prevent happiness and peacefulness
(which I refer to as the no-pain opinion). Hence according to the no-pain opinion,
damned infants are in a type of gloomy, neutral state in which there is no
happiness or peace.



The non-allowable and heretical opinions are that those who died with the sole
guilt of original sin do not undergo any punishment at all or they are happy or
they are united to God.

7

Profession of Faith of Michael Palaeologus, 1274; D. 464 [Note: the English version of Denzinger
mistranslated the Latin word disparibus to mean different.].
8
Session vi, July 6, 1439; D. 693 [Note: the English version of Denzinger mistranslated the Latin word
disparibus to mean different.].
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Only Two Eternal Places, Heaven and Hell
There are two separate topics that must not be confused: One is the place souls go for
all eternity, heaven or hell; the other is the type of rewards in heaven or punishments in
hell that one merits. The Church infallibly teaches that souls reside for all eternity in
either heaven or hell.

There are eternal and temporary places in hell
In hell there are eternal places and temporary places. One temporary place in hell,
Abraham’s Bosom, was located in the highest place or level in hell and no longer exists
since the resurrection of Christ. There is only one other temporary place in hell,
purgatory. Purgatory is a place where the souls of the elect go who need to be purified
before they can enter heaven. Purgatory also existed during the Old Testament era as the
place where the elect went to be purified before they could enter Abraham’s Bosom, also
known as the limbo of the Fathers. Hence purgatory has existed since the fall of Adam
and Eve and will exist until the end of the world when it will cease to exist. Purgatory
consists of several levels or places that parallel the places of the hell of the damned. The
places in purgatory are separated from the places in the hell of the damned by partitions.
Devils and fire and other torments cross these partitions and torture the souls in
purgatory. The souls of the elect are assigned to levels in purgatory according to the
amount of purification they need. The more purification needed, the deeper the level and
hence the more pain and suffering.
To distinguish the temporary from the eternal places in hell, eternal hell is called the
“hell of the damned” or Gehenna or the “bottomless pit.” The Catechism of Trent
presents the infallible Church teachings regarding the different places or abodes in hell:
The Catechism of the Council of Trent for Parish Priests [hereafter CT], Article V:
“Different Abodes Called Hell - These abodes are not all of the same nature, for
among them is that most loathsome and dark prison in which the souls of the
damned are tormented with the unclean spirits in eternal and inextinguishable fire.
This place is called Gehenna, the bottomless pit, and is hell strictly so-called.
“Among them is also the fire of purgatory, in which the souls of just men are
cleansed by a temporary punishment in order to be admitted into their eternal
country, into which nothing defiled entereth…
“Lastly, the third kind of abode is that into which the souls of the just before the
coming of Christ the Lord, were received, and where, without experiencing any sort
of pain, but supported by the blessed hope of redemption, they enjoyed peaceful
repose. To liberate these holy souls, who in the bosom of Abraham were expecting
the Saviour, Christ the Lord descended into hell.” 9

All of the souls in the temporary places in hell (Abraham’s Bosom and purgatory)
have entered or will enter heaven. Thus there are only two places where souls go for all
eternity, heaven or the hell of the damned. Consequently there is no eternal third place
9
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where souls reside. And anyone who believes there is an eternal third or middle place
between heaven and hell is a heretic.

The heretical introduction of a third eternal place
Is a Pelagian heresy
Before the 5th century some men tried to introduce an eternal third or middle place
between heaven and hell where those who die with the sole guilt of original sin go. This
opinion was infallibly condemned by Pope St. Zosimus in 418 at the Sixteenth Council of
Carthage:
Pope Saint Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: “Canon 3.1. If any
man says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,
where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let
him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God’, what Catholic will
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will without doubt run to the left.” 10

Pope St. Zosimus therefore infallibly condemns anyone who believes there is an
eternal third or middle place between heaven and hell where dead unbaptized infants go.
He also infallibly teaches that dead unbaptized infants are in the hell of the damned—that
they are “partners of the devil” who “run to the left” (that is, to hell) because they have
“not deserved to be coheirs with Christ” and hence are coheirs with Satan.
Because enough heretics in the 18th century revived the heresy that dead unbaptized
infants go to an eternal third or middle place between heaven and hell, another infallible
papal condemnation was warranted; and this one came from Pope Pius VI:
Pope Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, 1794: “26. The doctrine which rejects as a Pelagian
fable, that place of the lower regions (which the faithful generally designate by the
name of the limbo of the children) in which the souls of those departing with the
sole guilt of original sin are punished with the punishment of the condemned,
exclusive of the punishment of fire, just as if, by this very fact, that these who
remove the punishment of fire introduced that middle place and state free of guilt
and of punishment between the kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that
about which the Pelagians idly talk – Condemned as false, rash, injurious to
Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

The first part of this decree teaches that it is not a Pelagian fable to hold the opinion
that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin suffer either no pain or only
spiritual pain. Hence it allows this opinion while not saying it is true or false. However,
the second part of this decree infallibly condemns as Pelagian heretics anyone who
believes that original sin does not cause guilt and punishment or that there is an eternal
middle place between heaven and hell or that those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are not in the hell of the damned.

10
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Other Pelagian heresies
The main heresy of the Pelagians is that men can be good and attain eternal life
without God’s grace working in them. They exalt free will over grace, man over God. As
a result of this heresy, they deny that men inherit the guilt of original sin. If the Pelagians
admit that men are born guilty of original sin, then they would not be able to have men
being good on their own, without God’s grace working within men to sanctify and
preserve them. They believe that the only sins men are guilty of are sins they commit,
actual sins:
CE, Pelagius and Pelagianism: “The original work of Pelagius… suddenly become
famous, brought to light the fact that it contained the fundamental ideas which the
Church afterwards condemned as ‘Pelagian heresy’. In it Pelagius denied the
primitive state in paradise and original sin… insisted on the naturalness of
concupiscence and the death of the body, and ascribed the actual existence and
universality of sin to the bad example which Adam set by his first sin. As all his
ideas were chiefly rooted in the old, pagan philosophy, especially in the popular
system of the Stoics, rather than in Christianity, he regarded the moral strength of
man’s will (liberum arbitrium), when steeled by asceticism, as sufficient in itself to
desire and to attain the loftiest ideal of virtue. The value of Christ’s redemption was,
in his opinion, limited mainly to instruction (doctrina) and example (exemplum),
which the Saviour threw into the balance as a counterweight against Adam’s wicked
example, so that nature retains the ability to conquer sin and to gain eternal life even
without the aid of grace. …These doctrines… clearly contain the quintessence of
Pelagianism:
1. Even if Adam had not sinned, he would have died.
2. Adam’s sin harmed only himself, not the human race.
3. Children just born are in the same state as Adam before his fall.
4. The whole human race neither dies through Adam’s sin or death, nor rises again
through the resurrection of Christ.
5. The Mosaic Law is as good a guide to heaven as the Gospel.
6. Even before the advent of Christ there were men who were without sin.”

As a result of these heresies, the Pelagians also heretically believed unbaptized
infants are not evil because they do not have the guilt of original sin. Hence they believed
that dead unbaptized infants do not go to hell because they are innocent. But they also
believed dead unbaptized infants could not go to heaven because Christ said men need to
be baptized to enter heaven. Hence the Pelagians placed dead unbaptized infants in an
eternal middle place between heaven and hell where they are happy and united to God
and called this eternal life, but not eternal life in the kingdom of heaven:
Limbo: Unsettled Question [hereafter LUQ], Rev. George Dyer, 1964: “The
Pelagians pointed out that, according to Christ, baptism was necessary in order to
enter the kingdom of heaven. He had not said that it was necessary for eternal life.
Armed with this distinction, the Pelagians were now willing to admit the necessity
of infant baptism. A child must be baptized if it is to enter the kingdom of God.
Should it die unbaptized, however, its innocence would bring it to salvation and to
eternal life. This distinction harmonized nicely with the total Pelagian construct. In
their view man is capable of reaching God by the power of his own nature; and this
would be eternal life. On the other hand, there was a more perfect reward, the
kingdom, and he who would attain it must first undergo a sacramental initiation in
baptism. The Pelagians did not deny that baptism could remove sin, but specified
that it did so only when actual sin was present on the soul of the neophyte. Infants
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were baptized not to free them from sin but to render them precious in the sight of
God, worthy of the kingdom he had prepared.”11

Thomas Aquinas’ Limbo of Children Is in Hell
Hell has different places or levels within it—“The souls …descend immediately into
hell… in different places.” The different place in hell where souls go who die with the
sole guilt of original sin is called by Thomas Aquinas the “limbo of children,” which he
places in the highest level or outer perimeter of the hell of the damned. For example, a
baseball field is a place that has many different places within it. The infield and the
outfield are separate places within the baseball field. And just as the outfield is the outer
perimeter within the baseball field, so Thomas’ limbo of children is the outer perimeter
within the hell of the damned.

Thomas’ limbo of children is lower in hell than limbo of the Fathers
First we will examine Thomas’ teachings on the limbo of the Fathers (Limbus
Patrum), also known as Abraham’s Bosom, which during the Old Testament era was a
temporary place in hell, a prison where the souls of the just were detained:
Catholic commentary on 1 Peter 3:19: “‘In which (to wit, soul or spirit) also he
came, and preached to those spirits who were in prison.’ ...The soul of Christ, after
the separation from the body and before the resurrection, descended to a place in the
interior parts of the earth, called hell in that which we call the apostles’ creed,
(sometimes called Abraham’s bosom, sometimes Limbus Patrum [Limbo of the
Fathers], a place where were detained all the souls of the patriarchs, prophets, and
just men, as it were in prison) and preached to these spirits in this prison; i.e.
brought them this happy news, that he who was their Redeemer was now come to be
their deliverer, and that at his glorious ascension they should enter with him into
heaven… for these spirits in prison, to whom Christ went to preach, after his death,
were not in heaven; nor yet in the hell of the damned: because heaven is no prison:
and Christ did not go to preach to the damned.”

Hence there is a place in hell called the “hell of the damned.” And during the Old
Covenant era there was another place in hell called the “limbo of the Fathers” or
“Abraham’s Bosom,” which Thomas calls the “limbo of hell” because it was in the
highest place (perimeter) within hell:
Summa: “I answer that, After death men’s souls cannot find rest save by the merit
of faith, because ‘he that cometh to God must believe’ (Heb. 11:6). Now the first
example of faith was given to men in the person of Abraham, who was the first to
sever himself from the body of unbelievers, and to receive a special sign of faith: for
which reason ‘the place of rest given to men after death is called Abraham’s
bosom,’ as Augustine declares (Gen. ad lit. xii). But the souls of the saints have not
at all times had the same rest after death; because, since Christ’s coming they have
had complete rest through enjoying the vision of God, whereas before Christ’s
coming they had rest through being exempt from punishment, but their desire was
11
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not set at rest by their attaining their end. Consequently the state of the saints before
Christ’s coming may be considered both as regards the rest it afforded, and thus it is
called Abraham’s bosom, and as regards its lack of rest, and thus it is called the
limbo of hell.”12 (Supp., q. 69, a. 4.)

It is a basic dogma, as stated in the Apostles’ Creed, that the dead Old Testament
elect were detained in hell before Christ came and liberated them. In the Apostles’ Creed
Catholics profess that Jesus “descended into hell”:
Apostles’ Creed: “I believe… in Jesus Christ… Who… was crucified, died, and was
buried. He descended into hell…”

The place in hell where Jesus descended was not the place for damned souls but the
place where the just were detained, also known as Abraham’s Bosom or as Aquinas says
“the limbo of hell.” The Catechism of Trent teaches the dogma that Abraham’s Bosom
was in hell:
CT, Article V: “…He Descended into Hell - In the first part of this Article, then, we
profess that immediately after the death of Christ His soul descended into hell…
Hell, then, here signifies those secret abodes in which are detained the souls that
have not obtained the happiness of heaven. In this sense the word is frequently used
in Scripture. Thus…in the Acts of the Apostles St. Peter says that Christ the Lord is
again risen, having loosed the sorrows of hell…
“Abodes in Hell: ...The third kind of abode is that into which the souls of the just
before the coming of Christ the Lord, were received, and where, without
experiencing any sort of pain, but supported by the blessed hope of redemption,
they enjoyed peaceful repose. To liberate these holy souls, who, in the bosom of
Abraham, were expecting the Saviour, Christ the Lord descended into hell.”

With this in mind, we will now examine the location of Thomas’ limbo of children in
relation to his teachings on the location of the limbo of the Fathers (which he teaches is a
place in hell):
Summa: “I answer that, The limbo of the Fathers and the limbo of children,
without any doubt, differ as to the quality of punishment or reward. For children
have no hope of the blessed life, as the Fathers in limbo had, in whom, moreover,
shone forth the light of faith and grace. But as regards their situation, there is reason
to believe that the place of both is the same; except that the limbo of the Fathers is
placed higher than the limbo of children…” (Supp., q. 69, a. 6.)

Thomas teaches that his limbo of children is in a lower place than the limbo of the
Fathers. He also teaches that the limbo of the Fathers is in hell, which he calls the limbo
of hell—“Abraham’s bosom… is called the limbo of hell.” Therefore, Thomas’ limbo of
children is logically in hell also because it is in a lower place in hell than the limbo of the
Fathers—“The limbo of the Fathers is placed higher than the limbo of children.” Hence
there can be no doubt that Thomas’ limbo of children is in hell.
12
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Moreover Thomas teaches that his limbo of children is in the hell of the damned
because “they have no hope of the blessed life” whereas “the Fathers in limbo had…
hope of the blessed life,” and hence the Old Testament elect were not in the hell of the
damned even though they were in hell. Therefore Thomas Aquinas upholds the dogma
that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in eternal hell in the highest
level, which he calls the limbo of children.

Thomas’ out-of-context passage used by heretics
Ignoring Thomas’ above teachings that prove his “limbo of children” is in hell, the
eternal-third-place heretics use his below passage out of context to try to prove that his
limbo of children is an eternal third or middle place between heaven and hell, which is
heresy:
Summa: “I answer that, The abodes of souls are distinguished according to the
souls’ various states. Now the soul united to a mortal body is in the state of
meriting, while the soul separated from the body is in the state of receiving good or
evil for its merits; so that after death it is either in the state of receiving its final
reward, or in the state of being hindered from receiving it. If it is in the state of
receiving its final retribution, this happens in two ways: either in the respect of
good, and then it is paradise; or in respect of evil, and thus as regards actual sin
it is hell, and as regards original sin it is the limbo of children. On the other
hand, if it be in the state where it is hindered from receiving its final reward, this is
either on account of a defect of the person, and thus we have purgatory where souls
are detained from receiving their reward at once on account of the sins they have
committed, or else it is on account of a defect of nature, and thus we have the limbo
of the Fathers, where the Fathers were detained from obtaining glory on account of
the guilt of human nature which could not yet be expiated.” (Supp., q. 69, a. 7.)

Thomas’ above underlined words are very poorly worded and are materially
heretical; that is, a heresy he did not mean to teach. By these words alone it seems that
Thomas is teaching that his “limbo of children” is not in hell—“in respect of evil, and
thus as regards actual sin it is hell, and as regards original sin it is the limbo of children.”
It is certain that Thomas did not mean to teach that his “limbo of children” is not in hell
because, as noted above, his other teachings place his limbo of children below the limbo
of Fathers that he says is in the highest level of hell. In context, then, Thomas is teaching
that those guilty of actual sins go to lower places in hell than those guilty only of original
sin, who go to the “limbo of children,” which is the highest place in the hell of the
damned.
There is more proof that Thomas does not teach that his “limbo of children” is a third
eternal place that is in neither heaven nor hell because he teaches that when souls die they
go directly to heaven, hell, or purgatory:
Summa: “I answer that, …since a place is assigned to souls in keeping with their
reward or punishment, as soon as the soul is set free from the body it is either
plunged into hell or soars to heaven, unless it be held back by some debt, for which
its flight must needs be delayed until the soul is first of all cleansed [purgatory].
This truth is attested by the manifest authority of the canonical Scriptures and the
doctrine of the holy Fathers; wherefore the contrary must be judged heretical as
stated in Dial. iv, 25, and in De Eccl. Dogm. xlvi.” (Supp., q. 69, a. 2.)
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Thomas’ above teaching leaves no doubt that his “limbo of children” is not an
eternal third place between heaven and hell because he teaches that when a man dies his
soul is either “plunged into hell” or “soars to heaven” or goes to purgatory and any
teaching “contrary must be judged heretical.” Therefore he teaches there are only two
eternal places where souls go, heaven and hell. Hence if Thomas had meant that his
“limbo of children” is an eternal third place, he would have condemned himself by his
own teachings which say that there is no eternal third or middle place between heaven
and hell. And most importantly, he would have been infallibly condemned as a heretic by
the Catholic Church’s infallible decree that all who died with the sole guilt of original sin
are in the hell of the damned.

Thomas’ imprudent limbo label
Thomas’ novel limbo-of-children label for the place where those who died with the
sole guilt of original sin go was very imprudent. His limbo-of-children label can easily be
taken out of context to mean that his limbo of children is not in hell. The word limbo has
three meanings: 1) A limb, border, or edge; 2) A middle place; 3) A transitory place.
Limbo most commonly means a middle place
The most common meaning of the word limbo is a middle place that is neither here
nor there. Hence, without knowing anything else about Thomas’ teachings on this topic,
his limbo of children would be commonly understood by most people as a middle place
that is in neither heaven nor hell.
Limbo commonly means a transitory place
Another common meaning of the word limbo is a transitory place, which means a
place that is not eternal. Hence, without knowing anything else about Thomas’ teachings
on this topic, his limbo of children would be commonly understood by many people as a
place that is not eternal.
This meaning is more common among Catholics because the limbo of the Fathers
(Limbus Patrum) was a transitory (temporary) place that no longer exists. The Catholic
Encyclopedia article on “Limbo” correctly teaches that “Limbus Patrum [was] a
temporary state or place.” Hence limbo is used to mean a transitory place in relation to
the limbo of the Fathers, which logically leads one to believe that the word limbo as used
in the limbo of children means the same thing, a transitory or temporary place.
Limbo least commonly means border or edge
The least common meaning of the word limbo, and one most do not even know, is a
border or edge. This is the definition Thomas uses in relation to his limbo of children. He
teaches that it is located in the outer border or the highest level in the hell of the damned.
Because “border or edge” is the least common meaning of the word limbo, most people
who do not deeply study the teachings of Thomas immediately believe that his limbo of
children is a middle place between heaven and hell or that it is a transitory place, a noneternal place. The eternal-third-place heretics exploit this misunderstanding of Thomas’
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use of the word limbo along with Thomas’ poorly worded passage—“In respect of evil,
and thus as regards actual sin it is in hell, and as regards original sin it is the limbo of
children”—in an attempt to infect most people with their Pelagian heresy of an eternal
third place. These heretics must also hide from their prey Thomas’ other teachings that
clearly prove his limbo of children is an eternal place in hell.
Therefore Thomas’ limbo-of-children label is very imprudent. If Thomas had not
introduced the word “limbo” but instead used the word “hell” in his label (as did all the
Church Fathers, Doctors, and saints that came before him), there could have been no
misunderstanding as to what he means. It would have sufficed if he had simply said that
dead unbaptized infants are in the highest level of the hell of the damned and had labeled
it the “hell of children” instead of the “limbo of children.” That would have immediately
and definitively prevented any misunderstanding among those who have not studied
Thomas’ other teachings on this topic. Thomas’ weak way of speaking about the place
for dead unsanctified infants proves he idolized infants, which is confirmed in his other
teachings on this topic that are heretical. (See in this book Aquinas’ Heretical Beliefs
That Damned Infants Are Happy and United to God, p. 44.)
No matter how deceptive the heretics are, there is no excuse for a Catholic who falls
for their heresy of an eternal third or middle place between heaven and hell or their
heresy that infants who died with the sole guilt of original sin are not in hell. There is no
excuse because it is a basic dogma that there are only two eternal places, heaven and hell,
and it is a basic dogma that all who die with the sole guilt of original sin go to hell.

Punishment for Original Sin Is Less Than for Mortal Sin
Within heaven and the hell of the damned, there are different levels that can be
called locations or places. The places where men eternally reside within heaven or hell
are determined by their merits if they go to heaven or demerits if they go to hell. Thus the
least punished in the hell of the damned are those who are guilty only of original sin, and
hence they reside in a different place in hell than those who are guilty of mortal sin:
Pope John XXII, 1321, “Letter to the Armenians”: “The souls. . .of those who die in
mortal sin, or with original sin only, descend immediately into hell; however, to be
punished with different penalties and in different places.” (D. 493a)

In the hell of the damned, then, there are different punishments and places to which
souls go depending on their degree of guilt. The least punished in the hell of the damned
are those who are guilty only of original sin:
St. Augustine, Enchiridion 93: “And neither the first death, which takes place when
the soul is compelled to leave the body, nor the second death, which takes place
when the soul is not permitted to leave the suffering body, would have been
inflicted on man had no one sinned. And, of course, the mildest punishment of all
will fall upon those who have added no actual sin to the original sin they brought
with them; and as for the rest who have added such actual sins, the punishment of
each will be the more tolerable in the next world, according as his iniquity has been
less in this world.”
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How Are Damned Infants Punished?
The Catholic Church infallibly teaches that all those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are in the hell of the damned and are punished, but punished less than those
with the guilt of mortal sin:
Pope Gregory X, Second Council of Lyons, 1274: “The souls of those who die in
mortal sin or only with original sin go down into hell, but there they receive unequal
[disparibus] punishments.”13

While this infallible decree says that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin
are punished, it does not say what type of punishment they undergo. To this date no pope
has infallibly defined what type of punishment the damned infants undergo, as well as all
others who died with the sole guilt of original sin. The debatable point, then, is what type
of punishment they undergo:


The allowable opinions range from punishments that cause pain, such as hell fire,
to punishments that do not cause pain but prevent happiness and peacefulness
(which I refer to as the no-pain opinion). Hence according to the no-pain opinion,
damned infants are in a type of gloomy, neutral state in which there is no
happiness, joy, or peace.



The non-allowable and heretical opinions are that those who died with the sole
guilt of original sin do not undergo any punishment at all or they are happy or
they are united to God.

Are they punished by hell fire?
Many saints, such as St. Augustine (354-430), believed that damned infants are
punished by the corporal pains of hell fire but suffer less pain than those who died guilty
of mortal sin:
History of Dogmas [hereafter HOD], Tixeront: “St. Augustine… considering that
these children were not sinless …concluded that they must share the common fate
of mankind. Since there is no intermediate state between heaven and hell, and since
they were excluded from heaven, they had to be consigned to the fire everlasting.
‘Si autem non eruitur a potestate tenebrarum, et illic remanet parvulus; quid
mireris in igne aeterno cum diabolo futurum qui in Dei regnum intrare non
sinitur?’14 …Regarding the lot of children who die unbaptized, our authors simply
accept the view of St. Augustine, who consigns them to positive punishment in hell:
‘Perpetua quippe tormenta percipiunt,’ [Pope] St. Gregory writes, ‘et qui nihil ex
propria voluntate peccaverunt.’15 ‘Luunt in inferno poenas,’ says St. Isidore,16 and
St. Ildefonsus, almost literally reproducing St. Augustine: ‘Mitissima sane omnium

13

Profession of Faith of Michael Palaeologus, 1274; D. 464 [Note: the English version of Denzinger
mistranslated the Latin word disparibus to mean different.].
14
Footnote 174: “Contra. Julian. Op. imp., III, 199; Contra. Julian., VI, 3; Sermo CCXCIV, 2-4; De Pecc.
Mer. Et remiss., I, 55.”
15
Footnote 162: “Moral., IX, 32.”
16
Footnote 163: “Sentent., I, 22, 2.”
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poena erit eorum qui, praeter peccatum quod originale traxerunt, nullum insuper
addiderunt.’17“18
St. Augustine, quoted by St. Fulgentius: “The quality of an evil life begins with lack
of faith, which takes its beginnings from the guilt of original sin. In it, each one
begins to live in such a way that, before he ends his life, which is ended when freed
from its bonds, if that soul has lived in the body for the space of one day or one
hour, it is necessary that it suffer with that same body the endless punishments of
hell, where the devil with his angels will burn forever. …Hold most firmly and
never doubt that not only adults with the use of reason but also children who either
begin to live in the womb of their mothers and who die there or, already born from
their mothers, pass from this world without the sacrament of holy baptism must be
punished with the endless penalty of eternal fire. Even if they have no sin from their
actions, still, by their carnal conception and birth, they have contracted the
damnation of original sin.”19

Out-of-context teachings defending the punishment of hell fire
The Council of Carthage XVI
In Pope St. Zosimus’ following infallible papal decree, some take out of context the
last sentence to mean that damned infants suffer the pain of hell fire:
Pope Saint Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: “Canon 3.1. If any
man says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,
where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let
him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God’, what Catholic will
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will without doubt run to the left.” 20

Pope St. Zosimus infallibly condemns anyone who believes there is an eternal third
or middle place between heaven and hell where dead unbaptized infants or anyone else
goes. He also infallibly teaches that dead unbaptized infants are in hell—that they are
“partners of the devil” who “run to the left” (that is, to hell) because they have “not
deserved to be coheirs with Christ” and hence are coheirs with Satan. But nowhere in his
infallible decree does Pope Zosimus teach what type of punishment they undergo.
Some believe that the last sentence—“For he who lacks the right part will without
doubt run to the left”—implies that they suffer hell fire because it is taken from Matthew
25:41: “Then he shall say to them also that shall be on his left hand: Depart from me,
you cursed, into everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his angels.” But
the last sentence of Matthew 25:41—“Depart from me, you cursed, into the everlasting
fire…”— is not included in the Council of Carthage’s Canon 3. Hence the belief that
17

Footnote 164: “De cognit. baptismi, LXXXIX. St. Avitus (Poemata, lib. VI, vers. 190 and foll.) mentions
the fire: ‘Quae flammis tantum genuerunt membra parentes.’ “
18
History of Dogmas [hereafter HOD], J. Tixeront. Imprimatur, die 19, Nov. 1913, +Joannes J. Glenon,
Archiepiscopus, St. Ludovki. Herder Book Co., 1923. Vol. ii, St. Augustine and Pelagianism, pp. 475-6 and
vol. iii, Latin Theology from 430 to 771, p. 335.
19
St. Fulgentius, To Peter on the Faith 36, 70.
20
Translated by the Right Rev. Charles Joseph Hefele, D.D., & Henry Nutcombe Oxenham, M.A. Edited
by Rev. Daniel R. Jennings, M.A.
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Canon 3 teaches that infants suffer hell fire has no merit. This canon makes no statement
one way or the other about what type of punishment damned infants undergo.
The Council of Florence
However, the Council of Florence has more merit in this regard. It teaches that those
who died outside the Catholic Church suffer in hell fire for all eternity:
Pope Eugene IV, Council of Florence, “Cantate Domino,” 1441: “The Holy,
Catholic, and Apostolic Church firmly believes, professes, and proclaims that none
of those outside the Catholic Church, not only pagans, but neither Jews, nor heretics
and schismatics, can become participants in eternal life, but will depart ‘into
everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his angels’ [Matt. 25:41],
unless before death they have been added to the Church.”

In correct context this infallible decree is talking about all those who died outside
the Catholic Church and have committed actual sins against faith and charity because
it addresses pagans, apostate Jews, heretics, and schismatics and hence did not mean
to include damned infants and others who died with the sole guilt of original sin. (For
a detailed explanation see my book Revelation and Infallibility: Non-Addressed
Exceptions to Infallible Decrees: Damned Infants not suffering hell fire is a possible
exception.)
We can also look to other infallible papal decrees to see if Pope Eugene IV’s Cantate
Domino means to teach that damned infants suffer hell fire. Around three hundred years
after Cantate Domino, Pope Pius VI, in his infallible Auctorem Fidei, allows for the
opinion that damned infants do not suffer hell fire:
Pope Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, 1794: “26. The doctrine which rejects as a Pelagian
fable, that place of the lower regions (which the faithful generally designate by the
name of the limbo of the children) in which the souls of those departing with the
sole guilt of original sin are punished with the punishment of the condemned,
exclusive of the punishment of fire, just as if, by this very fact, that these who
remove the punishment of fire introduced that middle place and state free of guilt
and of punishment between the kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that
about which the Pelagians idly talk – Condemned as false, rash, injurious to
Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

Pope Pius VI is not teaching for or against the belief that damned infants suffer the
pain of hell fire. However, he does allow for the opinion that they do not suffer hell fire.
He is putting forward the allowable opinion of those who believe that damned infants do
not suffer hell fire and then condemns as Pelagian heretics those among them who
believe original sin does not cause guilt and punishment or that there is an eternal middle
place between heaven and hell or that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin
are not in the hell of the damned.

Or are they only punished by the loss of the Beatific Vision?
Some saints believed in the allowable no-pain opinion that damned infants are only
punished by the loss of the Beatific Vision, which hence means they suffer no corporal
pain.

26

Out-of-context teachings defending sole punishment of loss of the Beatific
Vision
Pope Innocent III
Beware of those who refer to Pope Innocent III’s below fallible letter as an infallible
letter in order to defend as dogma their opinion that those who die with the sole guilt of
original sin suffer only the pain of loss of the Beatific Vision. There are two different
translations of this letter. I will list Denzinger’s translation first because it is the one most
people have access to. In his letter Pope Innocent III teaches that the only punishment for
those who die with the sole guilt of original sin is deprivation of the vision of God:
Pope Innocent III, Maiores Ecclesiae causas, letter to Humberto, the Archbishop of
Arelatensem, 1201, The Effect of Baptism (and the Character): “The punishment of
original sin is deprivation of the vision of God, but the punishment of actual sin is
the torments of everlasting hell…”21

For the sake of those who believe this is the correct translation, I will make my case
using this translation and then end with commenting on the other translation. Whichever
translation is correct, the main point is that this letter is a fallible document and hence can
contain error. Indeed, in this same fallible letter Pope Innocent III taught the error that
circumcision during the Old Covenant era remitted sins:
Pope Innocent III, Maiores Ecclesiae causas, 1201: “Although original sin was
remitted by the mystery of circumcision, and the danger of damnation was avoided,
nevertheless there was no arriving at the kingdom of heaven, which up to the death
of Christ was barred to all.”

Pope Innocent III’s erroneous opinion regarding circumcision was infallibly
condemned by a future pope, Pope Eugene IV, in the Council of Florence in 1439:
Pope Eugene IV, Council of Florence, “Exultate Deo,” 1439: “There are seven
sacraments of the new Law... which differ a great deal from the sacraments of the
Old Law. For those of the Old Law did not effect grace, but only pronounced that it
should be given through the passion of Christ; these sacraments of ours contain
grace, and confer it upon those who receive them worthily.” (D. 695)

Hence since 1439 it is a dogma that the sacraments of the Old Law, such as
circumcision, did not effect grace. Consequently Pope Innocent III’s opinion that
circumcision remitted sins and thus effected grace was erroneous in his day but heretical
after the infallible decree in Florence.
Therefore Pope Innocent III’s opinion in the same letter that teaches that those who
died with the sole guilt of original sin are only punished with the loss of the Beatific
Vision is likewise fallible and hence could be wrong. However, Pope Innocent’s belief, as
expressed in his fallible letter, is one proof that this opinion was allowed in his day. If it
had been heretical, he would have been automatically excommunicated and would have
automatically lost his office. This is another proof that the infallible Council of Carthage
in 418 did not teach one way or the other about damned infants suffering hell fire. If it
had taught that damned infants suffer hell fire, then Pope Innocent would have taught
heresy.
21

Pope Innocent III, Maiores Ecclesiae causas, ad Yubertum Archiepisc. Arelatensem, sub finem 1201:
CIC Decr. Gerg. III, 42, 3: Frdbg II 644 sq; Rcht II 619 sq; Pth 1479: D. 410.
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Some believe that Pope Innocent teaches in his fallible letter that damned infants
suffer no pain for being punished by the deprivation of the vision of God because he says
they do not suffer the torments of hell. This interpretation cannot be proved. When Pope
Innocent says that damned infants do not suffer the torments of hell, he means corporal
pain; that is, the pain of hell fire and other pains caused by external agents that exist in
hell. The pain of loss does not come from any external agent in hell but from within the
person; hence, he most probably means the punishment of loss causes torment from
within as opposed to torments from without caused by external agents in hell. This is
precisely what some saints believed who held the opinion that damned infants do not
suffer the punishment of sense but only the punishment of loss, which they teach is
always accompanied by spiritual pain:
LUQ: “Nearly a thousand years lie between Augustine and the great Scholastics,
and an even greater gulf separates their thought. Theologians had taken immense
strides away from Augustine. …Fifty years before Thomas arrived in Paris, Pope
Innocent wrote a letter to the Archbishop of Aries, replying to a difficulty that had
been proposed. In the course of his letter Innocent spoke of the punishment
appropriate to actual and to original sin. Actual sin, said Innocent, is punished by
the endless torment of hell; but original sin is punished by the loss of the vision of
God.22
“This letter was written in 1201 at a time when theologians were moving en
masse away from the ancient theory of hellfire for unbaptized infants. At first
glance, it would seem that Innocent’s letter endorsed their opinion; theologians,
however, are prone to second glances at papal documents. Over the centuries they
have noted several points that are worth mentioning. In the first place Innocent III
was not exercising his full magisterial power in this letter. He was answering the
special difficulty of a particular bishop. Secondly, the letter would not have ended
all discussion, even if the pope were speaking with the fullness of his authority. If
we examine the pope’s reply carefully, we find that he was indicating the punishment that was appropriate to the sins in question; he did not say that the
appropriate or proper punishment was the only punishment. By saying that the pain
of sense was proper to actual sin, he surely had no intention of excluding the pain of
loss.
“This distinction may seem a bit of theological pedantry, but history proves the
contrary. This very question was discussed by Albert the Great; and Albert’s
solution disagrees with Innocent. Albert denied that children suffered the pain of
sense… Innocent’s letter does little to endorse the scholastic speculations on limbo,
but it is important for another reason. It is the first time that the teaching authority
of the Church has taken cognizance of the pain of loss and the pain of sense as two
very distinct torments of the damned. And this itself is an important part of the
whole problem of unbaptized children.” 23

Even if Pope Innocent III meant to teach that the punishment of eternal deprivation
of the vision of God is without any pain whatsoever but neither are damned infants
happy, he would have held the same allowable opinion that St. Gregory of Nazianzus and
others held—that the damned infants suffer no pain but are not happy and hence are in a
neutral state. He would have held the allowable no-pain opinion.
We will now look at the other translation of Pope Innocent III’s letter. It clears up the
confusion in the first translation that uses the word punishment but seems to not attach
any pain to it:
22
23

Footnote 30: “Majores Ecclesiae,” DB, n. 410.
LUQ, chap. ii, pp. 56-57.
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CE, Limbo, 1910: “Pope Innocent’s teaching is to the effect that those dying with
only original sin on their souls will suffer ‘no other pain, whether from material fire
or from the worm of conscience, except the pain of being deprived forever of the
vision of God’ (Corp. Juris, Decret. l. III, tit. xlii, c. iii - Majores).”

This translation explicitly says damned infants suffer pain for being deprived of the
vision of God, although not the pain of material fire or worm of conscience.
Now whatever translation is true, the letter is nevertheless fallible. Hence Pope
Innocent’s opinion could be wrong. But whatever opinion he held—either damned infants
suffer spiritual pain only or no pain at all—both opinions were and still are allowed.
Pope Pius VI’s Auctorem Fidei
In 1794 the Catholic Church again, through Pope Pius VI, infallibly condemned
anyone who teaches that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin, such as
unbaptized infants, do not go to hell and do not suffer any punishment:
Pope Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, 1794: “26. The doctrine which rejects as a Pelagian
fable, that place of the lower regions (which the faithful generally designate by the
name of the limbo of the children) in which the souls of those departing with the
sole guilt of original sin are punished with the punishment of the condemned,
exclusive of the punishment of fire, just as if, by this very fact, that these who
remove the punishment of fire introduced that middle place and state free of guilt
and of punishment between the kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that
about which the Pelagians idly talk – Condemned as false, rash, injurious to
Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

Beware of those who take Pope Pius VI’s words out of context to say that he is
teaching that infants in hell do not suffer the pain of fire. He does not teach for or against
the opinion that infants suffer the pain of hell fire. He puts forward the opinion of “these
who remove the punishment of fire” and then denounces as “Pelagians” those among
them who “introduced that middle place and state free of guilt and of punishment
between the kingdom of God and eternal damnation.” He says that this heresy is “such as
that about which the Pelagians idly talk” and is “Condemned as false, rash, injurious to
Catholic schools.” The infallible points, then, are as follows: There is no eternal third or
middle place between heaven and hell (between the kingdom of God and eternal
damnation); those who die with the sole guilt of original sin go to hell; and those who
died with the sole guilt of original sin are truly guilty and suffer eternal punishment.
Hence it was not Pope Pius’ intention to define what type of punishment they undergo.
Therefore, Pope Pius VI is not condemning those who believe in the opinion that those
who died with the sole guilt of original sin suffer the pain of hell fire. He is saying that
among those who hold this opinion beware of those who go further by placing these souls
in a third eternal place, which is heresy. In the 18th century, then, the allowable opinions
regarding how damned infants are punished ranged from the corporal pain of hell fire to
the no-pain opinion in which damned infants are in a gloomy, neutral state. And these
opinions are still allowed until a future pope settles this legitimate dispute.

Trent and post-Trent theologians teach the hell-fire opinion
In the 16th century the Augustinian preacher Augustine Mainardi defended St.
Augustine’s opinion that damned infants suffer the pain of hell fire:
29

LUQ: “An Augustinian preacher, Augustine Mainardi, was denounced to Rome for
preaching erroneous, un-Catholic doctrines; among his ideas was a denial of limbo.
Children who die with original sin on their souls, he said, are damned to the eternal
torment of the fires of hell. ...The monk appealed his case to Pope Paul III [14681534], submitting a list of his ideas and asking that the Pope himself judge whether
or not they were Catholic in tone. When Paul’s advisers pronounced Mainardi’s
teaching ‘Catholic and not erroneous,’ the pope allowed him to continue his
preaching. Mainardi’s view of unbaptized infants, said Paul, was that of St.
Augustine himself, and could be found in many of the saint’s writings. 24 The pope
repeated his observation three years later when another Augustinian, Musaeus of
Trivigiano, was denounced for denying the existence of limbo. 25“26

In the 18th century another Augustinian defended St. Augustine’s hell-fire opinion:
LUQ: “Clement XIII and the Augustinian Manifesto: In 1758 Rome was called on
to re-evaluate the appraisal it had made of the Augustinians over the preceding two
centuries. ...The Augustinians found themselves denounced as Jansenist and their
theology pilloried as heterodox. At this juncture the Augustinian General, Vasquez,
appealed to Rome, claiming that the Jesuit theologians of France, Spain, and Italy
had accused his men of heresy. He submitted a formal petition to Clement XIII,
asking that the Augustinian School be protected against the calumnies of its
enemies.
“Vasquez’ petition contained what might be termed a manifesto of Augustinian
theology, embracing twenty-three propositions fundamental to Augustinian
teaching; among them was a denial of limbo:
“‘Unbaptized children who die in original sin are not only distressed by the loss of
the Beatific Vision, but they are tormented by the pain of fire in hell, however
mildly it may be. [This opinion] is in keeping with the opinions of St.
Augustine.’27
“Clement submitted the matter to the cardinals of the Holy Office; and on
January 10, 1759, a decree was drawn up and approved by him. The decree itself
contained nothing new. It simply referred to the decisions of Paul III and to the
action taken by Rome in the cases of Noris and Berti. With these previous decisions,
Clement said, the security of the Augustinian School has been sufficiently provided
for; it need have no fears.28 ...The Augustinians taught that an unbaptized infant
must suffer the fires of hell, however mild these might be. The papal decrees did
not, except in the broadest sense of the word, approve the Augustinian theory; but
neither did they disapprove of it. While theologians were free to disagree with the
Augustinians, they could not censure the Augustinian position without disapproving
what Rome had not disapproved in the persons of Paul III, Benedict XIV, and the
popes who had caused Noris’s writings to be so thoroughly reviewed.29“30

And in the 18th century another Augustinian theologian, Giovanni Lorenzo Berti
(1696-1766), developed Henry Noris’ teachings and wrote Opus de Theologicis
Disciplinis in defense of St. Augustine’s teachings. In his book he defended St.
Augustine’s opinion that damned infants suffer hell fire:
24

Footnote 36: This letter of Paul III is reprinted in the Opus de Theologicis Disciplinis, Tome VII, p. 36.
Footnote 37: This letter of Paul III is also reprinted in the Opus de Theologicis Disciplinis, Tome I, pp.
167-168.
26
LUQ, chap. iii, p. 82.
27
Footnote 43: Accademia dei Lincei: Biblioteca Corsiniana, Rome, N. 1485, f. 193.
28
Footnote 44: Ibid.
29
Footnote 45: Correspondance de Benoit XIV, letter of June 25, 1749, Vol. I, p. 496.
30
LUQ, chap. iii, pp. 84-85.
25

30

LUQ: “The man who developed Noris’s system and carried it well into the
eighteenth century was John Laurent Berti, an Italian and an Augustinian. The
General of the Augustinians, Sciaffinati, told Berti to write a book that would set
forth the whole of Augustine’s thought but especially his views of grace and free
will. When it was completed, the book was to serve as a text for the students of the
entire Augustinian Order. The result of Berti’s labors was the massive Opus de
Theologicis Disciplinis. Its semi-official character helps to explain the prominence
that the views of Noris and Berti achieved. Their opinions were not simply the
private views of theologians; they were those of the Augustinian Order. …When the
views of Noris and Berti were adopted by the Augustinians, the denial of limbo had
penetrated very far indeed into the thinking of Catholic theologians.” 31
CE, Berti, 1907: “By order of Father Schiaffinatti, his Superior General, he wrote
the extensive work ‘De Theologicis Disciplinis’ (Rome, 1739-45), an exposition of
the theological teaching of St. Augustine. The book, which appeared in several
editions, was vehemently attacked by d’Ise de Saléon (who was successively Bishop
of Agen, 1730-35, Bishop of Rodez, 1735-46, and Archbishop of Vienne, 1747-51)
and by Languet de Gergy, Archbishop of Sens (1731-53). They accused Berti of
Jansenism. In answer, the latter published: (1) ‘Augustinianum Systema de Gratiâ’
(Rome, 1747; Munich, 1750); (2) ‘In Opusculum’ (Leghorn, 1756). The accusations
against Berti were submitted to the Roman authorities. Benedict XIV (1740-58) had
his book examined and found its teaching sound.”

Therefore several post-Trent theologians held St. Augustine’s hell-fire opinion. But
the popes that allowed the hell-fire opinion to be held cannot be used as proof that this
opinion is orthodox or heretical because the same popes allowed the “happy and united to
God” heresy, the “eternal third place” heresy, and the “original sin is not a true sin”
heresy to be held by so-called Catholic theologians because these wicked popes were
either non-judgmentalists or occult heretics. (See in this book The evil popes were either
occult heretics or non-judgmentalists, p. 72.)

Pain vs. No-Pain Opinion
When the theologians speak of the damned suffering the “pain of sense,” they mean
the corporal pain of material hell fire and other corporal pains. When they speak of the
damned suffering the “pain of loss,” they mean the spiritual suffering caused by the
eternal deprivation of God:
LUQ: “The Church has taken cognizance of the pain of loss and the pain of sense as
two very distinct torments of the damned.”32

There are two general kinds of punishments, then, in the hell of the damned: the
punishment of the senses (poena sensus) and the punishment of loss (poena damni).
Some saints did not believe that the punishment of loss causes pain in the damned who
are only guilty of original sin. For these souls the “punishment of loss” means an eternal
deprivation of God without pain but also without peace or joy and hence it is a gloomy,
neutral state—this is known as the no-pain opinion. The opposing side uses the term
“punishment of loss” to always mean it causes pain. To them the punishment of the loss
31
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of God is always a pain-causing punishment for all of the damned thus including those
guilty only of original sin—this is known as the pain opinion.

Pain opinion
Most of the saints from the birth of the Church until the 13th century believed that
the punishment for damned infants entails some degree of suffering and pain, either
corporal or spiritual or both:
St. Gregory the Great (590-604): “For there be some that are withdrawn from the
present light, before they attain to shew forth the good or evil deserts of an active
life. And whereas the Sacraments of salvation do not free them from the sin of their
birth, at the same time that here they never did aright by their own act; there they
are brought to torment. And these have one wound, viz. to be born in corruption,
and another, to die in the flesh. But forasmuch as after death there also follows
death eternal, by a secret and righteous judgment ‘wounds are multiplied to them
without cause.’ For they even receive everlasting torments, who never sinned by
their own will. And hence it is written, Even the infant of a single day is not pure in
His sight upon earth. Hence ‘Truth’ says by His own lips, Except a man be born of
water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. Hence Paul says,
We were by nature the children of wrath even as others. He then that adding nothing
of his own is stained by the guilt of birth alone, how stands it with such an one at
the last account, as far as the calculation of human sense goes, but that he is
‘wounded without cause?’ And yet in the strict account of God it is but just that the
stock of mortality, like an unfruitful tree, should preserve in the branches that
bitterness which it drew from the root. Therefore he says, For He shall break me
with a tempest, and multiply my wounds without cause. As if reviewing the woes of
mankind he said in plain words: ‘With what sort of visitation does the strict Judge
mercilessly slay those, whom the guilt of their own deeds condemns, if He smites
for all eternity even those, whom the guilt of deliberate choice does not impeach?’”
(Moralia 9: 32)
CE, Limbo, 1910: “It should be noted, however, that this poena damni incurred for
original sin implied, with Abelard and most of the early Scholastics, a certain
degree of spiritual torment, and that Thomas was the first great teacher who broke
away completely from the Augustinian tradition on this subject…”

No-pain opinion (held by some of the early Greek Fathers)
Before the 5th century some of the Greek Fathers believed that damned infants are
neither wicked nor good, neither sinners nor holy, neither rewarded nor punished. Hence
they believed that these infants exist in the hell of the damned in a neutral state:
CE, Limbo: “Thus, according to Gregory [of Nazianzus], for children dying without
baptism, and excluded for want of the ‘seal’ from the ‘honor’ or gratuitous favor of
seeing God face to face, an intermediate or neutral state is admissible, which, unlike
that of the personally wicked, is free from positive punishment.”
St. Gregory of Nazianzus (c325-389): “It will happen, I believe . . . that those last
mentioned [infants dying without baptism] will neither be admitted by the just judge
to the glory of Heaven nor condemned to suffer punishment, since, though unsealed
[by baptism], they are not wicked. …For from the fact that one does not merit
punishment it does not follow that one is worthy of being honored, any more than it
follows that one who is not worthy of a certain honor deserves on that account to be
punished.” (Oration 40, 23.)

32

St. Gregory’s analogy is false. All men, infants included, are called to be honored in
heaven for all eternity, as God wills for all men to be saved (1 Tim. 2:3-4); hence the loss
of heaven is a punishment due to their own fault. If this were not true, then it would be
God’s fault that unbaptized infants are in hell, not the infants’ fault. (In this book, see He
implies that God does not will for infants to be saved, p. 52.)
These Greek Fathers’ opinion that damned infants suffer no pain or punishment is
based upon an erroneous understanding of the true nature of original sin. They believed
that inherited original sin is not a true sin that causes guilt and hence is not punished by
God. They saw original sin only as something that deprives one of heaven and the vision
of God, which they did not see as a punishment but only as a deprivation of something
one cannot attain because of what he lacks (original justice) and not because of
something he has (guilt):
HOD: “While it is true that the belief of all the Greek writers of the 4th century in
the fall of mankind as a result of the fault of Adam cannot be questioned, it must be
also admitted that their idea of this fall comes decidedly short of the idea of it,
entertained at that time in the West. It is less complete and precise. …St. Gregory
[of Nazianzus] does not seem to have taught that our souls were, strictly speaking,
stained with the sin of Adam. He declares that those children who die unbaptized
are without sin, and will be neither rewarded nor punished by the just Judge. 33 We
find the same teaching in St. Gregory of Nyssa [+ c. 385]: he too speaks of fall, but
not of sin. In his treatise De infantibus qui praemature moriuntur, he writes that
these children have no disease from the beginning, that they have no need of the
health which comes from purification… 34”35

St. Augustine’s refutation of the no-pain opinion
At first St. Augustine (354-430) held the opinion that damned infants are neither
rewarded nor punished. However, when refuting the Pelagian heretics, St. Augustine had
to deeply study the topic of original sin. This led him to change and correct his opinion:
HOD: “A last consequence of original sin—one which is implied in the preceding—
is the damnation of those children who die without baptism. In the De libero
arbitrio, III, 66, written in the years 388-395, St. Augustine had first admitted that
there was for them an intermediate state that would be one neither of reward nor of
punishment. But soon, considering that these children were not sinless, he
concluded that they must share the common fate of mankind. Since there is no
intermediate state between heaven and hell, and since they were excluded from
heaven, they had to be consigned to the fire everlasting. ‘Si autem non eruitur a
potestate tenebrarum, et illic remanet parvulus; quid mireris in igne aeterno cum
diabolo futurum qui in Dei regnum intrare non sinitur?’36”37

To prove to the Pelagians that original sin is a real sin that causes guilt and deserves
punishment, St. Augustine referred to the effects of inherited original sin: it causes pain
to both body and soul, and it causes those who die with it to be damned to hell. He
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teaches that these cannot be but punishments and that God would be unjust if He inflicted
these bad things upon those with original sin if they were not really guilty of deadly sin:
HOD: “The Bishop of Hippo [teaches that] unbaptized children are damned. 38 Now,
they cannot be damned unless they have sinned; hence, on coming into this world,
infants are sinners; they are stained with original sin… To be deprived of the
kingdom of God is a punishment, and why should this punishment be inflicted on
one who is innocent?39
“The Bishop of Hippo derived another proof in support of his doctrine [on
original sin] from man’s present physical and moral condition. First, there are the
sufferings of children. These sufferings are many and very painful. They extend
‘usque ad daemonum incursus’ [even to attacks by demons]. How account for
them? They are not chastisements for personal sins, nor are they intended to try
virtue of those who are afflicted with them. Wherefore, unless we are ready to
accuse God of injustice and cruelty, or to follow the Manichean error which places
in man a principle which is essentially evil, we must say that these sufferings are the
just punishment of some original sin. 40
“Then, there is that profound and universal misery of mankind, disease, pain,
poverty, ignorance, vice, labor, accidents, misfortunes of all kinds, which are the
permanent condition of our unhappy race.41 There is, worst of all, this opposition
within us between body and the mind, this filthy concupiscence of which we are
ashamed and which we do our best to conceal, so deeply and instinctively do we
feel that it cannot be the Creator’s work… 42 It seems to St. Augustine that such a
wretched condition is not man’s natural and normal state, that God would have been
wanting in sanctity and justice, had He without reason inflicted such a condition
upon us; and therefore, that man’s present state is the consequence of a fault that
lies heavy upon it, and is shared by every one of us.” 43

St. Augustine also proved in another way that original sin is a true sin that hence
causes guilt. By referring to the sacrament of baptism that Christ instituted for the
remission of sins (real sins, not imaginary ones), St. Augustine proved that original sin is
a true sin because one needs to be baptized to have original sin remitted. Also by
referring to the baptismal ritual, he proved that original sin makes one a child of Satan
because that ritual says the candidates for baptism are children of Satan. He then
concluded that only those who are guilty of deadly sin are children of Satan:
HOD: “The Bishop of Hippo [teaches that] on coming into this world, infants are
sinners; they are stained with original sin, and are baptized in remissionem
peccatorum [for the remission of sins]…44
“Infant baptism and the rites with which it was accompanied afforded St.
Augustine a third argument in behalf of original sin. That baptism is an ablution, a
cleansing; those who received it are redeemed from slavery of Satan, and share in
the redemption of Jesus Christ, as is proved by the exorcisms and by the
renunciations of Satan, required of the sponsors. How account for all this, except by
a sin of origin, which affects infants from their birth and has placed them under
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Satan’s dominion?45 The argument puzzled the Pelagians considerably, so much so
that some adopted the belief that, after their birth, infants had committed personal
sin.46“47

Considering not only the baptismal ritual that says the unbaptized are children of
Satan but also the sacrament of baptism itself that is administered for the remission of
sins, St. Augustine proves that original sin is a true sin that causes deadly guilt. If this
were not true, then the baptismal ritual and sacrament of baptism would be a lie in
regards to those with original sin.
While refuting the Pelagians by proving the existence of original sin and that it is a
true sin that causes guilt, St. Augustine also refuted their belief that there is an eternal
middle place between heaven and hell where dead unbaptized infants exist, which the
Pelagians call eternal life. St. Augustine proved that Jesus taught there are only two
places souls go for all eternity, heaven or hell:
LUQ: “The Pelagians were speaking of some halfway house between heaven and
hell, Augustine set about tumbling it down. In his discourse on the last judgment
Christ had said that all men would be placed either at the right hand of the judge or
at his left. Those on the right hand of Christ would be welcomed into the kingdom
of God, while those on his left would be condemned to the flames of hell (Mt. 25:
41). It was obvious, said Augustine, that a child who died unbaptized could find no
place on the right hand of the judge. He must then take his place on the left with
those condemned to eternal fire. There was no third alternative; no middle place into
which an unbaptized child might escape.48
“…Children who die unbaptized are certainly excluded from the kingdom of
God; and since eternal life for them is out of the question, nothing remains but
eternal death. The Pelagians were now in a dilemma. Either they had to question the
justice of God, or they had to admit the existence of original sin. God admittedly
does not condemn the innocent. The condemnation of the unbaptized child demands
an explanation, and the sin of Adam is the only explanation. 49…
“The question still remained: what precisely did eternity hold for them?
Searching the Scriptures, Augustine could find but one answer—eternal death: and
so in language that was largely scriptural he painted a chilling description of the
future life of the unbaptized child. He must face the judgment of God, said
Augustine; he is a vessel of wrath, a vessel of contumely, and the judgment of God
is upon him. Baptism is the only thing that can deliver him from the kingdom of
death and the power of the devil. If no one frees him from the grasp of the devil,
what wonder is it that he must suffer in flames with Satan? There can be no doubt
about the matter, the saint concludes, he must go into eternal fire with the devil. 50“51
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St. Augustine’s argument is impeccable! Based upon the very words of Christ
Himself, there are only two places souls go for all eternity—to the left, which is the hell
of the damned, and to the right, which is heaven. And Jesus teaches that fire is in the hell
of the damned and never taught elsewhere that there is a place in the hell of the damned
where there is no fire:
“Then he shall say to them also that shall be on his left hand: Depart from me, you
cursed, into everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his angels.” (Mt.
25:41) “It is better for thee to enter into life, maimed, than having two hands to go
into hell, into unquenchable fire: Where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not
extinguished.” (Mk. 9:42-43) “Whosoever shall say, thou fool, shall be in danger of
hell fire.” (Mt. 5:22) “For now the axe is laid to the root of the trees. Every tree
therefore that doth not yield good fruit, shall be cut down, and cast into the fire.”
(Mt. 3:10) “The angels shall go out, and shall separate the wicked from among the
just. And shall cast them into the furnace of fire: there shall be weeping and
gnashing of teeth.” (Mt. 13:49-50) “If any one abide not in me, he shall be cast forth
as a branch, and shall wither, and they shall gather him up, and cast him into the
fire, and he burneth.” (Jn. 15:6)

Jesus teaches that eternal hell and all who are under the eternal death sentence
(which includes unbaptized infants) reside in a pool of fire: “And hell and death were
cast into the pool of fire. This is the second death.” (Apoc. 20:14) Nowhere does Jesus
teach there is a place in the hell of the damned where there is no fire.
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St. Augustine’s opinions infallibly confirmed in 418
As a result of refuting the Pelagian heretics, St. Augustine also refuted the Greek
Fathers’ opinion that damned infants are not wicked sinners who deserve to be punished
because original sin is not a real sin that causes guilt. And the Catholic Church at the
Council of Carthage in 418 infallibly confirmed St. Augustine’s teachings on this topic:
Council of Carthage XVI, Pope St. Zosimus, Original Sin and Grace, 418: “Canon
2. Likewise it has been decided that whoever says that infants fresh from their
mothers’ wombs ought not to be baptized, or says that they are indeed baptized unto
the remission of sins, but that they draw nothing of the original sin from Adam,
which is expiated in the bath of regeneration, whence it follows that in regard to
them the form of baptism ‘unto the remission of sins’ is understood as not true, but
as false, let him be anathema. Since what the Apostle says: ‘Through one man sin
entered into the world (and through sin death), and so passed into all men, in whom
all have sinned’ [cf. Rom. 5:12], must not to be understood otherwise than as the
Catholic Church spread everywhere has always understood it. For on account of this
rule of faith even infants, who in themselves thus far have not been able to commit
any sin, are therefore truly baptized unto the remission of sins, so that that which
they have contracted from generation may be cleansed in them by regeneration.” (D.
102)
Pope Saint Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: “Canon 3.1. If any
man says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,
where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let
him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God’, what Catholic will
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will without doubt run to the left.” 52

Therefore the Council of Carthage in 418 infallibly defined that original sin is a real
sin that causes guilt and hence all who inherit it are wicked, impious sinners and hence
children of Satan who are justly punished by God. Whoever denies any of these dogmas,
after these infallible decrees from the Council of Carthage, is a heretic.
The Pelagians did not submit to the infallible teachings of the Council of Carthage
and hence were automatically excommunicated as heretics, and those who held offices
were automatically deposed. The Council of Ephesus in 431 declares this fact:
Council of Ephesus, 431: “When there had been read in the holy Synod what had
been done touching the deposition of the most irreligious Pelagians and Celestines,
of Coelestius, and Pelagius, and Julian, and Praesidius, and Florus, and Marcellian,
and Orontius, and those inclined to like errors, we also deemed it right that the
determinations of your holiness concerning them should stand strong and firm. And
we all were of the same mind, holding them deposed. And that you may know in
full all things that have been done, we have sent you a copy of the Acts, and of the
subscriptions of the Synod. We pray that you, dearly beloved and most longed for,
may be strong and mindful of us in the Lord…
“Condemnation of the Pelagians, Canon 1. Whether a metropolitan of the
province after revolting against the holy ecumenical synod… heeded or will heed
the opinions of Celestius, this person is …debarred by the synod from all
ecclesiastical communion and is rendered inefficacious… (D. 126)
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“Condemnation of the Pelagians, Canon 4. But if some of the clergy should
rebel, and dare to hold the opinions of Nestorius or Celestius either in private or in
public, it has been judged by the holy synod that they too are deposed.” (D. 127)

The only thing the Council of Carthage did not define is what kind of punishments in
the hell of the damned are due to original sin. This left open for debate the no-pain
opinion, that damned infants suffer no pain but are in a gloomy, neutral state. However
the Council of Carthage undermined the very basis of this opinion by taking away the
reasons that defend it. To hold the no-pain opinion after the Council of Carthage in 418,
one would not be a heretic but neither would he have any credible argument for this
opinion because the Council of Carthage destroyed all of the credible arguments by
making them heretical. For instance, those who hold the no-pain opinion can no longer
say that original sin is not a real sin and hence does not cause guilt or that those who have
it are not wicked sinners or that those who have it are not punished by God. Therefore
anyone since the Council of Carthage who believes in the no-pain opinion cannot use
these arguments without falling into heresy. Consequently since the Council of Carthage,
the no-pain opinion is very dangerous and close to heresy because it endangers the
dogmas on original sin as defined at that council, as well as other dogmas from other
infallible papal decrees. In short, the Council of Carthage made the no-pain opinion
indefensible and illogical. The only good defenses for it were condemned by that council
and following councils and other infallible papal decrees. Even though it is still allowable
to hold the no-pain opinion, one is not allowed to use heretical arguments to defend it;
hence anyone who holds this opinion without resorting to heretical arguments is left with
illogical arguments, with no infallible teachings to defend it, and with close-to-heresy
arguments that endanger dogmas and flirt with heresy.

Abelard and Aquinas resurrected the no-pain opinion
Corporal-pain opinion unanimous from 5th to the 12th century
Since the time of St. Augustine and the infallible canons in the Council of Carthage
in 418, almost all of the great teachers, if not all, believed that damned infants suffer the
corporal pain of hell fire. This belief was based upon the authority of the Council of
Carthage which had infallibly defined that original sin is a real sin that causes deadly
guilt and hence makes those who have it sinners and children of Satan and that those who
die with it go to the hell of the damned where they are coheirs with Satan and punished
for all eternity. Not until the 12th century was the belief that damned infants suffer no
corporal pain resurrected by Peter Abelard:
CE, Limbo: “Abelard [1079-1142] was the first to rebel against the severity of the
Augustinian tradition on this point. …It should be noted, however, that this poena
damni [penalty of loss] incurred for original sin implied, with Abelard and most of
the early Scholastics, a certain degree of spiritual torment, and that Thomas was the
first great teacher who broke away completely from the Augustinian tradition on
this subject…”
LUQ: “The twelfth-century Scholastics had taken a giant step away from
Augustine; but their limbo was still a primitive thing... Nearly a thousand years lie
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between Augustine and the great Scholastics, and an even greater gulf separates
their thought. Theologians had taken immense strides away from Augustine.” 53

Abelard and the early Scholastics resurrected the no-pain opinion. But the notorious
heretic Thomas Aquinas went further! He not only taught that infants who died with
original sin are not in pain, but he was also the first one since the days of Pelagius to
teach the Pelagian heresies that these infants are happy and united to God.

No-pain opinion has the punishments but not the sin remitted
Abelard and Aquinas and others who believed that those who died with the sole guilt
of original sin suffer no pain or only the pain of gloominess have no credible theology to
defend their opinion. Without falling into heresy, they have no way of explaining how the
punishments due to original sin are remitted for these dead infants while the original sin
is not remitted. The Council of Carthage in 418 took away any credible argument to
defend the no-pain opinion. To not fall into heresy, those who held the no-pain opinion
had to believe that damned infants are impious sinners who are truly guilty of original
sin, are children of Satan, and are punished in the hell of the damned. Yet to believe these
things and also to believe that damned infants suffer no pain in the hell of the damned is
illogical and greatly endangers the dogmas that pertain to the hell of the damned, to
original sin, and to the nature of God. Since the Council of Carthage in 418, one has to
come very close to denying many dogmas to defend the legal no-pain opinion.
Punishments due to original sin
For instance, those who hold the no-pain opinion have the punishments due to
original sin remitted while the sin remains for those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin. Let us look at what the dogmas on original sin teach about the just
punishments God inflicts upon all men guilty of original sin and the pain caused by those
punishments. Let us start with Adam and Eve. One of the punishments for Adam and
Eve’s original sin was the loss of the vision of God. Although they never had the vision
of God in the Garden of Eden, they were destined to see God if they did not commit the
original sin. After the original sin the deprivation of the vision of God was known as the
loss of the vision of God—a loss that would have been eternal for all men if Jesus had not
redeemed men and if men do not cooperate with the redemption. However, the loss of the
vision of God was not the only punishment for original sin. Because of the original sin,
Adam and Eve were punished both corporally and spiritually in many ways. And these
punishments caused them pain, suffering, and sorrow:
1. They were punished by the potential of eternal damnation and hence
the eternal loss of the vision of God if they did not repent and obey
all of God’s commands.
2. They were punished with a weakened body that decays, gets sick,
and dies, all of which causes corporal pain and suffering.
3. They were punished with corporal pain and suffering when doing
their daily necessary-to-life duties.
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4. They were punished with a weakened intellect that made learning
difficult, which caused them spiritual pain—such as, confusion,
consternation, confoundedness, etc.
5. They were punished with a weakened will that inclined their hearts
to rebellion and evil, which caused them spiritual pain and suffering:
“The imagination and thought of man’s heart are prone to evil from
his youth.” (Gen. 8: 21)
6. They were punished by the concupiscence of the flesh that rebels
against the spirit, which caused them both corporal and spiritual pain
and suffering.
All these pains, sufferings, and sorrows were caused by the punishments due to
original sin. And all future generations of men inherit the sin and guilt of Adam and
Eve’s original sin and hence all the pains, sufferings, and sorrows caused by the corporal
and spiritual punishments due to original sin:
COT, Decree on Original Sin, 1546: “2. If any one asserts that the prevarication of
Adam injured himself alone and not his posterity, and that the holiness and justice,
received of God, which he lost, he lost for himself alone and not for us also; or that
he being defiled by the sin of disobedience has only transfused death ‘and pains of
the body into the whole human race, but not sin also, which is the death of the soul,’
let him be anathema, whereas he contradicts the apostle who says: ‘By one man sin
entered into the world, and by sin death, and so death passed upon all men, in whom
all have sinned.’ (Rom. 5:12)”54
CT: “Wherefore, the pastor should not omit to remind the faithful that the guilt and
punishment of original sin were not confined to Adam, but justly descended from
him, as from their source and cause, to all posterity.” 55

The following are standard answers to catechism questions. These are taken from the
Baltimore Catechism:
“44 Q. What befell Adam and Eve on account of their sin? A. Adam and Eve on
account of their sin lost innocence and holiness, and were doomed to sickness and
death.
“45 Q. What evil befell us on account of the disobedience of our first parents? A.
On account of the disobedience of our first parents we all share in their sin and
punishment, as we should have shared in their happiness if they had remained
faithful.
“46 Q. What other effects followed from the sin of our first parents? A. Our nature
was corrupted by the sin of our first parents, which darkened our understanding,
weakened our will, and left us a strong inclination to evil.”

Aquinas has the punishments due to original sin remitted while the sin
remains
Yet Thomas Aquinas teaches that if God punishes damned infants with any pain for
the sole guilt of inherited original sin, God would be unjust:
54
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Summa: “I answer that, …Their [those with the sole guilt of original sin] being
deprived of eternal life and the reason for this privation… will not cause any sorrow
in them. … Hence they will nowise grieve for being deprived of the divine vision.”
(Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)
Summa: “I answer that, …Wherefore no further punishment is due to him, besides
the privation of that end to which the gift withdrawn destined him… Now this is the
divine vision; and consequently the loss of this vision is the proper and only
punishment of original sin after death… As his guilt did not result from an action of
his own, even so neither should he be punished by suffering himself.” (Supp., App.
I, q. 1, a. 1.)
Summa: “Reply to Objection 4. Sensible pain corresponds to sensible pleasure,
which is in the conversion of actual sin: whereas habitual concupiscence, which is
in original sin, has no pleasure. Hence, sensible pain does not correspond thereto as
punishment.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Hence, according to Thomas the punishment for original sin does not cause any
“sensible pain” or “sorrow” or grief because the inherited guilt of original sin does not
result from a man’s own act, as is the case with actual sin.
In the following quote Thomas seems to deny the pain inflicted on the bodily senses
caused by the guilt of original sin. He speaks about the bodies that damned infants will
receive after the General Judgment and teaches that God would be unjust if He punishes
their bodies with any pain-causing punishments. The following Objection 5 teaches the
truth that original sin inflicts pain-causing punishments to the body, but Thomas’ reply to
this objection disagrees with this truth:
Summa: “Objection 5. Further, after the resurrection the bodies of children will be
either passible or impassible. If they be impassible—and no human body can be
impassible except either on account of the gift of impassibility (as in the blessed) or
by reason of original justice (as in the state of innocence)—it follows that the bodies
of children will either have the gift of impassibility, and thus will be glorious, so
that there will be no difference between baptized and non-baptized children, which
is heretical, or else they will have original justice, and thus will be without original
sin, and will not be punished for original sin, which is likewise heretical. If, on the
other hand, they be passible, since everything passible suffers of necessity in the
presence of the active, it follows that in the presence of active sensible bodies they
will suffer sensible punishment.”
“Reply to Objection 5. The bodies of children will be impassible, not through their
being unable in themselves to suffer, but through the lack of an external agent to act
upon them: because, after the resurrection, no body will act on another, least of all
so as to induce corruption by the action of nature, but there will only be action to the
effect of punishing them by order of the divine justice. Wherefore those bodies to
which pain of sense is not due by divine justice will not suffer punishment. On the
other hand, the bodies of the saints will be impassible, because they will lack the
capability of suffering; hence impassibility in them will be a gift, but not in
children.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1)

According to Thomas, then, damned humans with the sole guilt of original sin will
suffer no pain or punishment in their bodies when they get their bodies back after the
General Judgment and will have impassible bodies like the saints in heaven. Hence he
implies that they should not have been punished with pain in their bodily senses for
original sin when they lived because he believes that pain to the body is an unjust
punishment for original sin. But this is where Thomas is illogical. He does imply that for
those with original sin, such as unbaptized infants, bodily and spiritual pain are just
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punishments while they live because he qualifies his remarks by only speaking about
unbaptized infants after they die as being immune to pain-causing punishments:
Summa: “I answer that, … Wherefore no further punishment is due to him, besides
the privation of that end to which the gift withdrawn destined him… Now this is the
divine vision; and consequently the loss of this vision is the proper and only
punishment of original sin after death… As his guilt did not result from an action
of his own, even so neither should he be punished by suffering himself.” (Supp.,
App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Just as God punishes living men with corporal and spiritual pain for the guilt of
original sin, He likewise punishes dead men with corporal and spiritual pain for the guilt
of original sin in the hell of the damned. These pain-causing punishments are not only
spiritual because they affect man’s will and intellect but also corporal because they affect
his exterior senses, such as the body.
According to Thomas all the pain-causing punishments for original sin which are
inflicted on unbaptized infants while they live are just but unjust after they die. Damned
infants have the same corrupted will and intellect due to original sin that they had when
they lived and will get back the same corrupted body due to original sin after the General
Judgment; hence they must have, in the very least, the same pains caused by these
corruptions that they had when they lived. Thomas does not believe this. According to
Thomas something changes between life and death so that the punishments for original
sin that caused pain, suffering, and sorrow disappear while the original sin remains. What
changes? This is a question Thomas never answers for fear of falling into yet another
heresy. No matter how one answers this question, the answer is heretical.
The half-baptism heresy that has the punishment but not the sin remitted
For instance, one may answer that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin
get a half baptism after they die so that the pain-causing punishments due to original sin
are remitted while the guilt of original sin remains—but this answer is heretical because
there is no such thing as a half baptism or any baptism that remits the punishments due to
sins while not also remitting the sins. The notorious heretic Suarez taught this heresy.
(See Suarez heretically says dead unbaptized infants are redeemed by Christ, p. 68.) The
Catholic Church infallibly condemned as a Pelagian heresy the belief that the damage and
pain-causing punishments to the body, will, and intellect caused by original sin can be
repaired without the grace of baptism; that is, without sanctifying grace, without the guilt
of original sin also being remitted:
Second Council of Orange, 529, Against the Semi-Pelagians: “Canon 13. Freedom
of will weakened in the first man cannot be repaired except through the grace of
baptism…”56

Thomas implies that the damage caused by original sin that causes pain and suffering
can be repaired after death for those who died with the sole guilt of original sin, but he
never says how. It is heretical to believe that the punishments due to original sin can be
remitted without the sin also being remitted by the grace of baptism, by sanctifying grace.
In one place Thomas does teach that punishment for sin cannot be remitted until the guilt
of the sin is remitted:
56
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Summa: “I answer that, …It is impossible for punishment to cease, unless first of
all guilt be expiated: so that, as guilt remains for ever in the damned, their
punishment will nowise be interrupted.” (Supp., q. 71, a. 5.)

But Thomas’ correct belief that punishments cannot cease unless the guilt is first
remitted contradicts his belief that punishments do cease without the guilt being remitted
for those who died with the sole guilt of original sin.
The merit-after-death heresy that has the punishment but not the sin remitted
It is also heresy to believe that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin can
earn merit for themselves or that the living can earn merit for them so that God would
remit their original sin and the pain-causing punishments due to original sin after they
died. This belief is heretical because after men die and go to the hell of the damned or to
heaven their condition never changes, and neither they nor any living person can earn
merit for them: “It is appointed unto men once to die, and after this the judgment.” (Heb.
9:27) “When the wicked man is dead, there shall be no hope any more: and the
expectation of the solicitous shall perish.” (Prv. 11:7) “If the tree fall to the south, or to
the north, in what place soever it shall fall, there shall it be.” (Eclcus. 11:3)
Douay Commentary, Eclcus. 11:3: “‘If the tree fall’... The state of the soul is
unchangeable when once it comes to heaven or hell: and a soul that departs this life
in the state of grace, shall never fall from grace: as on the other side, a soul that dies
out of the state of grace, shall never come to it. But this does not exclude a place of
temporal punishments for such souls as die in the state of grace: yet not so as to be
entirely pure: and therefore they shall be saved, indeed, yet so as by fire.”

Whereas a poor soul in purgatory can benefit from the merits of the living to expiate
his venial sins and the punishment due to his sins, he can never merit a better reward in
heaven. No dead person can have his final reward in the hell of the damned or in
purgatory or in heaven increased or decreased. Hence damned humans cannot merit a
better or worse place in the hell of the damned or decrease or increase the punishments
due to their final reward. Thomas believes in this dogma that dead men cannot merit
either a better or worse place in the hell of the damned or a decrease or increase to their
punishments:
Summa, Whether suffrages avail the children who are in limbo?: “I answer that,
…Since the state of the dead cannot be changed by the works of the living,
especially as regards the merit of the essential reward or punishment, the suffrages
of the living cannot profit the children in limbo… Reply to Objection 1. …The
souls of the children in limbo are in such a state that they cannot be assisted,
because after this life there is no time for obtaining grace.” (Supp., q. 71, a. 7.)

Thomas, then, correctly teaches that damned persons guilty only of original sin
cannot have the pain-causing punishments due to original sin remitted by their own or
others’ merits. He also correctly teaches that punishments due to sin cannot be remitted
until the sin is first remitted. But the question remains: How, then, according to Thomas,
are the pain-causing punishments due to original sin that are inflicted upon living
unbaptized infants remitted after these infants die with the sole guilt of original sin? In
order not to fall into heresy on this count, Thomas does not answer this question.
However, by maintaining his close-to-heresy belief that damned infants suffer no pain, he
contradicts his own teachings, makes illogical statements and analogies, and greatly
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endangers his readers who can all too easily come to heretical conclusions by
misinterpreting his teachings or by answering Thomas’ unanswered questions—because
no matter how one answers, the answer is heresy. And this is in addition to Thomas’
notoriously heretical teachings that damned infants are happy and united to God and that
original sin is not a real sin that causes real guilt. In this Thomas Aquinas surpasses the
boundaries of the allowable no-pain opinion and falls into several heresies.

Aquinas’ Heretical Beliefs That Damned Infants Are Happy
and United to God
1. His beliefs are contrary to the solemn and ordinary magisterium
The heretic Thomas Aquinas (c.1225-1274) was not content to teach that damned
infants are in a painless state, which is an allowable opinion. No, he went even further by
teaching the heresies that damned infants are happy and united to God:
Summa: “Reply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized children are separated from
God as regards the union of glory, they are not utterly separated from Him: in fact
they are united to Him by their share of natural goods, and so will also be able to
rejoice in Him by their natural knowledge and love.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

Thomas Aquinas was the first so-called Catholic theologian perverted enough to
teach that infants who die with original sin are happy and united to God. His opinion is
not just contrary to the ordinary magisterium but also contrary to the solemn magisterium
and thus heretical. Consequently, Aquinas is a notorious heretic on this point alone. Even
though some saints before the 13th century believed that damned infants are punished but
suffer no pain, none of them went as far as to say that these infants are happy and united
to God. Thomas was the first one to teach these things:
CE, Limbo, 1910: “It should be added that in Thomas’ view the limbus infantium is
not a mere negative state of immunity from suffering and sorrow, but a state of
positive happiness in which the soul is united to God by a knowledge and love of
him proportionate to nature’s capacity. …It should be noted, however, that this
poena damni [penalty of loss] incurred for original sin implied, with Abelard and
most of the early Scholastics, a certain degree of spiritual torment, and that Thomas
was the first great teacher who broke away completely from the Augustinian
tradition on this subject… [He] maintained, at least virtually, what the great
majority of later Catholic theologians have expressly taught, that the limbus
infantium [children’s limbo] is a place or state of perfect natural happiness.”

Because Thomas was the first to teach these things, his belief denied a doctrine that
belongs to the ordinary magisterium because the unanimous consensus of the Church
Fathers never taught that damned infants are happy and united to God:
St. Vincent Lerins: “Also in the Catholic Church itself we take great care that we
hold that which has been believed everywhere, always, by all. …Whatever he shall
find to have been held, written and taught, not by one or two only, but by all equally
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and with one consensus, openly, frequently and persistently, that he must
understand is to be believed by himself also without the slightest hesitation.” 57
COT: Profession of Faith: “I likewise accept Holy Scripture according to that sense
which our holy Mother Church has held and does hold, whose (office) it is to judge
of the true meaning and interpretation of the Sacred Scriptures; I shall never accept
nor interpret it otherwise than in accordance with the unanimous consensus of the
Fathers.”58

This also applies to other forms of doctrine not found in Sacred Scripture; hence any
doctrine on faith or morals that is held by the unanimous consensus of the Fathers must
be believed and, by that fact alone, is part of the ordinary magisterium. Hence it is a
doctrine of the ordinary magisterium that damned infants are not happy and united to God
because none of the Church Fathers ever taught that these infants are happy and united to
God. St. Gregory Nazianzus and others taught that damned infants are in a painless,
neutral state but not happy and united to God. Therefore Thomas was guilty of mortal sin
for contradicting a doctrine that belongs to the ordinary magisterium. (See my book The
Solemn and Ordinary Magisterium: Ordinary Magisterium.)
Thomas’ belief that damned infants are happy and united to God contradicts not only
a doctrine that belongs to the ordinary magisterium but also several dogmas that belong
to the solemn magisterium, and hence it is heretical on several counts.

2. He heretically believes that damned infants are united to God
In the Sixteenth Council of Carthage, approved by Pope St. Zosimus, the Catholic
Church infallibly teaches that damned infants are not coheirs with Christ but are partners
with the Devil and hence cannot be united to God:
Pope Saint Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: “Canon 3.1. If any
man says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,
where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without
baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let
him be anathema. For when the Lord says: ‘Unless a man be born again of water
and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God’, what Catholic will
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will without doubt run to the left.” 59

The heretic Thomas Aquinas opposes this solemn magisterium dogma because he
believes that damned infants are not partners with the Devil but are united to God. And
he denies the dogma that these infants are not coheirs with Christ because all who are
united to God are also coheirs with Christ. If one were not a coheir with Christ, then he
could not be united to God. Thus Thomas also denies the dogma that these infants are not
coheirs with Christ because Thomas has them united to God and hence to Jesus.
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Thomas’ false god is a coheir with Satan in the hell of the damned
Thomas’ heretical belief that damned infants are happy and united to God implies
that not only grace but also charity and the other virtues are in the hell of the damned and
that God is a coheir with Satan. Thomas has God damned to eternal hell because,
according to Thomas, God resides in the hell of the damned as an inmate by being united
to those who die with the sole guilt of original sin. In other words, God is a member of
Satan’s kingdom in the hell of the damned. It is odious to even think this or to think that
actual grace or sanctifying grace or charity or any other virtue exists in the hell of the
damned; for if that were true, then it would not be the hell of the damned but either earth
or heaven.

3. He heretically believes live infants with original sin are united to
God
It is a dogma that all who are guilty of original sin are separated from God and
partners with the Devil. The Council of Trent infallibly teaches that when Adam
committed the original sin he was transferred from the kingdom of God to the kingdom
of Satan, the empire of death, and that this original sin and all of its consequences were
passed down to every human except Jesus and Mary:
COT, Session 5, On Original Sin: “1. If any one does not confess that the first man,
Adam, when he had transgressed the commandment of God in Paradise,
immediately lost the holiness and justice wherein he had been constituted; and that
he incurred, through the offence of that prevarication, the wrath and indignation of
God, and consequently death, with which God had previously threatened him, and,
together with death, captivity under his power who thenceforth had the empire of
death, that is to say, the devil, and that the entire Adam, through that offence of
prevarication, was changed, in body and soul, for the worse; let him be anathema. 2.
If any one asserts, that the prevarication of Adam injured himself alone, and not his
posterity; and that the holiness and justice, received of God, which he lost, he lost
for himself alone, and not for us also; or that he, being defiled by the sin of
disobedience, has only transfused death, and pains of the body, into the whole
human race, but not sin also, which is the death of the soul; let him be anathema,
since he contradicts the apostle who says: By one man sin entered into the world,
and by sin death, and so death passed upon all men, in whom all have sinned. (Rom.
5:12)” (D. 788)
COT, Session 6, On Justification: “Chapter 1: On the Inability of Nature and of the
Law to Justify Man. The holy Synod declares first that for the correct and sound
understanding of the doctrine of justification, it is necessary that each one recognise
and confess that, whereas all men had lost their innocence in the prevarication of
Adam (Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:22), ‘having become unclean’ (Isa. 64:6), and, as the
apostle says, ‘by nature children of wrath’ (Eph. 2:3), as [this Synod] has set forth in
the decree on original sin, they were so far the servants of sin (Rom. 5:20), and
under the power of the devil and of death…” (D. 793)

Hence it is a dogma that all who have the guilt of original sin are under the power of
the Devil, are part of Satan’s empire and kingdom, and thus cannot be united to God.
This dogma is stated in the baptismal rite in which the candidate renounces his former
master, Satan, and all his pomps:
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The Ceremonies of Baptism: Imposition of Hands, Summary of Prayer: “Drive from
thy servant, O Lord, all blindness of heart, break all the bonds of Satan by which he
[the baptismal candidate] was tied…” And the Exorcism: “I exorcise thee, unclean
spirit, in the Name of the Father + and of the Son + and of the Holy Ghost +, that
thou go forth and depart from this servant of God [name], …Therefore, accursed
spirit, acknowledge thy sentence; give honor to the true and living God, to His Son
Jesus Christ, and to the Holy Ghost, by withdrawing from this servant of God
[name].” And the Renunciation of Satan: “1) Q. N…..dost thou renounce Satan? A. I
do renounce him. 2) Q. And all his works? A. I do renounce them. 3) Q. And all his
pomps? A. I do renounce them.”60

And the Council of Trent teaches that it is sanctifying grace, obtained by the laver of
regeneration or water baptism, which translates a person into God’s kingdom and hence
he was previously in Satan’s kingdom:
COT, Session 6, On Justification: “Chapter 4. By which words, a description of the
justification of the impious is indicated as being a translation, from that state
wherein man is born a child of the first Adam, to the state of grace, and of the
adoption of the sons of God, through the second Adam, Jesus Christ, our Saviour.
And this translation, since the promulgation of the Gospel, cannot be effected
without the laver of regeneration, or the desire thereof, as it is written: ‘Unless a
man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the Kingdom
of God.’” (D. 796)

Hence Aquinas’ belief that damned infants who are guilty of original sin are united
to God is heresy because it denies the dogma that all persons who are guilty of original
sin are separated from God and united to the Devil. They are part of Satan’s kingdom or
the empire of death and not God’s kingdom or the empire of life.

4. He heretically believes that happiness exists in the hell of the
damned
Aquinas’ belief that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin are happy denies
the dogma that in the hell of the damned there is no grace or love but only misery:
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, 1892: “418 Q. What is hell? A. Hell is
a state to which the wicked are condemned, and in which they are deprived of the
sight of God for all eternity, and are in dreadful torments.
“[Explanation] Deprived of the sight of God. This is called the pain of loss, while
the other sufferings the damned endure are called the pain of sense—that is, of the
senses. The pain of loss causes the unfortunate souls more torment than all their
other sufferings; for as we are created for God alone, the loss of him—our last
end—is the most dreadful evil that can befall us. …Besides this remorse, they suffer
most frightful torments in all their senses. The worst sufferings you could imagine
would not be as bad as the sufferings of the damned really are; for hell must be the
opposite of heaven, and since we cannot, as St. Paul says, imagine the happiness of
heaven, neither can we imagine the misery of hell… We know that the damned will
never see God, and there will never be an end to their torments. Now, all this is
contained in the following: hell is the absence of everything good and the presence
of everything evil, and it will last forever. …It should be enough, therefore, for you

60

St. Andrew Missal, 1952, Dom Gaspar Lefebvre, O.S.B. Imprimatur: +Brugis, 8 Julii 1953, M. Dekeyzer,
vic. gen.

47

to remember: there is nothing good in hell, and it will last forever. Think of
anything good you please and it cannot be found in hell…”

Hence the hell of the damned is a place and state of eternal misery, and thus no one
in the hell of the damned can be happy. Therefore Aquinas’ belief that damned infants are
happy is heresy because he denies the dogma that there is no love, grace, or happiness in
the hell of the damned.
His belief is also illogical
Thomas’ heresy is also illogical. He has the pain-causing punishments caused by
original sin remitted for those who die with the sole guilt of original sin. Not only are the
pain-causing punishments for original sin not remitted for those who die with the sole
guilt of original sin, but they are intensified because these persons are now in the hell of
the damned where they are eternal coheirs with Satan and where there is no actual or
sanctifying grace, no charity or any other virtue, and no other good things:
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, 1892: “[Explanation to Answer 418]
Hell is the absence of everything good and the presence of everything evil, and it
will last forever. …It should be enough, therefore, for you to remember: there is
nothing good in hell, and it will last forever. Think of anything good you please and
it cannot be found in hell…”

It is possible for a living person with the sole guilt of original sin to have a degree of
peace and happiness because God gives them actual grace in order to move them to
conversion, but even this is not true happiness. God’s actual grace prevents them from
being overwhelmed with despair due to the sorrow and pain caused by original sin. But
even they have pain and sorrow because of the guilt of original sin. However, their
condition changes when they die with the sole guilt of original sin because they are now
in the hell of the damned where there is no actual or sanctifying grace and no charity or
any other virtue and where they are eternal coheirs with Satan. God and all the good
things that come from God are absent in the hell of the damned. God is only present in
the hell of the damned as a prison warden to inflict and sustain the pain-causing
punishments against the damned because of their sins. Only God’s justice exists in the
hell of the damned. Each person in the hell of the damned is tormented by what God’s
justice demands. There is no love of God in the hell of the damned but only hatred toward
Him. And God does not love any creature who is imprisoned in the hell of the damned.
The hell of the damned is a place in which God’s love does not exist! Hence it is heresy
to teach that damned infants are happy.
His contradiction that damned infants are graceless and evil but happy
While Thomas teaches that damned infants are happy and united to God, he also
teaches that they are evil and have neither grace nor faith nor are they blessed:
Summa: “I answer that, The limbo of the Fathers and the limbo of children,
without any doubt, differ as to the quality of punishment or reward. For children
have no hope of the blessed life, as the Fathers in limbo had, in whom, moreover,
shone forth the light of faith and grace.” (Supp., q. 69, a. 6)

Here Thomas correctly teaches that damned infants are not blessed because “they
have no hope of the blessed life.” He also correctly teaches that they are graceless and
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faithless because they are in a place that does not “shine forth the light of faith and
grace,” as did the “limbo of the Fathers.” And below Thomas correctly teaches that
damned infants are evil:
Summa: “I answer that, …in respect of evil, and thus as regards actual sin it is hell,
and as regards original sin it is the limbo of children.” (Supp., q. 69, a. 7)

Hence Thomas refutes his own belief that damned infants are happy and united to
God because no one can be happy and united to God and be unblessed, evil, faithless, and
graceless.

5. He heretically believes that infants guilty of original sin are happy
It is a dogma that all who are guilty of original sin cannot have true happiness
because they are separated from God, partners with the Devil, and loaded down with
many punishments due to the guilt of original sin, which is a condition that can never
exist together with true happiness:
Pope St. Zosimus, Council of Carthage XVI, Original Sin and Grace, 418: “Canon
3. …Infants… who departed from this life without baptism, without which they
cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, …will be a partner of the devil…” (D.
102, footnote 2.)

For the punishments due to original sin, see in this book Punishments due to original
sin, p. 39. Hence Aquinas’ belief that infants with the guilt of original sin can be happy is
heretical because it denies the dogma that no one with the guilt of original sin can be
truly happy because he is united to Satan and loaded down with several punishments due
to original sin.61
St. Bonaventure condemns Aquinas’ happy opinion as a Pelagian heresy
St. Bonaventure, a contemporary of Thomas, condemns Thomas as a Pelagian
heretic. St. Bonaventure correctly teaches that Thomas’ opinion that those who died with
the sole guilt of original sin are happy is the old Pelagian heresy that denies the very
nature of original sin and has men being good and truly happy without God’s sanctifying
grace:
St. Bonaventure, The Breviloquium, Part 3, Chapter 5, On the Corruption Effected
by Original Sin: “2. …In his detestation of the Pelagian belief in some form of happiness after death for unbaptized infants he [Augustine] made use of words …to
bring the Pelagians back to moderation…”

St. Bonaventure, then, teaches that damned infants are not happy and to believe they
are happy is a Pelagian heresy. Therefore he correctly condemns as a Pelagian heresy
Thomas’ opinion that damned infants are happy.
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This does not apply to the Old Testament elect. Although they still had the guilt of original sin during the
Old Testament era, their guilt was forgiven and covered and hence so were the punishments due to original
sin. Thus they were truly happy because they were in God’s favor, such as Job, St. Joseph, and the Good
Saint Anne. Their guilt of original sin was not actually remitted until Christ died on the cross and they were
baptized with water during the forty days after Christ’s resurrection. (See my book Baptism Controversy:
Old Testament Elect Were Only Justified in Vow.)
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But St. Bonaventure’s no-pain opinion is close to heresy
Even though St. Bonaventure believed that damned infants are not happy, he
believed they suffer no pain:
LUQ: “The greatest of the theologians of the Middle Ages agreed that children in
limbo would suffer no distress. They parted company, however, when they
discussed the question of happiness. Some thought that the children lived a
somewhat static existence, their emotions and appetites so perfectly balanced that
they felt neither sadness nor joy. Divine justice, so St. Bonaventure said, established
them in an unchanging state of knowledge and love which knew neither progress
nor retrogression, sadness nor joy.62“63

However, St. Bonaventure’s no-pain opinion is also illogical and close to heresy for
the same reasons already mentioned in this book. For instance, St. Bonaventure teaches
that living unbaptized infants suffer the following pains as punishments for original sin:
St. Bonaventure, The Breviloquium, Part 3, Chapter 5, On the Corruption Effected
by Original Sin: “2. This is how mankind is corrupted by original sin. Everyone
generated from the union of the sexes is, by the very nature of this birth, [cf. Eph.
2:3] a child of wrath; for he is deprived of the righteousness of original justice, in
the absence of which our souls incur a fourfold penalty: weakness, ignorance,
malice, and concupiscence. These, inflicted because of original sin, are matched in
the body by all kinds of pain, imperfection, labor, disease, and affliction. More
penalties come later: death and the return to dust, privation of the beatific vision and
loss of the heavenly glory, not only for adults, but also for infants who die without
baptism. Of all human beings, however, these little ones suffer ‘the lightest penalty.’
They are deprived of the beatific vision, but are not chastised in their senses…”

Hence according to St. Bonaventure, when the unbaptized infant dies, all the paincausing punishments due to original sin disappear because he believes these infants do
not suffer any pain to their senses:
St. Bonaventure, The Breviloquium, Part 3, Chapter 5, On the Corruption Effected
by Original Sin: “6. Finally, because the absence of this justice in the newly born is
not caused by a personal act of their will nor by any actual pleasure, original sin
does not demand after this life that they suffer the punishment of the senses in hell;
for divine justice, always tempered with superabundant mercy, punishes not more
but less than would be just. This we must hold to be Augustine’s actual opinion,
although, in his detestation of the Pelagian belief in some form of happiness after
death for unbaptized infants he made use of words that might seem to have a
different ring. In his effort to bring the Pelagians back to moderation, he himself
went somewhat to extremes.”

How, then, one may ask St. Bonaventure, do the pain-causing punishments due to
original sin disappear for those who died with the sole guilt of original sin? St.
Bonaventure never attempts to answer this question because whatever answer he would
have given would be heretical. And St. Bonaventure had the audacity to say that St.
Augustine’s opinion that damned infants suffer pain was extreme when it is his own
opinion that is not only extreme but extremely close to heresy, not St. Augustine’s. Not
only does St. Augustine’s opinion that damned infants suffer corporal and spiritual pain
not endanger the dogmas related to original sin, the hell of the damned, and the nature of
62
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Footnote 27: II Sent., d. 33, a. 3, q. 2.
LUQ, chap. ii, p. 54.
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God, but it also upholds all of these dogmas harmoniously; whereas St. Bonaventure’s
no-pain opinion leads to denying these dogmas. But St. Bonaventure does not hold
Aquinas’ heresy that infants who died with original sin are happy but instead correctly
condemns this opinion as a Pelagian heresy.

6. He illogically believes that venial sin is worse than original sin
In Thomas’ inordinate desire to see damned infants happy and united to God, he fell
into heresy and more illogic and contradictions that endanger many dogmas. Thomas
falls into more problems when he is presented with a truthful objection that proves
damned infants have to suffer some kind of pain. This objection deals with venial sin,
which is a non-deadly sin, and original sin, which is a deadly sin:
“Objection 2. Further, a greater fault deserves a greater punishment. Now original
sin is greater than venial, because it contains more aversion, since it deprives its
subject of grace, whereas venial sin is compatible with grace; and again because
original sin is punished eternally, whereas venial sin is punished temporally. Seeing
then that venial sin is deserving of the punishment of fire, much more so is original
sin.
“Reply to Objection 2. Of all sins original sin is the least, because it is the least
voluntary; for it is voluntary not by the will of the person, but only by the will of the
origin of our nature. But actual sin, even venial, is voluntary by the will of the
person in which it is; wherefore a lighter punishment is due to original than to
venial sin. Nor does it matter that original sin is incompatible with grace; because
privation of grace has the character, not of sin, but of punishment, except in so far
as it is voluntary: for which reason that which is less voluntary is less sinful…”
(Summa, Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

The objection makes a very good case that those who die with the sole guilt of
original sin suffer hell fire. Because venial sin is punished by hell fire, it follows that
original sin must also be punished by hell fire because it is a worse sin than venial sin. It
needs to be mentioned that no one in the hell of the damned is guilty only of venial sin or
else he would not be in the hell of the damned. All those in the hell of the damned are
guilty of original sin or mortal sin or both. However, venial sins do add to the pain of hell
fire that the damned suffer.
Thomas’ reply again implies that original sin is not a real sin that causes guilt
because it is not a voluntary sin and thus does not deserve to be punished with pain. The
fact that a sin is voluntary, as is the case with venial and mortal sin, or involuntary, as is
the case with inherited original sin, has nothing to do with the guilt caused by the sin.
Whether a sin is voluntary or involuntary is not the issue. The issue is whether the sin is
deadly to the soul or not, whether the sin inflicts deadly guilt or not. Venial sin is not
deadly to the soul, but original sin is. Venial sin does not inflict deadly guilt, original sin
does. Hence original sin is a worse sin than venial sin. If original sin were a lesser sin
than venial sin, then God would be unjust for punishing original sin and not venial sin
with death to the soul. Thomas, then, questions God’s judgment in this matter. He implies
God is unjust for looking upon venial sin as less sinful and less guilt causing than original
sin. Hence Thomas’ erroneous opinion logically leads to the heresy that original sin is not
really a deadly sin because it is not as bad as venial sin, which is not a deadly sin.
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7. His belief endangers the dogmas on the nature of God
He implies that God does not will for infants to be saved
In the quote below, Thomas makes the illogical and close-to-heresy arguments that
damned infants do not grieve for being deprived of the vision of God because one never
grieves for something he never had a claim to or for something he was never able to
obtain. According to Thomas damned infants do not grieve for being deprived of the
vision of God because while they lived they never had a claim to eternal life and/or
because they were never able to obtain eternal life by their own efforts:
Summa: “I answer that, …Consequently others say that they will know perfectly
things subject to natural knowledge, and both the fact of their being deprived of
eternal life and the reason for this privation, and that nevertheless this knowledge
will not cause any sorrow in them. How this may be possible we must explore.
Accordingly, it must be observed that if one is guided by right reason one does not
grieve through being deprived of what is beyond one’s power to obtain, but only
through lack of that which, in some way, one is capable of obtaining. Thus no wise
man grieves for being unable to fly like a bird, or for that he is not a king or an
emperor, since these things are not due to him; whereas he would grieve if he lacked
that to which he had some kind of claim. I say, then, that every man who has the use
of free-will is adapted to obtain eternal life, because he can prepare himself for
grace whereby to merit eternal life [Cf. I-II, 109, 5 and 6]; so that if he fail in this,
his grief will be very great, since he has lost what he was able to possess. But
children were never adapted to possess eternal life, since neither was this due to
them by virtue of their natural principles, for it surpasses the entire faculty of nature,
nor could they perform acts of their own whereby to obtain so great a good. Hence
they will nowise grieve for being deprived of the divine vision; nay, rather will they
rejoice for that they will have a large share of God’s goodness and their own natural
perfections. Nor can it be said that they were adapted to obtain eternal life, not
indeed by their own action, but by the actions of others around them, since they
could be baptized by others, like other children of the same condition who have
been baptized and obtained eternal life: for this is of superabundant grace that one
should be rewarded without any act of one’s own. Wherefore the lack of such a
grace will not cause sorrow in children who die without Baptism, any more than the
lack of many graces accorded to others of the same condition makes a wise man to
grieve.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

Let us dissect and examine Thomas’ illogical and close-to-heresy statements.
Thomas illogically believes that men never grieve for being deprived of things they
cannot obtain:
Summa: “I answer that, …Accordingly, it must be observed that if one is guided by
right reason one does not grieve through being deprived of what is beyond one’s
power to obtain, but only through lack of that which, in some way, one is capable of
obtaining.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

If a man is thirsty and has no possible access to water, this man nevertheless
suffers the pains of thirst and is made extremely sorrowful because of the lack of
water. Even though water is impossible for him to obtain, he is still greatly pained
and grieved for not having it. According to Thomas right reason should tell this man
that he should not grieve or suffer pain because water is impossible for him to obtain.
Similarly, according to Thomas, devils and damned humans should not grieve or
suffer pain because they are not in heaven and do not see God since these things are
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impossible for them to obtain and they know it—so why worry or be sorrowful!
According to Thomas right reason tells devils and damned humans that they can
never obtain heaven and hence should not grieve or suffer because of this. However,
Thomas seems to qualify his above statement by saying that this only applies to those
who never had a need or a claim to something:
Summa: “I answer that, …Thus no wise man grieves for being unable to fly like a
bird, or for that he is not a king or an emperor, since these things are not due to him;
whereas he would grieve if he lacked that to which he had some kind of claim.”
(Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

According to Thomas, then, men only grieve for not obtaining something they have a
claim to. Therefore the thirsty man who cannot obtain water suffers and grieves because
he, by his very nature, does have a claim to water. The devils and damned humans also
grieve and suffer for not being in heaven and not seeing God because at one time they
had a claim to these things. This also applies to damned infants because while they lived
on earth, they too had a claim to eternal life because God wills all men to be saved, even
infants: “God our Saviour, who will have all men to be saved, and to come to the
knowledge of the truth.” (1 Tim. 2:3-4) Because God wills for all men to be saved, all
men, infants included, have the potential to get wings and soar to heaven. Yet Thomas
makes an exception for infants by teaching that damned infants do not suffer or grieve in
hell thereby implying that while they lived they never had a claim to eternal life, which
denies the dogma that God wants all men to be saved (including infants). Because
Thomas has damned infants not grieving, he implies that they never had a claim to
everlasting life while they lived because a damned infant would only “grieve if he lacked
that to which he had some kind of claim.” Hence, according to Thomas, because damned
infants never had a claim to eternal life when they lived, they do not grieve for not having
obtained it. If Thomas admits that damned infants did have a claim to eternal life when
they lived, then, by his very statement above, he must also admit they grieve for never
having obtained it—“he would grieve if he lacked that to which he had some kind of
claim.”
Thomas contradicts himself because on the one hand he rightly teaches that the
damned infants’ loss of eternal life and the vision of God is a punishment, but on the
other hand his above example implies that this should not be a punishment because they
never had a claim to eternal life and the vision of God while they lived—because the lack
of being able to fly is not a punishment to someone who never had a claim to fly. For
instance, flying like a bird is not due to earthly men, and hence their being deprived of
flying like a bird cannot be a punishment from God. According to Thomas’ example
damned infants should not even be punished because he believes eternal life was never
due to them.
Thomas recognizes the dilemma and illogic of his argument that threaten his belief
that damned infants do not suffer any pain or grief. But instead of correcting it, he
changes the focus of his argument from something that one has or has not a claim to, to
something that one is or is not capable of receiving by oneself, which includes things
people do have a claim to—such as the thirsty man who has a claim to water but is
incapable of getting it:
Summa: “I answer that, …I say, then, that every man who has the use of free-will
is adapted to obtain eternal life, because he can prepare himself for grace whereby
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to merit eternal life [Cf. I-II, 109, 5 and 6]; so that if he fail in this, his grief will be
very great, since he has lost what he was able to possess. But children were never
adapted to possess eternal life, since neither was this due to them by virtue of their
natural principles, for it surpasses the entire faculty of nature, nor could they
perform acts of their own whereby to obtain so great a good. Hence they will
nowise grieve for being deprived of the divine vision; nay, rather will they rejoice
for that they will have a large share of God’s goodness and their own natural
perfections.
“Nor can it be said that they were adapted to obtain eternal life, not indeed by
their own action, but by the actions of others around them, since they could be
baptized by others, like other children of the same condition who have been
baptized and obtained eternal life.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

If Thomas uses the word “adapt” to mean “to make fit” or “to make suitable,” then
he teaches the heresy that God does not make infants fit or suitable to possess eternal life,
which contradicts the dogma that God wills for all men to be saved. This seems to fit with
Thomas’ implied belief that infants have no claim to eternal life. However, taking into
context his whole statement, it does not seem Thomas uses the word adapt to mean “fit”
or “suitable.” It seems he uses it to mean that infants are not capable of themselves to
desire, ask for, and procure water baptism—others must do this for them. This seems
clear by his following words: “Children… could [not] …perform acts of their own
whereby to obtain so great a good… but by the actions of others around them.” But if this
is what he means, then he changed his reason why damned infants do not suffer or grieve.
He originally implied that damned infants do not suffer or grieve because when they lived
they had no claim to eternal life and only those who have a claim to something grieve for
not obtaining it. But in his above statement, he gives a different reason. He says they do
not suffer or grieve because they were incapable by their own efforts to obtain eternal
life. This latter opinion leaves open the possibility that Thomas believes infants do have a
claim to eternal life but only that they are not capable of obtaining it by their own
efforts—they need someone else to ask for their baptism and to present them to be
baptized. However, as stated above, Thomas would then have to believe that they do
grieve and suffer because he teaches that a person would “grieve if he lacked that to
which he had some kind of claim.”
In his above statement, then, Thomas makes the case that someone does not suffer or
grieve for losing something he was incapable of obtaining by his own efforts and hence
damned infants do not suffer or grieve for not having obtained heaven because they were
not capable of obtaining it by their own efforts. We will now examine the illogic and
errors of his belief.
We will presume Thomas believes infants have a claim to eternal life. Also, it is true,
as Thomas teaches, that infants are incapable of asking for and obtaining baptism by their
own efforts. But it is not true to say that damned infants do not suffer or grieve for not
having obtained baptism because they were incapable by their own efforts of procuring
baptism when they lived.
Let us compare physical water that men need to sustain their bodies to spiritual water
that men need to give life to their souls. Spiritual water is what Jesus offered the
Samaritan woman at Jacob’s Well, and Jesus told her that this spiritual water is infinitely
more necessary than physical water. I am sure Thomas would agree that the spiritual
water of baptism is infinitely more necessary than physical water to sustain the body.
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All men have a claim to physical water upon which their very physical survival
depends. If a man is in a condition in which he is incapable of obtaining water by his own
efforts and there is no one else to obtain it for him, he suffers and grieves nevertheless.
Thomas says that this man is illogical, that he is not using right reason, because he should
not suffer or grieve for not obtaining something that he is unable to obtain by his own
efforts. If Thomas admits that this man does suffer and grieve nevertheless, then he
refutes his own opinion that damned infants do not suffer and grieve for not having
obtained the spiritual waters of baptism when they lived because they were incapable of
obtaining it by their own efforts. Which is more important and necessary for men,
physical water or spiritual water? Therefore which causes more suffering and grief when
men do not obtain it, physical water or spiritual water? Hence damned infants suffer and
grieve for not obtaining baptism and thus eternal life even though they were not capable
of obtaining baptism by their own efforts when they lived.
He implies that God is not all powerful, all knowing, all just, or all merciful
Thomas’ following statement contains a rash judgment and implies that God is not
all powerful, all knowing, all just, and all merciful. He says that all men who inherit
original sin would not have committed it if they had been created in original justice as
Adam and Eve were:
Summa: “I answer that, …The defect transmitted to us through our origin… this
[original] sin [does not] belong to this particular man, except in so far as he has such
a nature, that is deprived of this good, which in the ordinary course of things he
would have had and would have been able to keep.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Thomas makes the rash and godlike judgment that all men except Adam and Eve
would have been able to maintain the state of original justice had they not inherited
original sin. How does Thomas know if other men would not have sinned against God as
Adam and Eve did?
But that is not the worse part of his rash and erroneous statement. It also denies
God’s omniscience, omnipotence, justice, and mercy. Based upon the Catholic dogmas
dealing with predestination, Catholics can and must make an absolute judgment regarding
those who died with the sole guilt of original sin. If any of these men would not have
committed the original sin if they had been born in a state of original justice (which
means they would never have committed any sin against God) and thus had maintained
their original justice, then God would never have let them die with the sole guilt of
original sin. Instead God would have seen to it that they lived long enough to get baptized
into the Catholic Church and died in a state of grace. Hence the mere fact that God
allowed them to die in original sin proves two things: if God had let them reach the age of
reason, they would have committed mortal sin and died in mortal sin; and if they had
been born in the state of original justice, they would have sinned against God and not
repented. In short, it proves that they were ultimately bad souls or God would never have
sent them to the hell of the damned. To believe any different is to deny the dogmas of
God’s omniscience, omnipotence, justice, and mercy. If God sees that a person born with
original sin has an ultimately good soul, then God will never let him die with the guilt of
original sin.
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He implies God is stupid or powerless
Thomas implies that God is stupid and/or powerless for not knowing that these
unbaptized infants were ultimately of good will and thus worthy of eternal happiness in
heaven and thus God let them die without getting what they needed to be saved—water
baptism and entrance into the Catholic Church and death in a state of grace. And if
Thomas believed that God does know if unbaptized infants are ultimately of good will
and hence worthy of eternal happiness in heaven, then Thomas portrays God as powerless
because God is not able to prevent their death or get them what they need to be saved
before they die.
And if Thomas believed in the dogmatic truths that God is all knowing and all
powerful, then he should have believed that God would never let a good-willed infant
that hence is worthy of being united to Him in eternal happiness die without first getting
what he needs to be saved and enter heaven; that is, water baptism, entrance into the
Catholic Church, and death in a state of grace.
Or he implies God is unjust and unmerciful
If Thomas believed God is all powerful and all knowing, then he implies God is
unjust and unmerciful for sending those who died with the sole guilt of original sin to the
hell of the damned when they were, according to Thomas, destined to eternal happiness.
If souls that die with the sole guilt of original sin are worthy of eternal happiness and
being united to God and if God is to be just and merciful, He must allow them to enter
either heaven or an eternal third place between hell and heaven, like earth, where grace,
virtue, and other good things exist. Anything less than that would make God unjust and
unmerciful. But to believe that they enter heaven or an eternal third place is heresy!
Hence Thomas is trapped. Either he takes his opinion to its logical and heretical
conclusion that places those who die with the sole guilt of original sin in heaven or an
eternal middle place (like earth), or he believes they are in the hell of the damned and by
implication denies God’s omnipotence, omniscience, justice, and mercy and endangers
the dogmas on original sin and the hell of the damned. (See my book The Salvation
Dogma: Catholic Doctrine on Predestination.)

8. His belief is refuted by the Devil’s promotion of abortion
Aquinas’ heretical belief that infants who died with the sole guilt of original sin are
happy and united to God is refuted by the Devil’s promotion of abortion. If these damned
infants are happy and united to God, the Devil would be against abortion because these
infants would be eternally happy and united to God and hence would have escaped
enslavement to Satan. This obviously would not please Satan at all. If Aquinas’ heretical
opinion were true, then Satan would want these infants to live long enough to reach the
age of reason and commit a mortal sin and then die so that they would suffer eternal pain
and be eternally united to him instead of being eternally happy and united to God. Simply
put, Satan would be pro-life if those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are happy
and united to God, for surely Satan does not want that!
We will read from a Catholic book, Malleus Maleficarum, that proves the Devil
promotes abortion so that these dead infants will be tortured in hell for all eternity. This
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book, authorized by Pope Innocent VIII, was written by Frs. Kramer and Sprenger,
Dominican Inquistors, whose specialty was exposing and defeating the heresy and evils
of witchcraft:
MM: “For nearly three centuries Malleus Maleficarum (the Witches’ Hammer) was
the professional manual for witch hunters. This work by two of the most famous
Inquisitors of the age is still a document of force... Under a Bull of Pope Innocent
VIII, Kramer and Sprenger exposed the heresy of those who did not believe in
witches and set forth the proper order of the world with devils, witches, and the will
of God.”

This work teaches that Satan desires to kill unbaptized babies so they can suffer pain
in hell for all eternity:
MM: “Moreover (as was said in the First Part of the work), it was shown by the
confession of the servant, who was brought to judgment at Breisach, that the
greatest injuries to the Faith as regards the heresy of witches are done by midwives;
and this is made clearer than daylight itself by the confessions of some who were
afterwards burned. For in the diocese of Basel at the town of Dann, a witch who was
burned confessed that she had killed more than forty children, by sticking a needle
through the crowns of their heads into their brains, as they came out from the
womb...64 Now the reason for such practices is as follows: It is to be presumed that
witches are compelled to do such things at the command of evil spirits, and
sometimes against their own wills. For the devil knows that, because of the pain of
loss, or original sin, such children are debarred from entering the Kingdom of
Heaven.”65 (Part II, Chap. XIII)

Hence infants who died with original sin are in the hell of the damned and suffer the
pain of loss in the very least. And I believe they also suffer a degree of corporal pain by
hell fire. Consequently, the Devil’s promotion of abortion is empirical evidence that those
who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in eternal hell, are united to Satan and not
God, and are not happy but suffer eternal pain.

9. He denies by implication the dogma that damned infants are
punished
His belief is illogical because any punishment causes suffering or pain
It is illogical to believe that a punishment does not entail some kind of pain or
suffering, be it corporal or spiritual or both. If there is no pain involved, then there is no
real punishment. The punishment of being deprived of something entails a degree of
suffering for the thing lost. If there is no pain or suffering, then there is no punishment. It
would then simply be an act in which a person is deprived of something he does not need
or desire. For instance, if a child does not like eating spinach, it would not be a
punishment to deprive him of eating spinach. His being deprived of eating spinach would
not actually be a punishment but a reward that makes him happy. So we see that for a
punishment to be a punishment, it must cause a degree of pain or suffering. Hence when
someone is punished by being deprived of something, that thing must be either needed or
64
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This is the exact description of partial birth abortions, which have been legalized in the USA.
MM, p. ii, q. i, chap. xiii, pp. 140-141.
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desired by the person being punished so that the deprivation of it will cause him some
degree of pain.
In the hell of the damned, in purgatory, and on earth there are two kinds of pain that
men suffer: corporal and spiritual. Corporal pain is felt externally, and spiritual pain is
felt internally. For instance, the corporal pain of material fire causes external pain; and
the spiritual pain of boredom, depression, or insanity causes internal pain to the mind and
heart.
Corporal punishment affects the external parts of a person and hence is known as the
punishment of the senses (poena sensus), meaning the external senses.
Spiritual punishment, such as the punishment of loss (poena damni), afflicts the
internal parts of a person. The punishment of loss causes internal pain or suffering
because one is deprived of something they need or desire. Their spiritual pain or suffering
is equal to the need or desire for the thing they are deprived of.
Hence for any punishment to be a true punishment, it must cause either corporal pain
or spiritual pain or both.
Thomas’ punishment for damned infants causes no sorrow or pain
Thomas believed the dogma that damned infants are punished and the allowable
opinion that they are only punished by the loss of the vision of God:
Summa: “I answer that, …The loss of this vision is the proper and only punishment
of original sin after death.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Yet Thomas’ punishment for damned infants is no real punishment because it causes
no pain since his punished infants are actually happy. While Thomas teaches that damned
infants are punished, he systematically sets out to remove any and all of the effects of this
punishment so as to make it no punishment at all but simply a deprivation of something
the damned infants do not really need or desire and hence the loss of it causes them no
pain or sorrow whatsoever and, even worse, permits them to rest in eternal happiness.
What makes this heretical opinion even more odious is that we are speaking of the
punishment of the eternal loss (deprivation) of the vision of God in a place, the hell of the
damned, which is part of Satan’s kingdom and hence all who are in it, damned infants
included, are coheirs with Satan.
Thomas teaches that damned infants suffer no corporal or spiritual pain and hence
suffer no pain-causing punishments:
Summa: “I answer that, …Their [damned infants] being deprived of eternal life
and the reason for this privation… will not cause any sorrow in them. …Hence they
will nowise grieve for being deprived of the divine vision.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a.
2.)
Summa: “I answer that, …Wherefore no further punishment is due to him, besides
the privation of that end to which the gift withdrawn destined him… Now this is the
divine vision; and consequently the loss of this vision is the proper and only
punishment of original sin after death… As his guilt did not result from an action of
his own, even so neither should he be punished by suffering himself.” (Supp., App.
I, q. 1, a. 1.)
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And worse he replaces no pain with happiness
Thomas was not content with leaving the damned infants in a neutral state, as did St.
Gregory of Nazianzus, but goes further by heretically teaching they are happy and united
to God:
Summa: “I answer that, …Their [damned infants] being deprived of eternal life
and the reason for this privation… will not cause any sorrow in them. …Hence they
will nowise grieve for being deprived of the divine vision; nay, rather will they
rejoice for that they will have a large share of God’s goodness and their own natural
perfections.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)
Summa: “Reply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized children are separated from
God as regards the union of glory, they are not utterly separated from Him: in fact
they are united to Him by their share of natural goods, and so will also be able to
rejoice in Him by their natural knowledge and love.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

Hence Thomas’ punishment for damned infants is no punishment at all. His so-called
punishment only deprives damned infants of something he says they do not need or desire
and hence this deprivation causes them no pain or suffering and even permits them to be
happy and united to God, which is heresy. Thomas’ punishment for damned infants
makes a mockery of the purpose and nature of punishment.
His illogical comparison makes less pain more pain
Some saints have compared the spiritual pain that damned infants undergo to a
spiritual fire as opposed to a material fire and teach that this spiritual fire is more painful
than material hell fire:
St. John Chrysostom: “9. …’Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn
down, and cast into the fire.’ …And though it appear indeed to be some single
judgment, the being burnt up, yet if one examine carefully, these are two
punishments. For he that is burnt is also cast of course out of God’s kingdom; and
this latter punishment is more grievous than the other. Now I know indeed that
many tremble only at hell, but I affirm the loss of that glory to be a far greater
punishment than hell. And if it be not possible to exhibit it such in words, this is
nothing marvelous. For neither do we know the blessedness of those good things,
that we should on the other hand clearly perceive the wretchedness ensuing on
being deprived of them.”66
LUQ: “The pain of sense is not the greatest torment of the damned. By divine
decree the children in limbo are eternally exiled from the vision of God. Do they
chafe under their misfortune? Do they rebel against the providence that banished
them? Thomas had a more difficult problem here than he did in dealing with the
pain of sense. Augustine and John Chrysostom alike had insisted that the loss of
heaven was a far greater torment than the fire of hell.”67

To these saints like Augustine, the punishment for original sin of the loss of the
vision of God causes greater pain than the punishment for mortal sin, which may very
well be true. In considering this opinion, Thomas comes to an illogical and false
conclusion that defends his belief that damned infants suffer no spiritual pain. He says
that if the spiritual punishment for damned infants causes greater pain than the material
66
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punishment for mortal sinners, then the damned infants would suffer more pain than
mortal sinners, which would contradict the dogma that damned infants suffer less pain
than mortal sinners. Hence he concludes that damned infants cannot undergo any spiritual
pain or suffering because they would be punished more than damned mortal sinners:
CE, Limbo, 1910: “No reason can be given—so argued the Angelic Doctor—for
exempting unbaptized children from the material torments of Hell (poena sensus)
that does not hold good, even a fortiori, for exempting them also from internal
spiritual suffering (poena damni in the subjective sense), since the latter in reality is
the more grievous penalty, and is more opposed to the mitissima poena [lesser
punishment] which St. Augustine was willing to admit (De Malo, V, art. iii). Hence
he expressly denies that they suffer from any ‘interior affliction’, in other words that
they experience any pain of loss (nihil omnino dolebunt de carentia visionis divinae
‘In Sent.’, II, 33, q. ii, a.2).”

Thomas’ reasoning on this matter is illogical. Thomas misleads his readers by
making them think that the mortal sinner only suffers corporal pain and hence his analogy
sways them to believe his heretical opinion that damned infants are happy. Thomas seems
to forget that damned mortal sinners are also punished with the loss of the vision of God.
Thomas does not consider that damned mortal sinners suffer not only the pain of material
fire but also the very same spiritual pain caused by the loss of the vision of God that
damned infants suffer. Hence the opinion that damned infants suffer only the spiritual
pain of the loss of the vision of God upholds the dogma that they suffer less pain than
damned mortal sinners because damned mortal sinners suffer both corporal and spiritual
pain whereas damned infants suffer only spiritual pain.
Who can doubt that both pains combined, corporal and spiritual, are worse than any
one pain alone! Let us compare the spiritual pain and suffering caused by insanity to the
corporal pain and suffering caused by material fire. If one were to go into an insane
asylum and observe insane men, he would see that they suffer spiritual pain. Depending
on how bad their insanity is, the greater their spiritual suffering and pain. Their degree of
spiritual pain manifests itself from brooding and depression to howling and crying out in
fits of rage in which one can envision a spiritual fire burning within them.
Yet great as this spiritual pain is, who can doubt that the corporal pain of material
fire is also a very great pain. Dear reader, just place your hand into a flame and leave it
there for several seconds and see how much pain you feel. Now imagine the pain you
would feel if your whole body were immersed in material fire. Ah, material fire is a very
great pain indeed!
Now let us go back to the insane man who howls and cries out because of his
spiritual pain. Let us take him and throw him into a furnace of material fire. This insane
man would also howl and cry out because of the great corporal pain caused by the
material fire. He would then be afflicted with a double pain, the spiritual pain caused by
his insanity and the material pain caused by the material fire. On earth one can be
temporarily relieved of these pains by sleep, unconsciousness, or drugs; but in the hell of
the damned all of these pains are ever present, ever felt, and never diminish.
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10. His belief brings down a piece of heaven into the hell of the
damned
In spite of his many heresies, Thomas did not teach the well-known and often
condemned heresies that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in heaven
or that they are in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell. Hence Thomas held
the dogma that they are in the hell of the damned. But how does he reconcile this with
their being eternally happy and united to God when these are gifts that only belong to
those in heaven? He did so by bringing down a piece of heaven and placing it in the hell
of the damned, into Satan’s kingdom. He placed God in subjection to Satan and has God,
His grace, and His love dwelling as inmates in the eternal prison house of the damned. It
would have been more logical for Thomas to place unbaptized infants in the lowest level
of heaven; but if he had, he would have believed in yet another heresy. In fact, others,
such as the heretic Suarez, have taken Thomas’ heretical opinion that infants who died
with original sin are happy and united to God to its logical conclusion that these infants
cannot be in the hell of the damned because they are happy and united to God and hence
have to be either in heaven or an eternal middle place between heaven and hell, both of
which are yet more heresies. (See in this book Suarez not only follows Thomas’ heresies
but teaches another Pelagian heresy of a third eternal place, p. 66.)

Aquinas’ Pelagian Heresy That Original Sin Is Not a Real
Sin That Causes Real Guilt
Thomas’ teachings on original sin are a maze of contradictions when one considers
all his teachings on this topic. In one place he seems to teach correctly on original sin.
However, in other places where he speaks of his reasons why damned infants are happy
and united to God, he teaches the Pelagian heresy. Empirical evidence proves this
because some Catholics have accused Thomas of Pelagian beliefs and other Catholics
have accused him of Pelagian tendencies. And these accusations have not gone away
because of Thomas’ contradictions and weak way of speaking about original sin,
especially in relation to those who die with the sole guilt of original sin.
Since the Council of Carthage in 418, it is a dogma that inherited original sin is a
true deadly sin that hence causes deadly guilt; that is, men who inherit original sin are
guilty of this deadly sin even though they did not personally commit it:
Council of Carthage XVI, Pope St. Zosimus, Original Sin and Grace, 418: “Canon
2. Likewise it has been decided that whoever says that infants fresh from their
mothers’ wombs ought not to be baptized, or says that they are indeed baptized unto
the remission of sins, but that they draw nothing of the original sin from Adam,
which is expiated in the bath of regeneration, whence it follows that in regard to
them the form of baptism ‘unto the remission of sins’ is understood as not true, but
as false, let him be anathema. Since what the Apostle says: ‘Through one man sin
entered into the world (and through sin death), and so passed into all men, in whom
all have sinned’ [cf. Rom. 5:12], must not to be understood otherwise than as the
Catholic Church spread everywhere has always understood it. For on account of this
rule of faith even infants, who in themselves thus far have not been able to commit
any sin, are therefore truly baptized unto the remission of sins, so that that which
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they have contracted from generation may be cleansed in them by regeneration.” (D.
102)

This canon deals specifically with unbaptized infants and says that they too “have
sinned” because all who inherit original sin have “sinned.” After this Canon 2 from the
infallible Council of Carthage in 418, it is heresy to believe that original sin is not a real
sin that causes guilt and thus heresy to believe that unbaptized infants are not sinners
because this canon infallibly teaches that “all have sinned.” The infallible Second
Council of Orange and the Council of Trent teach the same thing:
Second Council of Orange, Pope Felix II, 529: “Can. 2. If anyone asserts that
Adam’s transgression injured him alone and not his descendants, or declares that
certainly death of the body only, which is the punishment of sin, but not sin also,
which is the death of the soul, passed through one man into the whole human race,
he will do an injustice to God, contradicting the Apostle who says: ‘Through one
man sin entered in the world, and through sin death, and thus death passed into all
men, in whom all have sinned’ [Rom. 5:12; cf. St. Augustine].” (D. 175)
COT, Decree on Original Sin, 1546: “2. If any one asserts that the prevarication of
Adam injured himself alone and not his posterity, and that the holiness and justice,
received of God, which he lost, he lost for himself alone and not for us also; or that
he being defiled by the sin of disobedience has only transfused death ‘and pains of
the body into the whole human race, but not sin also, which is the death of the soul,’
let him be anathema, whereas he contradicts the apostle who says: ‘By one man sin
entered into the world, and by sin death, and so death passed upon all men, in whom
all have sinned.’ (Rom. 5:12)”68

The Pelagian heretics deny that men inherit from Adam the original sin and thus
guilt. Some of the Pelagians disguise their heresy by teaching that men inherit original sin
from Adam but not as a true sin but only as a deprivation of the vision of God. They base
this belief upon their heresy that true sin and guilt can only be incurred by actual sin; that
is, sins men commit themselves. They rightly believe that no man should be punished
who is not guilty of sin, but they heretically believe that original sin is not a sin that
causes guilt and hence those who inherit it should not be punished. Therefore they do not
see the deprivation of the vision of God as a punishment but only as a deprivation. These
Pelagians explain inherited original sin not as a true sin but as something that has the
“character of sin” or the “semblance of sin” or similar words that imply it is not a real sin
that causes guilt. They see inherited original sin not as a true sin that causes guilt but only
as a punishment inherited from Adam that deprives those who inherit it of something
good—in this case, the vision of God. Because the Pelagians do not believe men inherit
original sin as a sin but only inherit from Adam the deprivation of God, they believe that
dead unbaptized infants are only deprived of the vision of God but suffer no pain because
they are not guilty of any sin. Therefore they have these infants living in a natural state of
eternal happiness in a middle place between heaven and hell where they are united to
God in a natural way while not being able to see God; and they call this eternal life, but
not eternal life in the kingdom of God. They believe that eternal life in the kingdom of
God can only be obtained by baptism which remits men from being deprived of the
vision of God but does not remit original sin because there is no such thing as original
sin:
68
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CE, Pelagianism: “As to infant baptism he [Pelagius] granted that it ought to be
administered in the same form as in the case of adults, not in order to cleanse the
children from a real original guilt, but to secure to them entrance into the ‘kingdom
of God’. Unbaptized children, he thought, would after their death be excluded from
the ‘kingdom of God’, but not from ‘eternal life’.”

Some of the Pelagians believe that dead unbaptized infants suffer a degree of
spiritual pain while not suffering corporal pain (they were not Pelagians for holding this
belief but for the reasons they held this belief as it relates to original sin). One such
Pelagian heretic was Peter Abelard. Peter Abelard (1079-1142) was the first person since
the time of St. Augustine and the Council of Carthage in 418 to teach that damned infants
do not suffer corporal pain but only spiritual pain. But Abelard used the Pelagian heresy
to defend this allowable opinion. He believed that damned infants suffer no corporal pain
because they are not really guilty of original sin. He believed that inherited original sin is
not a true sin that causes guilt but is only a punishment; that is, the punishment of the loss
of the vision of God:
CE, Limbo, 1910: “Abelard was the first to rebel against the severity of the
Augustinian tradition on this point. According to him there was no guilt (culpa), but
only punishment (poena), in the proper notion of original sin… this doctrine was
rightly condemned by the Council of Soissons [Sens] in 1140...”
Council of Sens, 1140 or 1141, The Errors of Peter Abelard: “Error #9. That we
have not contracted sin from Adam, but only punishment.” (D. 376)
Pope Innocent II, Testante Apostolo, letter to Henry the Bishop of Sens, July 16,
1440: “And so we who though unworthily are observed to reside in the Chair of St.
Peter, to whom it has been said by the Lord: ‘And thou being once converted,
convert thy brethren’ (Lk. 22:33), after having taken counsel with our brethren the
principal bishops, have condemned by the authority of the sacred canons the
chapters sent to us by your discretion and all the teachings of this Peter (Abelard)
with their author, and we have imposed upon him as a heretic perpetual silence. We
declare also that all the followers and defenders of his error must be separated from
the companionship of the faithful and must be bound by the chain of
excommunication.”69

Thomas’ explanations as to why damned infants suffer no pain and are even happy
and united to God are identical to the Pelagian heresy which teaches that inherited
original sin is not a real sin that causes guilt but only an inherited punishment that
deprives of the vision of God:
Summa: “Reply to Objection 2: Nor does it matter that original sin is incompatible
with grace; because privation of grace has the character, not of sin, but of
punishment, except in so far as it is voluntary: for which reason that which is less
voluntary is less sinful.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)
Summa: “I answer that, …The defect transmitted to us through our origin, and
having the character of a sin does not result from the withdrawal or corruption of a
good consequent upon human nature by virtue of its principles, but from the
withdrawal or corruption of something that had been superadded to nature.” (Supp.,
App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

In this passage Thomas heretically teaches that original sin is not a true sin but only
“the character of a sin” that hence causes no guilt but only a punishment that deprives
69
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men of something good. Hence he heretically teaches that inherited original sin is not a
real sin but only “the character of a sin.” He encourages this heretical interpretation by
his following statement in which he teaches that original sin does not belong to men who
inherit it:
Summa: “I answer that, …Now the defect transmitted to us through our origin, and
having the character of a sin does not result from the withdrawal or corruption of a
good consequent upon human nature by virtue of its principles, but from the
withdrawal or corruption of something that had been superadded to nature. Nor does
this sin [original sin] belong to this particular man, except in so far as he has such a
nature, that is deprived of this good…” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Hence Thomas believed in the Pelagian heresy that inherited original sin does not
belong to men as a real sin that makes them guilty but only as something that deprives
them of something good. According to Thomas the only thing that belongs to men for
inherited original sin is the inherited punishment of the loss of the vision of God. One,
then, can expect Thomas to teach that damned infants are punished with the loss of the
vision of God in his limbo of children only because they lack the state of sanctifying
grace and not because they are truly guilty of original sin. Indeed, this is what he teaches
in this following passage from his Summa:
Summa, Whether suffrages avail the children who are in limbo?: “I answer that,
Unbaptized children are not detained in limbo save because they lack the state of
grace.” (Supp., q. 71, a. 7.)

According to Thomas, then, the only reason unbaptized infants are in the hell of the
damned is because they “lack the state of grace” and not because they are guilty of
original sin. His above statement denies the dogma that damned infants are detained in
the hell of the damned because they are guilty sinners; that is, they are guilty of original
sin. Hence Thomas has God punishing people who are not guilty of sin and thus portrays
God as unjust. The real reason men lack the state of grace is because they are really and
truly guilty of deadly sin. Either men who lack the state of grace are guilty of deadly sin
or God is guilty of deadly sin for punishing these men for no guilt of their own. God does
not eternally deprive anyone of the Beatific Vision in heaven unless that person is really
guilty of sin. According to Thomas the only thing men inherit because of original sin is
the deprivation of something good—they do not really inherit the sin, they only inherit
the character of a sin! The original sin does not belong to them as a sin, only the
punishment belongs to them! They do not really inherit the guilt, they only inherit the
deprivation of something good! Thomas, then, uses his Pelagian heresy to defend his
heretical opinions that damned infants are happy and united to God:
Summa: “I answer that, Punishment should be proportionate to fault, according to
the saying of Isaias (27:8), ‘In measure against measure, when it shall be cast off,
thou shalt judge it.’ Now the defect transmitted to us through our origin, and having
the character of a sin does not result from the withdrawal or corruption of a good
consequent upon human nature by virtue of its principles, but from the withdrawal
or corruption of something that had been superadded to nature. Nor does this sin
belong to this particular man, except in so far as he has such a nature, that is
deprived of this good… Wherefore no further punishment is due to him, besides the
privation of that end to which the gift withdrawn destined him, which gift human
nature is unable of itself to obtain. …As his guilt did not result from an action of his
own, even so neither should he be punished by suffering himself, but only by losing
that which his nature was unable to obtain. On the other hand, those who are under
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sentence for original sin will suffer no loss whatever in other kinds of perfection and
goodness which are consequent upon human nature by virtue of its principles.”
(Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

Here Thomas surprisingly refers to those with original sin as being guilty—“his guilt
did not result from his own action.” One is left wondering what kind of guilt Thomas
speaks of. Does this guilt only have the character of guilt just as his original sin only has
the character of sin and hence the guilt and sin are not real guilt and real sin? His
conclusion that damned infants are happy and united to God supports this interpretation
because how can someone who is guilty of deadly sin be happy and united to God:
Summa: “Reply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized children are separated from
God as regards the union of glory, they are not utterly separated from Him: in fact
they are united to Him by their share of natural goods, and so will also be able to
rejoice in Him by their natural knowledge and love.” (Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 2.)

Hence Thomas teaches Pelagian heresies about original sin (that original sin is not a
real sin that causes guilt) to defend his other heresies that damned infants are happy and
united to God—and it is this opinion that especially manifests his Pelagianism when
writing about damned infants. Until the time of Thomas, the belief that those who die
with the sole guilt of original sin are happy was always unique to the Pelagians and semiPelagians.
And Thomas also teaches heresy for denying the many punishments due to original
sin when he teaches that the only punishment due to original sin is the loss of the Beatific
Vision:
Summa: “I answer that, ...As his guilt did not result from an action of his own,
even so neither should he be punished by suffering himself, but only by losing that
which his nature was unable to obtain. On the other hand, those who are under
sentence for original sin will suffer no loss whatever in other kinds of perfection and
goodness which are consequent upon human nature by virtue of its principles.”
(Supp., App. I, q. 1, a. 1.)

For the many punishments due to original sin to both body and soul that Thomas
denies in his above statement, see in this book Punishments due to original sin, p. 39.

Empirical Evidence That Thomas Resurrected Pelagianism
Empirical evidence that Thomas’ heretical teachings about unbaptized infants
resurrected the heresy of Pelagianism is that most of the theologians embraced Thomas’
heretical teachings and began to explain original sin and the fate of dead unbaptized
infants in the way a Pelagian heretic would, as did Thomas. Hence the Pelagian heretics
were cast as the heroes and St. Augustine as the villain, even though it was Augustine
who taught the truth about original sin and the fate of dead unbaptized infants:
LUQ: “Reviewing this fifth-century debate, we may get the uneasy feeling that the
antagonists have been miscast, with the villain’s role falling to Augustine. Pelagius
takes the stand on the side of the angels, advocating mercy and moderation, while
Augustine relentlessly demands the supreme penalty. In this area of controversy at
any rate, present-day sympathies might lean toward Pelagius. Then, too, Pelagius’
opinion bears an undeniable resemblance to our modern views of limbo, and we
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have a natural tendency to favor the familiar. If we were men of another time and
place, our sympathies might have gone to Augustine. As a matter of fact, this is
precisely what did happen in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Augustine
was undeniably the hero of the moment, and the modern idea of limbo was rejected
because it seemed Pelagian.”70

It was the most influential Thomas who resurrected the Pelagian heresy so that
modern men would now favor it and reject St. Augustine’s truthful teachings that were
declared as dogmas.

Thomas’ eternal place for unbaptized infants is the same as the
Pelagians’ third eternal place but with a different name
Thomas and the Pelagians heretically believed that dead unbaptized infants are
happy and united to God, which is a condition that denies the true nature of original sin
and other dogmas. While Thomas said dead unbaptized infants are in the limbo of
children (the highest level in the hell of the damned), the Pelagians said they are in an
eternal middle place between heaven and hell; but both believed these infants are
eternally happy and united to God, which are conditions of eternal life and not eternal
damnation. The real difference between Thomas and the Pelagians regarding the location
of infants who die with original sin is only a matter of a title and not a condition. The
place is actually the same because the conditions of the place are the same even though
one gives it a different name. For instance, one can use the name Italy for the home of the
Romans and another can use the name Boot, but the place is the same. The description of
Thomas’ place for dead unbaptized infants is the exact same as the Pelagians’, the only
difference is the name of the place.

Suarez not only follows Thomas’ heresies but teaches another
Pelagian heresy of a third eternal place
After Thomas taught his heresies regarding damned infants, many theologians
followed Thomas’ heretical teachings by embracing the same heresies. And some went
further by expanding upon the logical implications of Thomas’ heretical teachings that
infants who died with original sin are happy and united to God by teaching another
Pelagian heresy that these infants cannot be in the hell of the damned and hence must be
in a third eternal place between heaven and hell. Many who taught this heresy were
among the so-called Jesuits, who were also the main group that denied the Salvation
Dogma. The so-called Jesuit and notorious heretic Francisco Suarez (1548-1617), who
denied the Salvation Dogma, held Thomas’ Pelagian heresies that infants who died with
original sin are happy and united to God. But Suarez logically concluded that these
infants cannot be in the hell of the damned, as Thomas illogically proposed, because
happiness and unity with God does not exist in the hell of the damned. Hence Suarez
places these infants in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell, which is yet
another Pelagian heresy. At least Suarez was not a hypocrite in this matter. He admits
that Thomas’ place for these infants is the same as the Pelagians’ third eternal place even
though Thomas maintains it is in the hell of the damned, which leads Thomas into more
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heresies regarding the nature of the hell of the damned, which Suarez did not hold.
Instead, Suarez held a different Pelagian heresy by placing these infants in a third eternal
place.
Suarez taught that all those who died with the sole guilt of original sin, such as
unbaptized infants, would populate the earth after the General Judgment and hence live in
an eternal middle place between heaven and hell where they would be eternally deprived
of the Beatific Vision:
“[The heretic Suarez’ teachings] They died as infants, but they will rise as adults
possessing not only the use of their reason but full physical maturity as well.
…When they see the sentence of damnation passed upon the wicked as well as the
joy of the just, they will recognize the justice of God. Their own destiny too, fixing
them as it does on a middle ground between damnation and glory, will stand
revealed as another manifestation of God’s perfect justice. Will they be aware of the
fact that they all bear within them the stain of original sin? Suarez thinks that they
will.
“…Theologians like Soto and St. Bonaventure thought the children doomed to
spend their eternity in some gloomy place, but Suarez thinks differently, because
they have done nothing to merit a sentence of damnation, though they are unworthy
of heaven. At the last judgment, he feels, hell will become such a place of horrors
that limbo’s proximity would borrow of its terror.71 Since children are guilty of no
personal sin, the suffering that such a place would necessarily imply seems unfair
and uncalled-for. It seems consonant with the pity of Christ that he would let them
live out their eternity upon the earth, a congenial climate for the vigorous natural
resources they possess. What will this world be like? Suarez holds that it will be
totally made over after the resurrection of the dead. When the judgment has been
completed the world will be swept away and the very air will burst into flames,
consuming the earth, purging it of every impurity, leaving behind a new world
gleaming in brilliant splendor.”72

Therefore Suarez teaches the heresies that infants who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are in an eternal third place and hence are not in the hell of the damned and
that they are not in a state of damnation nor coheirs with Satan. Because Suarez also
believes they are not in glory and hence not in heaven and the Beatific Vision, he places
them in an eternal third place between heaven and hell. All of these Pelagian heresies
have been infallibly condemned by several popes at the Council of Carthage in 418, at the
Second Council of Lyons in 1274, and at the Council of Florence in 1439.
Now the earth that Suarez speaks of, where those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin will live for all eternity, is not the new earth that Jesus creates after the
General Judgment that will be united to heaven. All who dwell on the new earth will be
in the Beatific Vision, and hence heaven is said to have come down upon earth. This is
not what Suarez is teaching. Suarez’ new earth is not united with heaven and does not
have God dwelling in it. Instead, his new earth is populated by people who are deprived
of the Beatific Vision and not in a state of grace. Suarez’ earth after the General
Judgment is not in the hell of the damned and yet it is not united with heaven and does
not have Jesus Christ ruling in it from the New Jerusalem because those on Suarez’ earth
are eternally deprived of the vision of God. Hence Suarez has created a third eternal place
where souls dwell who are neither in the kingdom of God upon the new earth and in the
71
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new heaven nor in the kingdom of Satan in the hell of the damned—which is the old
Pelagian heresy of an eternal third place:
CE, Pelagianism: “…Unbaptized children, he [Pelagius] thought, would after their
death be excluded from the ‘kingdom of God’, but not from ‘eternal life’.”
Pope Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, 1794: “26. …These who remove the punishment of
fire introduced that middle place and state free of guilt and of punishment between
the kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that about which the Pelagians
idly talk – Condemned as false, rash, injurious to Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

Suarez heretically says dead unbaptized infants are redeemed by Christ
While Aquinas recklessly and boldly taught the heresies that infants who died with
original sin are happy and united to God, he did not answer how their punishments due to
original sin were remitted without the sin being remitted so that these infants could be
happy. (See in this book Thomas’ No-Pain Opinion Has the Punishment Due to Sin
Remitted While the Sin Is Not Remitted, p. 39.) Unlike Thomas who ignored this
dilemma, Suarez confronted it and fell into yet more heresies.
Following the heretical teachings of Aquinas, the heretic Suarez believed that the
infants who died with original sin are happy and united to God. And like Aquinas, Suarez
has the punishments due to original sin gone for these dead infants while the original sin
remains:
LUQ: “[The heretic Suarez’ teachings] Unbaptized infants… [that] died as infants…
Will they be aware of the fact that they all bear within them the stain of original sin?
Suarez thinks that they will. …The unremitting strife that man experiences from
concupiscence will be unknown to them. Their passions will be perfectly subject to
their will and their will to their reason. The disorderly contention of the ‘lower
appetites’ and the ‘higher will’ find no place in the new world in which they live. 73
This quiescence of their disorderly passions, says Suarez, will have its effect on
their minds too. Unhampered by their passions, unimpeded by the distractions that
bother men in this life, they will bring to perfection in themselves every natural
virtue: justice, wisdom, courage, prudence. The natural law which the wounded
children of Adam found beyond their strength in life will be well within the powers
of the citizens of the new world. Beatitude too will be possible to them—the
possession of God by their natural powers of intellection and volition. Unimpeded
by either concupiscence or temptation, their minds will be able to contemplate God,
their wills to love him above all things. In this, then, they attain not the supernatural
end for which God destined them but the natural end for which their natures
crave.74“75

Suarez teaches that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin still have original
sin: “Will they be aware of the fact that they all bear within them the stain of original sin?
Suarez thinks that they will.” But, according to Suarez, gone are all the effects of original
sin, gone is the concupiscence of the flesh, gone is the weakened and darkened will and
intellect, gone is the inclination to evil, gone are all temptations, and gone are all the
other punishments due to original sin. How, you may ask, are these punishments and
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pains due to original sin remitted while the sin is not remitted? Suarez attempted to solve
this unsolvable dilemma, which Aquinas did not even attempt to answer, by yet another
heresy. Unlike Aquinas, Suarez answered how the punishments due to original sin
disappear from infants who die with original sin. And in doing so, Suarez fell into yet
another heresy. Suarez taught that while dead unbaptized infants still have original sin,
the effects of it are remitted by the redemption and merits of Christ and hence they share
in the fruit of the redemption while still having original sin, which is heresy:
LUQ: “[The heretic Suarez’ teachings] First of all they pay homage to Christ the
Redeemer of the human race; this they could hardly do without being aware of the
implications of the redemption. They will know then why the just are saved, and
they will know that the wicked have contemned the redemptive act of Christ. Their
knowledge, however, will not be that of faith but of reason, gathered from what they
see and hear.76 The whole plan of providence will be opened to them; while
acknowledging Christ as God, they will honor his Father for the great gift they
received first in Adam and then in Christ.
“These children, Suarez says, will be present at the last judgment to pay homage
to the God-Man for his redemptive work. Although they failed to share in the real
fruits of his redemption—adoptive sonship and a heavenly heritage—they did
profit from the redemptive work of Christ. If God had desired to exercise the full
rigor of his justice, says Suarez, he might have condemned these children to the
flames of hell. They were, after all, children of wrath and vessels of anger because
of original sin. If their destiny, instead of being an eternal horror, is an eternal
paradise, then this must be attributed to the merits of Christ, who offered his
Father satisfaction not only for every personal sin that man might commit but also
for the original sin that stained every human nature that came into the world.77“78

Therefore Suarez heretically teaches that after their death unbaptized infants are
redeemed by Christ while original sin remains in them. He heretically teaches the halfbaptism or half-redemption heresy in which original sin is not remitted but the
punishments due to the sin are remitted:
Second Council of Orange, 529, Against the Semi-Pelagians: “Canon 13. Freedom
of will weakened in the first man cannot be repaired except through the grace of
baptism…”79

The heretic Suarez has the unbaptized infants’ weakened wills repaired without the
grace of baptism, without sanctifying grace. He has their weakened wills redeemed by
Christ while original sin is not remitted. He admits that these infants still have original
sin: “Unbaptized infants… [that] died as infants… Will they be aware of the fact that
they all bear within them the stain of original sin? Suarez thinks that they will.” But he
heretically believes that their weakened wills have been repaired: “The disorderly
contention of the ‘lower appetites’ and the ‘higher will’ find no place in the new world in
which they live.”
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Suarez uses the term “personal sin” in a heretical sense
Suarez also uses the term “personal sin” in its heretical sense. He says, “Since
children are guilty of no personal sin, the suffering that such a place would necessarily
imply seems unfair and uncalled-for.” Because he heretically believes that unbaptized
infants are not in a state of damnation, he also heretically believes that original sin is not
a true sin that causes guilt. Hence when he says unbaptized infants have no personal sin,
he means that they are not personally guilty of original sin, which is a Pelagian heresy.
Be careful when theologians say that unbaptized infants have no personal sins. This
term is ambiguous and willful in some cases. When used in reference to those with the
guilt of original sin, the uncommon meaning is not heretical but the common meaning is
heretical.
The uncommon meaning of “personal sin” is actual sin, mortal or venial. Because the
person commits the sin, they call it a personal sin. Therefore, in this sense, original sin is
not a personal sin.
But the common meaning of “personal sin” is any sin that makes men personally
guilty. In this sense original sin is a personal sin. In this sense original sin belongs to the
persons who have it as much as actual sin belongs to persons who have it. Therefore, in
the most common sense, in the strict sense, original sin is a personal sin because it
belongs to the persons who have it and makes them personally guilty.
Therefore if one says that unbaptized infants do not have personal sin in the sense of
the common meaning, it is heretical because he does not believe original sin belongs to
the persons who have it. These heretics do not believe unbaptized infants are personally
guilty of original sin. This heresy was first condemned in 418 at the Council of Carthage,
which infallibly taught that original sin is a real sin that causes real personal guilt and
hence makes those who have it sinners. Consequently, original sin is a personal sin in the
strict sense because it belongs to the persons who have it and makes them guilty sinners.
Men who inherit original sin are just as personally guilty of it as were Adam and Eve.
Original sin belongs to unbaptized persons as much as mortal sin belongs to mortal
sinners. Both are deadly sins that belong to the persons who are guilty of them and hence
both are personal sins, sins that are deadly to the persons who have them. Therefore, even
though men who inherit original sin did not personally commit the original sin, they are
personally guilty of original sin.
When heretical theologians like Suarez say that original sin is not a personal sin, they
mean it in the heretical sense. They mean that original sin is not a true sin that causes
guilt, which is heresy. And because they believe that unbaptized infants are not
personally guilty of original sin, they conclude that infants who died with original sin are
happy and united to God and some teach that these dead infants are not in the hell of the
damned but in a third eternal place—all of which is heresy.

Some theologians condemned the resurrected Pelagianism but evil
popes allowed the heresies
It was the shock from heretical teachings like Aquinas’ and Suarez’ that caused the
teachings of St. Augustine, many of which the Catholic Church infallibly defined, to be
resurrected and placed in prominent view. Augustinian theologians correctly saw that
Aquinas’ limbo where damned infants are happy and united to God and Suarez’ third
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eternal place where these infants reside were Pelagian heresies that hence were infallibly
condemned by the Catholic Church:
LUQ: “Suarez and a Reaction: The theories of Suarez were a high-water mark in
the development of the limbo theology. His…vision was shortly to become an
important element in a controversy that was to endure for the next two centuries.
The Jesuit theologian had moved as far as possible from the views of Augustine
without actually admitting unbaptized infants to the kingdom of God. His ideas
were symptomatic of a rigorous new theology that was willing to reappraise the past
and where necessary even to reshape it. A violent reaction to the new theology was
taking shape, however; it involved a rediscovery of the past that revived and
revitalized many of the ideas of Augustine, including his views on the fate of
unbaptized infants… The Scholastics had not developed Augustine’s
thought,…they had betrayed it. By abandoning Augustine the Catholic Church had
permitted Pelagianism to invade its theology. The only course that seemed open…
was to turn back to the saint himself, to recapture his views of grace and original
sin. As we might suspect, this enthusiasm led to a revival of interest in the ancient
opinion on the fate of unbaptized infants80…
“A new reverence for Augustine had begun to spread through the Catholic
universities of Europe; and men began to turn to his writings for inspiration in their
wrestling with new problems. The anti-Pelagian works of Augustine were read and
reread by the theologians of the day. Studded as they are with references to
unbaptized infants, they began to exercise a growing influence;81 and increasing
numbers of Catholic theologians began to abandon the scholastic idea of limbo. The
most prominent of these was Denis Petau, a French Jesuit.
“Petau was something of a trail-blazer; he walked alone down a new path,
opening the way to a theology that was less speculative and more thoroughly
grounded in the literature of the patristic age. While this quiet scholar did not scorn
speculation, he did believe in turning back history’s pages to see what foundation
there might be for it. In his own blunt way he said that Augustine’s views of
unbaptized children were not an appendage to this theology but an important part of
it. Moreover, said Petau, it was an opinion that had been endorsed by many of the
Fathers and probably sanctioned by the Council of Florence.82 There would be many
who followed him in his thoughtful analysis…” 83

For the next three centuries accusations of heresy were leveled from each opposing
side against the others:
LUQ: “In the three centuries that followed the council of Trent the limbo
controversy constantly simmered and sometimes boiled over. Augustinians and
Jansenists denied the existence of limbo; Jesuits defended it. The Jansenists detested
the Jesuits, the Jesuits reciprocated, and the Augustinians disliked them both. The
air was charged with suspicion and at times with libel. The Jesuits were denounced
as Pelagians; the Augustinians as Jansenists; and the Jansenists as heretics. As the
Spanish historian La Fuente remarked: ‘Theology was a chaos of subtleties disputed
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with such acrimony and exasperation that the different schools professed a hatred
for one another that they might well have had for the heretics.’84“85

The only accusations of heresy that were correct were leveled by those who
condemned the resurrected Pelagian heresies regarding original sin not being a true sin,
an eternal third place, and Aquinas’ limbo where damned infants are happy and united to
God. Indeed, some of these theologians correctly saw that Aquinas’ limbo where damned
infants are happy and united to God and Suarez’ third eternal place where these infants
reside were Pelagian heresies that hence had been infallibly condemned by the Catholic
Church.
The evil popes were either occult heretics or non-judgmentalists
And once again we have wicked and evil popes who did nothing to stop these
Pelagian heresies but allowed them to be taught instead, just like heretic Pope Honorius I
who allowed the heresy that the Incarnate Christ has only one will (a divine will and not a
human will) to be taught in Catholic teaching instruments.86 It is not possible that none of
the popes knew anything about these correct condemnations against the resurrected
Pelagian heresies because they themselves read the works and intervened in the disputes.
The evil popes who did not condemn by name imprimatured works that contained
Pelagian heresies or did not denounce by name as heretics those who taught the heresies,
were either occult heretics or non-judgmentalists. One such pope who was guilty of nonjudgmentalism regarding the eternal-third-place heresy was Pope Pius VI. He had to
know about the many so-called Catholic theologians who resurrected the eternal-thirdplace Pelagian heresy because he was compelled to again infallibly condemn it in 1794.
The first time it was infallibly condemned was in 418 by Pope St. Zosimus at the Council
of Carthage XVI. (See in this book The heretical introduction of a third eternal place, p.
17.)
Pope Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, 1794: “26. …These who remove the punishment of
fire introduced that middle place and state free of guilt and of punishment between
the kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that about which the Pelagians
idly talk – Condemned as false, rash, injurious to Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

Hence Pope Pius VI condemns as a heretic anyone who teaches there is an eternal
middle place between heaven and hell. Yet he did not condemn by name imprimatured
books that contain this heresy nor denounce by name the heretics who were teaching this
heresy, such as the notorious heretic Suarez. Suarez explicitly and without the least
ambiguity taught the eternal-middle-place heresy that Pope Pius VI infallibly condemned.
In the 16th century Suarez taught that infants who died with original sin will “see the
sentence of damnation passed upon the wicked as well as the joy of the just, they will
recognize the justice of God. Their own destiny too, fixing them as it does on a middle
ground between damnation and glory.” (See in this book Suarez not only follows
Thomas’ heresies but teaches another Pelagian heresy of a third eternal place, p. 66.)
84

Footnote 35: G. Hofman, “Formulae praeviae ad definitionem concilii Florentini de novissimis,”
Gregorianum (1937), p. 354, n. 29.
85
LUQ, chap. iii, p. 81.
86
To see how wicked and evil popes allowed the salvation heresy to be taught, see my book Bad Popes,
Heretical Books, and the Salvation Heresy.

72

This is an exact description of Pope Pius VI’s eternal “middle place” that he infallibly
condemned in Auctorem Fidei in the 18th century. Yet the non-judgmentalist Pope Pius
VI did not do as he said. He did not condemn Suarez’ works as heretical nor denounce
Suarez as a heretic for teaching the eternal-middle-place heresy. Indeed, these wicked
popes are the same as the wicked popes from the Old Covenant era whom Christ
denounced as evil and wicked when He said, “The scribes and the Pharisees have sitten
on the chair of Moses. All things therefore whatsoever they shall say to you, observe and
do: but according to their works do ye not; for they say, and do not.” (Mt. 23:2-3)
Because of his non-judgmentalism, Pope Pius VI harmed the reputation of the Catholic
Church, allowed the Church’s teaching instruments to be corrupted with heresy, and
allowed the flock to be corrupted by the heresy. His non-judgmentalism in this matter
also made him guilty of mortal sins of omission, scandal, and association.
The non-judgmentalist theologian Henry Noris
Henry Noris was a non-judgmentalist theologian who knew Pelagian heresies were
being taught but did not condemn by name the imprimatured books that contained the
heresies nor denounce by name the heretics who taught the heresies—that is, if the source
I quote from, Limbo: Unsettled Question, by Rev. George J. Dyer, is accurate. Henry
Noris was one of the theologians who defended Augustine’s allowable hell-fire opinion
and opposed the resurrected Pelagian heresies that were being taught by many so-called
Catholic theologians. But Noris’ accusations were infected with non-judgmentalism
because he did not sufficiently condemn all of the Pelagian heresies as heresy nor
condemn by name any imprimatured works that contained the heresies nor denounce by
name any heretic who taught the heresies:
LUQ: “The Augustinians… chose Henry Noris to defend the honor of Augustine
and their order. Noris was an unusual man. Von Pastor ranks him with Mabillon as
one of the most important scholars of the seventeenth century. English by ancestry,
Italian by birth, he became a member of the Hermits of St. Augustine. In the vanguard of the Augustinian revival, he formulated what has become known as the
‘Strict Augustinian School’ of theological thought. During his lifetime he enjoyed
the favor of several popes; and after his death Benedict XIV came to his defense
with an extraordinary apologia. Noris wrote bitingly and well and with an immense
amount of erudition. His object, he said, was to free Augustine from the calumnies
that had been heaped on him by ‘recent writers.’ He refrained from naming names
for the most part, but the Jesuits were clearly under fire…
“His Historia Pelagiana set off an explosion that reverberated throughout
Europe for seventy-five years. Jesuit theologians were indignant at an attack from
this quarter while they fought the enemies of the Church; and they made heroic
efforts to have Noris’s book condemned. It was examined by the Holy See on three
occasions and each time released without censure of any sort. As we shall see, this
point will figure prominently in the debate between the Jesuits and the
Augustinians.
“Noris was not a speculative theologian; following the lead of the Jesuit Petau,
he combined a good theological training with an immense historical scholarship.
Probing into the past, he found little historical justification for the limbo of the
Scholastics. The Scholastics had placed unbaptized infants within the confines of
hell; but they set them apart from the damned by denying that they suffered the pain
of sense or any distress over the loss of heaven. In Noris’s opinion the Scholastics
were at variance with the pontiffs, the councils, the Fathers of the past. The
punishment meted out to an unbaptized child was identical generically and
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specifically with that given one who died in the state of actual serious sin. The only
difference between the two was one of degree. Original sin was the least of the
serious sins; and hence it was punished least severely.
“There would be no point in minimizing the boldness of Noris’s thesis. He
clearly denied the limbo of Thomas and St. Bonaventure, the ‘house of shadows’
where children lived without sadness, free of pain.87 He vigorously rejected the idea
of any natural happiness for these infants. He quite candidly assigned children to the
punishment of the flames of hell, although he willingly conceded that their
punishment was the mildest among the damned. He was bold, too, in saying that the
Scholastics had erred through ignorance of the history of the Pelagian controversy.
For all of his boldness, however, Noris didn’t lose his sense of perspective. He
conceded that these were his opinions and, he believed, Augustine’s; he did not
think them beyond question. His one purpose, he asserted, was to prove that
Augustine had not distorted the truth in his anti-Pelagian zeal but that he had built a
solidly probable case against an infant limbo in eternity.
“Noris’s argument was built up with a fair amount of logic and, as we have
noted, a great deal of erudition… He saw the Molinist conception of limbo as
another proof that the Jesuits had abandoned Augustine for his Pelagian adversaries.
Noris was not above sarcasm, but he made no accusations of heresy. The question
of limbo had obvious polemical possibilities, however; and Noris exploited them.
The Jesuits who occasioned his book had used Augustine’s ideas on unbaptized
children to minimize his authority, accusing him of going to extremes. Noris turned
the tables and demanded to know what historical justification the Jesuits or the
Scholastics could offer for the idea of limbo. It would seem, he concluded, that it
was they who had gone to extremes.” 88

If Noris did indeed say that the Scholastics were at “variance with the pontiffs, and
councils,” which can only mean infallible decrees, then he should have condemned the
works of these Scholastics as heretical and denounced them as heretics. And if he did not,
as seems to be the case from the above quote, then Noris was guilty of nonjudgmentalism for not condemning heresy as heresy and for not denouncing heretics as
heretics. Hence he would have committed mortal sins of omission and shared equally in
the guilt of the sin and sinner he did not sufficiently condemn and denounce, which
would make him a formal heretic. He would have been guilty of the same nonjudgmentalism that Fr. Clifford Fenton was in regards to the salvation heresy and
salvation heretics. (See my book Bad Popes, Heretical Books, and the Salvation Heresy.)
The following quote proves that several popes knew about Noris’ works and hence were
themselves non-judgmentalists or occult heretics:
LUQ: “Henry Noris and the Holy Office: …The question was…submitted to Rome;
by this time the Jansenist controversy was blowing full gale, and the man accused
was Henry Noris. Noris, who emphatically denied the existence of limbo in his
Historia Pelagiana, saw the book reviewed by the Holy Office on three distinct
occasions: 1672, 1676, and 1692. Each time the decision of the Congregation was
favorable; and after each examination Noris was rewarded in some way by the Holy
See. In 1673 he was appointed to the Inquisition itself; in 1676 he was given a
promotion within the Holy Office; and in 1695 he was made a cardinal member of
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the Inquisition with the titular church of St. Augustine. The irony of these
appointments could not have been entirely lost on his accusers.” 89

And those who erroneously believe that the hell-fire opinion has been infallibly
condemned and hence is heresy would also have to believe that the popes who allowed
the hell-fire opinion were either non-judgmentalists or occult heretics. There is no
escaping the fact that the greatest damage to the Catholic faith was caused by many
wicked popes who were either non-judgmentalists or occult heretics. But the clerics and
laymen were also mortally guilty because they were worthy of such evil and wicked
popes. God gives the people the leaders they deserve!

Aquinas’ Heresies and Other Errors Opened the Door for
the Heresy That Unbaptized Infants Are in Heaven
Resurrected the heresy that dead unbaptized infants are not in hell
Because of Thomas’ imprudent “limbo of children” label for the place where those
go who die with the sole guilt of original sin and because he did not clearly say that this
limbo is in the hell of the damned, it was easy for heretics to take his teachings about the
limbo of children to mean an eternal middle place between heaven and hell. Thomas
made it even easier for them to believe this by his heretical opinions that those who died
with the sole guilt of original sin are happy and united to God. Other heretics were quick
to pick up on these teachings and to take them to their logical conclusions that these souls
could not be in the hell of the damned because there is nothing good but only evil in the
hell of the damned. Hence these other heretics fell into yet another heresy by denying the
dogma that all who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in the hell of the damned.
One proof that these other heretics used Aquinas’ heretical teachings to defend their
heresy is that soon after Thomas died, the Catholic Church at the Council of Lyons in
1274 was compelled to again infallibly define that those who die with the sole guilt of
original sin go to hell:
Pope Gregory X, Second Council of Lyons, 1274: “The souls of those who die in
mortal sin or only with original sin go down into hell, but there they receive unequal
[disparibus] punishments.”90

This dogma would not have needed to be infallibly defined again if many during the
days of Thomas had not been denying this dogma. Yet this did not stop the heretics. In
1439 at the Council of Florence, the Church was again compelled to infallibly define that
those who die with the sole guilt of original sin go to hell:
Pope Eugene IV, Council of Florence, 1439: “The souls of those who depart in
actual mortal sin or in original sin only, descend immediately into hell but to
undergo punishments of unequal [disparibus] kinds.”91
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Yet this did not stop the heretics either. In 1794 Pope Pius VI was again compelled
to infallibly condemn anyone who believes that those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are not in hell:
Pope Pius VI, Errors of the Synod of Pistoia, Condemned in the Constitution
Auctorem Fidei, Aug. 28, 1794: “The Punishment of Those Who Die with Original
Sin Only – 26. The doctrine which rejects as a Pelagian fable, that place of the
lower regions (which the faithful generally designate by the name of the limbo of
children) in which the souls of those departing with the sole guilt of original sin are
punished with the punishment of the condemned, exclusive of the punishment of
fire, just as if, by this very fact, that these who remove the punishment of fire
introduced that middle place and state free of guilt and punishment between the
kingdom of God and eternal damnation, such as that about which the Pelagians idly
talk—Condemned as false, rash, injurious to Catholic schools.” (D. 1526)

And the infallible Bull Auctorem Fidei did not stop the heretics. They continue to
teach the heresy that dead unbaptized infants exist in an eternal middle place between
heaven and hell. Because of Thomas’ use of the term “limbo of children” and his heresies
that dead unbaptized children are happy and united to God, the heretics continue to take
his teachings to their logical conclusion by placing dead unbaptized infants in an eternal
middle place between heaven and hell rather than in the highest level of hell; and they
blame Thomas for their eternal-middle-place heresy:
“Is Limbo In Limbo,” by Dominic Farrel, LC, Catholic.net, 2006: “For centuries
Catholics supposed that such children were destined to limbo. In Latin, limbo means
“frontier”, “limit”. Theologians, such as Thomas Aquinas, developed the concept of
limbo infantium. Whereas those who die in God’s grace and friendship enjoy the
vision of God and supernatural communion with him, souls in limbo would only
have a far inferior, natural happiness, deprived of the possibility of contemplating
God directly. Unlike the heavenly state of supernatural bliss, this would only be a
state of natural happiness. They would be more like Adam and Eve in the Garden of
Eden, than the saints in heaven. It seemed necessary to presuppose this state of
existence since babies had not committed personal sins and therefore could not be
destined to hell or purgatory.”

This is one proof that heretics misinterpreted Thomas’ limbo of children as a place
like the Garden of Eden, an eternal middle place between heaven and hell, and attribute
this heretical belief to Thomas himself.
Therefore it was only after Thomas’ heretical teachings on the fate of those who died
with the sole guilt of original sin that the other heretics revived the heresy that those souls
are not in hell. Thomas’ heretical teachings on this topic encouraged and emboldened the
heretics to revive this heresy that was first infallibly condemned in 418 at the Council of
Carthage. (See in this book Those Who Die with Only Original Sin Go to Hell, p. 13.)
And because of the idolization of the notorious heretic Thomas Aquinas, the so-called
Catholic theologians, who were actually non-Catholic notorious heretics, did not even
heed infallible papal teachings.
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The heresy enters imprimatured books that teach laymen
Even after 1794 when Pope Pius VI again infallibly defined that those who died with
the sole guilt of original sin are in eternal hell, the heretics continued with vigor to teach
their heresy that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in an eternal middle
place between heaven and hell. And these heretics were found in the highest ranks of the
Church, among the bishops who gave imprimaturs to books that contained this heresy.
Once the majority of theologians, bishops, and priests were infected with this heresy, it
entered books that teach laymen, such as catechisms. From the information I have, the
first time this heresy entered imprimatured books that teach laymen was in the last part of
the 19th century:
LUQ: “To my surprise I discovered that the idea of limbo apparently failed to take
root very deeply in the minds of the faithful during the nineteenth or twentieth
centuries. Using the catechetical literature of the period as a measuring device, we
find that in the nineteenth century only half the catechists surveyed taught the
existence of limbo; and only two of these mentioned it by name. Of the twentiethcentury catechetical writings, one-third of the sixty-six tabulated could be said to
teach the doctrine of limbo, while only one author in six mentioned it by name.” 92

The fact that limbo was not known by or taught to laymen until the 19th century is
one proof that it is not a teaching of the Catholic Church. Before a teaching of the
Catholic Church belongs to the solemn or ordinary magisterium, the doctrine first has to
be held by some Catholic laymen from the time of the apostles and through the
generations. For example, even though the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception was
not infallibly defined until 1854, a good number of Catholic laymen knew about and
believed it from the time of the original apostles and through the generations. The same is
not true of the doctrine of limbo, as Thomas was the first to teach it in the 13th century
and laymen did not begin to learn about it until the 19th century.
First, the heretics only implied unbaptized infants are not in hell
In order to gradually indoctrinate the laymen with their heresy, the heretics first
introduced willfully ambiguous passages that did not explicitly teach their heresy. They
taught that dead unbaptized infants are not in heaven but did not explicitly say they are in
hell either. Hence they led the readers to believe that these infants are neither in heaven
nor in hell and hence are in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell:
Baltimore Catechism, No. 3 (original), 1885: “Q. 632. Where will persons go
who—such as infants—have not committed actual sin and who, through no fault of
theirs, die without baptism? A. Persons, such as infants, who have not committed
actual sin and who, through no fault of theirs, die without baptism, cannot enter
heaven; but it is the common belief they will go to some place similar to Limbo,
where they will be free from suffering, though deprived of the happiness of
heaven.”

This answer uses Thomas’ limbo label as the place where those go who die with the
sole guilt of original sin. But it never says that this limbo is in the hell of the damned.
Any mention of hell is purposely left out so that readers will believe the most common
meaning of limbo, which is a middle place. Hence the implied conclusion for most people
92
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is that this limbo is not in eternal hell but in an eternal middle place between heaven and
hell. The reader will also be encouraged to believe this because the answer reflects
Thomas’ opinion that these infants are not suffering and most readers believe that all of
the damned humans in hell suffer some kind of pain since there is nothing good but only
evil in the hell of the damned.
Second, the heretics taught unbaptized infants are in an eternal middle place
The next step for the heretics was to explicitly teach laymen the heresy that those
who died with the sole guilt of original sin are not in eternal hell but neither are they in
heaven and hence they must be in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell. This
next step occurred in the late 19th century and progressed into the 20th century.
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism of Christian Doctrine, 1892
From the information I have, the first book in the United States for laymen that
teaches this heresy was An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism of Christian
Doctrine, in 1892.93 Although this book is commonly referred to as the Baltimore
Catechism No. 4, it is not actually a Baltimore Catechism. It is a textbook that further
explains the answers in the original Baltimore Catechism No. 2. Below is the heretical
explanation to the answer of Question 154. This explanation, which is not contained in
the Baltimore Catechism No. 2, teaches the heresy that those who died with the sole guilt
of original sin do not go to hell:
Title: An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism of Christian Doctrine, 1892
Author: Rev. Thomas L. Kinkead
Publisher: Benzinger Brothers, 1892
N. O.: D. J. McMahon, C.L.
Imp. : +Michael Augustine, Archbishop of New York, New York, September 5,
1891
Approved by: Cardinal Gibbons, Most Rev. M. A. Corrigan, Most Rev. William
Henry Elder, Most Rev. P. J. Ryan, Right Rev. Dennis M. Bradley, Right Rev.
Thomas F. Brennan, Right Rev. H. Gabriels, Right Rev. Leo Haid, Right Rev. John
J. Keane, Right Rev. Wm. Geo. McCloskey, Right Rev. Camllus P. Maes, Right
Rev. Tobias Mullen, Right Rev. H. P. Northrop, Right Rev. Henry Joseph Richter,
Right Rev. S. V. Ryan, Rev. H. A. Brann, Rev. Richard Brennan, Rev. Andrew J.
Clancy, Rev. Chas H. Colton, Rev. M. J. Considine, Rev. J. Dougherty, Rev. John
F. Kearney, Rev. Michael J. Lqvelle, Rev. F. McCarthy, Rev. Edward T. McGinley,
Rev. Jos. H. McMahon, Rev. D. J. McMahon, Rev. Meister, Rev. J. F. Mendl, Rev.
C. M. O’Keefe, Rev. Wm. J. O’Kelly, Rev. W. Pardow, Rev. John T. Power, Rev.
F. Ryan, Rev. John J. Ward, Rev. Clarence E. Woodman, Brother Azarias.
“Q. 154. Is Baptism necessary to salvation? A. Baptism is necessary to salvation,
because without it we cannot enter into the kingdom of Heaven.
“[Explanation]…Those who through no fault of theirs die without Baptism, though
they have never committed sin, cannot enter Heaven neither will they go to Hell.
After the Last Judgment there will be no Purgatory. Where, then, will they go? God
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in His goodness will provide a place of rest for them, where they will not suffer and
will be in a state of natural peace; but they will never see God or Heaven…”

This passage refers to souls stained with the sole guilt of original sin because it
rightly teaches they cannot enter heaven while it heretically teaches they will not go to
hell either. By logical conclusion, then, this catechism teaches the heresy that those who
died with the sole guilt of original sin are in an eternal middle place between heaven and
hell. And it explicitly teaches the heresy that those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are not in hell. And it teaches Aquinas’ heresy that those who died with the
sole guilt of original sin are in a state of peace and happiness. But unlike Thomas who
places these happy souls in the hell of the damned, the heretical catechism’s explanation
places them in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell. Why? Because the same
catechism rightly teaches in its answer and explanation to Question 418 that the hell of
the damned is a place in which there is nothing good but only evil:
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, 1892: “Q. 418. What is hell? A. Hell
is a state to which the wicked are condemned, and in which they are deprived of the
sight of God for all eternity, and are in dreadful torments.
Explanation to Answer 418: “Deprived of the sight of God. This is called the pain
of loss, while the other sufferings the damned endure are called the pain of sense—
that is, of the senses. The pain of loss causes the unfortunate souls more torment
than all their other sufferings; for as we are created for God alone, the loss of him—
our last end—is the most dreadful evil that can befall us. …Besides this remorse,
they suffer most frightful torments in all their senses. The worst sufferings you
could imagine would not be as bad as the sufferings of the damned really are; for
hell must be the opposite of heaven, and since we cannot, as St. Paul says, imagine
the happiness of heaven, neither can we imagine the misery of hell… We know that
the damned will never see God, and there will never be an end to their torments.
Now, all this is contained in the following: hell is the absence of everything good
and the presence of everything evil, and it will last forever. …It should be enough,
therefore, for you to remember: there is nothing good in hell, and it will last forever.
Think of anything good you please and it cannot be found in hell…”

If Thomas were right that souls who died with the sole guilt of original sin are happy
and united to God, then according to this above correct explanation these infants cannot
be in the hell of the damned where there is nothing good but only evil. That is why this
same book could not teach that these happy and peaceful unbaptized infants are in hell
without contradicting its correct teaching that the hell of the damned is a place where
there is no good but only evil. But instead of believing in the dogmatic teaching that these
infants are in the hell of the damned and hence cannot be happy, peaceful, and united to
God, they embrace yet another heresy that these infants are in an eternal third place
between heaven and hell.
This same book, An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, also contradicts its
heretical teaching that infants who died with the guilt of original sin are not in hell or
heaven but in an eternal middle place between heaven and hell. It teaches in the answer to
Question 412 that there are only three places where souls go after they die: heaven, hell,
or purgatory, and only two of them are eternal:
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, 1892: “Q. 412. What are the rewards or
punishments appointed for men’s souls after the Particular Judgment? A. The
rewards or punishments appointed for men’s souls after the Particular Judgment are
Heaven, Purgatory, and Hell.”
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Hence according to this answer there is no eternal middle place where souls go after
their particular judgment. It correctly teaches the dogma that there are only two eternal
places where souls go: heaven or hell. Now compare that to the heresy in their
explanation to Answer 154:
An Explanation of the Baltimore Catechism, 1892, Explanation to Answer 154:
“Those who through no fault of theirs die without Baptism, though they have never
committed sin, cannot enter Heaven neither will they go to Hell. After the Last
Judgment there will be no Purgatory. Where, then, will they go? God in His
goodness will provide a place of rest for them, where they will not suffer and will
be in a state of natural peace; but they will never see God or Heaven…”

The people who wrote and approved this book were not only notorious heretics but
also very stupid criminals. A simple child can catch their contradictions.
And there are more contradictions in this book. The explanation of the answer to
Question 154 teaches the heresy that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are
peaceful and hence happy:
Explanation to Answer 154: “…Those who through no fault of theirs die without
Baptism, though they have never committed sin…will be in a state of natural
peace…”

Yet the same book correctly teaches that these infants cannot be peaceful and happy
because of the punishments due to original sin that can only be remitted when the sin is
remitted. The answer to Question 45 correctly teaches that one of the punishments due to
original sin is loss of true happiness:
“45 Q. What evil befell us on account of the disobedience of our first parents? A.
On account of the disobedience of our first parents we all share in their sin and
punishment, as we should have shared in their happiness if they had remained
faithful.”

But the explanation to Answer 154 teaches that infants who died with original sin are
peaceful and hence happy, while Answer 45 correctly says that original sin causes the
loss of true happiness that Adam had before the original sin.
And the answer to Question 46 correctly teaches the various punishments due to
original sin, which make true peace and true happiness impossible:
“46 Q. What other effects followed from the sin of our first parents? A. Our nature
was corrupted by the sin of our first parents, which darkened our understanding,
weakened our will, and left us a strong inclination to evil.”

While Answer 46 correctly teaches that all who have original sin are inflicted with
these punishments, the explanation to Answer 154 teaches by implication that all the
punishments due to original sin are remitted for those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin because they are peaceful and happy even though the sin remains.
And the following explanation to Answer 153 correctly teaches that the punishments
due to original sin are only remitted by baptism:
Explanation to Answer 153: “…Besides remitting the sins themselves, Baptism
remits all the temporal punishment due to them.”

But the explanation to Answer 154 teaches that all the temporal punishments due to
original sin are remitted without the grace of baptism for infants who died with the sole
guilt of original sin:
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Explanation to Answer 154: “…Those who through no fault of theirs die without
Baptism, though they have never committed sin…will be in a state of natural
peace…”

But the explanation to Answer 153 correctly teaches that only baptism remits the
punishments due to original sin. And hence all who still have original sin cannot have
true peace and true happiness, which contradicts the heresy in the explanation to Answer
154.
So we see that the heresy that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are
not in hell was first taught to laymen in the USA in 1892 in An Explanation of the
Baltimore Catechism. It was then taught in more and more imprimatured books that teach
laymen until it eventually became the common, accepted teaching. Those, then, who
oppose this prevalent heresy by teaching that those who die with the sole guilt of original
sin go to hell are accused of being rigoristic, cruel, and merciless even though they
believe this dogma as infallibly defined by four popes: Pope St. Zosimus in 418 at the
Council of Carthage, Pope Gregory X in 1274 at the Second Council of Lyons, Pope
Eugene IV in 1439 at the Council of Florence, and Pope Pius VI in 1794 in Auctorem
Fidei. For instance, the Catholic Encyclopedia of 1913 (which contains many heresies)
teaches the heresy that dead unbaptized children are not in hell and says that St.
Augustine’s belief that they do go to hell is an exaggeration:
CE, Augustine of Hippo, Eugene Portalie, 1907: “Does this mean that we must
praise everything in St. Augustine’s explanation of grace? Certainly not…some
exaggerations have been abandoned as, for instance, the condemnation to hell of
children dying without baptism.”94

Hence Eugene Portalie and the censor and the bishop who approved this article are
notorious heretics who falsely accuse not only St. Augustine but also the popes, as well
as the Holy Ghost who infallibly spoke through the popes, of exaggerating and hence of
teaching a falsehood when the popes infallibly taught that those who die with the sole
guilt of original sin go to hell:
Pope Gregory X, Second Council of Lyons, 1274: “The souls of those who die in
mortal sin or only with original sin go down into hell, but there they receive unequal
[disparibus] punishments.”95

Non-existent quote from Catechism of Pope Pius X
I re-titled and corrected this section on December 13, 2006. I believe that my mistake
in this case was providential because it proves a very important fact that I mention time
and time again; that is, heretics misquote imprimatured books to defend their heresies.
That is aside from the fact that many imprimatured books do contain heresy. I trusted the
many sources that use the supposed following quote from the Hagan edition of the
Catechism of Pope Pius X to defend the limbo heresy that dead unbaptized infants are not
in hell:
A Compendium of Catechetical Instruction (also known as the Catechism of Pope
Pius X), Monsignor John Hagan, 1910, English edition translated from a French
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version: “Babies dead without baptism go to Limbo, where they do not enjoy God,
but neither do they suffer, because, having original sin alone, they do not deserve
paradise, but neither do they merit hell or purgatory.”

I knew that the Hagan edition of the Catechism of Pope Pius X contains the salvation
heresy, so I assumed that it contained this limbo heresy that many said it contained. I
should have checked the catechism to verify the quote before I used it in this section of
my book. Upon investigation I discovered that this limbo heresy is not in the Hagan
edition of the Catechism of Pope Pius X. Therefore, beware of those who use this quote
to defend their limbo heresy. This is just another example of obstinate heretics lying to
defend their heresies, hoping their readers do not catch them lying.
It must be noted that the Catechism of Pope Pius X is not infallible and the teachings
in it cannot be personally attributed to Pope Pius X. (See my article “On the Catechism of
Pope Pius X.”)
Third, the heretics placed unbaptized infants in heaven
After the heretics placed dead unbaptized infants in an eternal third place between
heaven and hell, the next step was to place them in heaven. The apostate Antipope John
Paul II was the most influential heretic to take this next step. He taught the heresy that
those who died with the sole guilt of original sin, such as unbaptized infants, are in
heaven:
Apostate Antipope John Paul II, Evangelium Vitae, 1995: “99.3. I would now like to
say a special word to women who have had an abortion... You will come to
understand that nothing is definitively lost and you will also be able to ask
forgiveness from your child, who is now living in the Lord.”

And John Paul II promulgated this heresy in the Vatican II Church’s catechism that
allows for the possibility that unbaptized infants are in heaven:
Apostate Antipope John Paul II, Vatican II’s Catechism of the Catholic Church,
1994: “The Necessity of Baptism - 1261. As regards children who have died without
Baptism, the Church can only entrust them to the mercy of God, as she does in her
funeral rites for them. Indeed, the great mercy of God who desires that all men
should be saved, and Jesus’ tenderness toward children which caused him to say:
‘Let the children come to me, do not hinder them,’ allow us to hope that there is a
way of salvation for children who have died without Baptism...”

Again we see the heretics taking Aquinas’ heretical teaching that infants who died
with the sole guilt of original sin are happy and united to God to its logical conclusion,
and thus they fell into yet another heresy by placing dead unbaptized infants in heaven
because even they know that the hell of the damned is not a place where the damned
could be happy and united to God. According to Aquinas’ heresy it would be more
logical to place unbaptized infants in the lowest level of heaven than in the highest level
of hell as Thomas did. And that is precisely what the eternal-third-place heretics have
done and in so doing blame Thomas for their heresy:
Religious Tolerance, Vatican II Website, LIMBO: The Roman Catholic theological
problem of the fate of unbaptized infants, etc.: “Thomas Aquinas was the first major
Catholic theologian who speculated that unbaptized infants, and others, would
spend eternity in Limbo. The name is derived from the Latin word ‘limbus’ which
means ‘hem’ or ‘edge’. He suggested that Limbo was on the edge of heaven.
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Unbaptised children would exist there in a state of what he described as ‘natural
happiness.’ “96

Here is one proof that heretics take Thomas’ “limbo of children” to mean the outer
edge of heaven instead of the outer edge of the hell of the damned and base their heresy
upon his heresy that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are happy and
united to God. While Thomas Aquinas never held the heresy that these infants are in
heaven, his heretical teachings on this topic certainly encouraged it.
The heretics denied their limbo heresy and replaced it with the heaven heresy
The irony is that the heretics had to deny their own heresy of an eternal third place
between heaven and hell and replace it with another heresy in order to place those who
die with the sole guilt of original sin in heaven. They had to eliminate their heresy of “the
limbo of children” being an eternal third place between heaven and hell, as taught in 1892
in An Explanation of Christian Doctrine, and replace it with the heresy that those who die
with the sole guilt of original sin go to heaven. This is typical behavior of Protestantism,
not Catholicism. Protestants constantly replace dogmas with heresies and then replace
these heresies with other heresies.
For example, apostate Antipope Benedict XVI is preparing to officially replace the
heresy that dead unbaptized infants are in an eternal middle place between heaven and
hell (which he believes is a viable opinion) with the heresy that they are in heaven:
The Times Online, “Pope tries to win hearts and minds by saving souls of
unbaptised babies,” by Ruth Gledhill and Richard Owen, October 4, 2006: “The
Pope will cast aside centuries of Catholic belief later this week by abolishing
formally the concept of limbo, in a gesture calculated to help to win the souls of
millions of babies in the developing world for Christ. All the evidence suggests that
Benedict XVI never believed in the idea anyway. …For the Church, looking to
spread the faith in countries with a high infant mortality rate, now is a good time to
make it absolutely clear that stillborn babies of Christian mothers go direct to
Heaven...
“Christians hold that Heaven is a state of union with God, while Hell is
separation from God. They have long wrestled, however, …with the fate of
unbaptised children… The answer since the 13th century has been limbo, …[a]
halfway house between Heaven and Hell. …The Pope is expected to abolish…
‘limbus infantium’ [limbo of children], where the souls of unbaptised infants go…
“Even though it has never been part of the Church’s doctrine formally, the
existence of limbo was taught until recently to Catholics around the world. …But its
lack of doctrinal authority has long failed to impress the Pope who was recorded as
saying before his election: ‘Personally, I would let it drop, since it has always been
only a theological hypothesis.’
“This week a 30-strong Vatican international commission of theologians, which
has been examining limbo, began its final deliberations. Vatican sources said it had
concluded that all children who die do so in the expectation of ‘the universal
salvation of God’ and the ‘mediation of Christ’, whether baptised or not.
“The theologians’ finding is that God wishes all souls to be saved, and that the
souls of unbaptised children are entrusted to a ‘merciful God’ whose ways of
ensuring salvation cannot be known. ‘In effect, this means that all children who die
go to Heaven,’ one source said.”
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So we see that the heretics were not satisfied with their earlier heretical definition of
the limbo of children as being an eternal middle place between heaven and hell and so
replaced it with another heresy that infants who died with the sole guilt of original sin are
in heaven. They must now get rid of the former heresy as found in earlier catechisms,
such as the Baltimore Catechism, and replace it with the latter heresy.
So-called Catholics who denied the Salvation Dogma, and thus were actually nonCatholic heretics, did the same thing within the ranks of the Catholic Church. Within
their own lifetime the salvation heretics changed the meaning of their own original
heretical interpretation of the Salvation Dogma. They first opened up a way of salvation
only for certain baptized men who died in Protestant and schismatic sects. They then
reinterpreted it (changed its meaning) to also include pagans, apostate Jews, and
Moslems. Hence they condemned their own heresy and replaced it with another heresy to
get pagans, apostate Jews, and Moslems into heaven. To do this, they also had to change
their original allowed definition of baptism of desire for catechumens to a heretical one;
that is, baptism of implicit desire and salvation for apostate Jews, Moslems, and pagans
who died as apostate Jews, Moslems, and pagans. (See my book The Salvation Dogma:
Salvation Heresy Enters Catechisms in U.S.A.)

Idolization of Aquinas Is the Root of the Great Apostasy
The notorious heretic Thomas Aquinas and his teachings have been idolized by
almost every so-called Catholic. Even though they may not admit it, they put Thomas’
teachings as equal to or even above the Catholic Bible and infallible papal decrees and all
the true Church Fathers and doctors combined. It is a well-known fact that during the socalled Renaissance the Bible, infallible papal decrees, and Church Fathers were replaced
by philosophers, theophilosophers, and scholastics who disrespected the Bible, infallible
papal decrees, and the Church Fathers. This is when the word “theologian” was
introduced, and these theologians became their own magisterium quite separate from the
Catholic Church’s magisterium. These theologians spoke, acted, and thought in a new
way unknown to all of God’s chosen people who came before them.
One example of the idolization of Aquinas is found on a Traditionalist website that
says that the only thing a Catholic needs to learn the Catholic faith is Thomas’ Summa.
Another example took place during the Council of Trent. It is said that at the Council of
Trent the Summa was placed on the altar next to the Catholic Bible. If so, this was an act
of blasphemy and idolization of Thomas by placing his works on an equal standing with
the Word of God—and that is beside the fact that the Summa contains heresies and is a
huge monument of folly and intellectual pride because of its very method and way of
speaking, which is alien to the way God speaks to men. If it were not for the charism of
papal infallibility, the Council of Trent would have been ruined because of this one act.
The Holy Ghost overrode the evil men at that Council and forced them to speak the truth
and speak it the way God speaks and not the way scholastics such as Aquinas speak—just
as the Holy Ghost overrode Caiphas, the pope of the Old Covenant Church, when
Caiphas infallibly prophesied against his will that Christ would redeem men.
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Popes idolized Aquinas and delayed the Immaculate Conception
dogma
Idolization of Aquinas is the reason the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception was
not infallibly defined until 1854. Because Thomas did not believe in the Immaculate
Conception, many took his teachings as dogma even after many papal censures against
this opinion and even after the infallible definition in 1854. The popes themselves
idolized Thomas because until 1854 they were afraid to directly address Thomas’
teachings on this topic by making an infallible definition and settling the matter once and
for all. Hence Thomas’ opinion persisted within the Church until a pope finally infallibly
condemned his opinion in 1854 by infallibly defining that the Blessed Virgin Mary was
conceived Immaculate and hence never had any stain of sin, not even for a moment. But
even after this infallible decree, many still persisted in Thomas’ opinion, hence placing
Thomas above the pope and God the Holy Ghost. One proof of this is that the Blessed
Mother was compelled to come down from heaven in 1858, four years after this dogma
was infallibly defined, and to appear at Lourdes to St. Bernadette Soubirous to re-confirm
the dogma of the Immaculate Conception. To my knowledge, there has never been the
need for heaven to confirm a dogma in such a manner. This would not have been
necessary if the notorious heretic Thomas Aquinas and his teachings had not been
idolized. This proves that even after the Holy Ghost spoke through Pope Pius IX by
infallibly defining the Immaculate Conception, some still placed Thomas and his
teachings on this topic above the pope’s infallible teaching and hence above God the
Holy Ghost.
Because popes still idolized Thomas, they did not order his teaching that Mary had
sin to be removed from his writings even after the Immaculate Conception was infallibly
defined. This heresy is still contained in Thomas’ Summa, one of the most widely read
books in the world. How is it that the popes have allowed such a thing if it were not for
the fact that they idolized Thomas and hence loved him instead of truly loving God and
Mary. In the very least, the popes should have ordered a bold warning to be placed in
Thomas’ passages that teach Mary had sin, explaining that this belief is no longer
allowed and is heretical since 1854. (See my book The Ordinary and Solemn
Magisterium: The history of the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception.)

St. Robert Bellarmine idolized Aquinas by ignoring Thomas’ heresy
Since Aquinas resurrected the Pelagian heresy that all who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are happy and united to God, his teachings on this topic have been embraced
by almost everyone, which is yet another proof that Thomas is the most idolized
theologian in the history of the Church. Even so-called saints were afraid of denouncing
Thomas when they knew his teachings on this topic were heretical. One such so-called
saint was St. Robert Bellarmine. I say so-called saint because St. Bellarmine is under
suspicion for his silence regarding this matter and hence his teachings must be thoroughly
studied to see if he was a heretic or not.
St. Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621) vigorously resisted Thomas’ opinion that damned
infants are happy and united to God and believed Thomas’ opinion was heretical. Yet
while refuting this opinion, he never mentioned Thomas as teaching it and only
condemned others who were less famous than Thomas:
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CE, Limbo, 1910: “The teaching of Thomas was received in the schools, almost
without opposition, down to the Reformation period. The very few theologians who,
with Gregory of Rimini, stood out for the severe Augustinian view, were commonly
designated by the opprobrious name of tortores infantium [infant torturers]. …The
immediate result was to set up two Catholic parties, one of whom either rejected
Thomas to follow the authority of St. Augustine …while the other remained faithful
to…Thomas. …The latter party, after a fairly prolonged struggle, has certainly the
balance of success on its side.
“Besides the professed advocates of Augustinianism, the principal theologians
who belonged to the first party were Bellarmine, Petavius, and Bossuet, and the
chief ground of their opposition to the previously prevalent Scholastic view was that
its acceptance seemed to compromise the very principle of the authority of
tradition… It is clear that Bellarmine found the situation embarrassing, being
unwilling, as he was, to admit that Thomas and the Schoolmen generally were in
conflict with what St. Augustine and other Fathers considered to be de fide, and
what the Council of Florence seemed to have taught definitively. Hence he names
Catharinus and some others as revivers of the Pelagian error, as though their
teaching differed in substance from the general teaching of the School, and tries in a
milder way to refute what he concedes to be the view of Thomas (op. cit., vi-vii).
…Neither of these theologians, however, succeeded in winning a large following or
in turning the current of Catholic opinion from the channel into which Thomas had
directed it.”

Hence St. Robert Bellarmine believed that it is a Pelagian heresy to hold the opinion
that damned infants are happy and united to God and denounced as heretics all those who
held this opinion; that is, all those except one—Thomas Aquinas! St. Bellarmine idolized
Thomas and hence avoided denouncing him as a heretic for teaching heresy while he had
no problem denouncing others less famous than Thomas. This is a mortal sin of omission
that makes Bellarmine a partner in Thomas’ crime of heresy. Now this is why I must
study deeper St. Bellarmine’s teachings on this topic and verify the things mentioned
about him. If he is truly guilty of this charge, then he is not a saint.

Alphonsus Liguori idolized Aquinas and embraced his heresy
Alphonsus de Liguori was a notorious heretic on several counts. One, he denied the
Salvation Dogma (See my book Bad Books on Salvation: Alphonsus de Liguori.); Two,
he blindly followed his idol, Thomas Aquinas, by embracing Thomas’ heresy that
damned infants are happy and united to God. I say blindly because Alphonsus just repeats
Thomas’ heresy while not seeing the great dilemmas caused by it and without even
attempting to theologically explain it himself:
Alphonsus Liguori, The Great Means of Salvation [hereafter GMS]: Children who
die without baptism: “To perish is not the same as not to be blessed: since eternal
happiness is a gift entirely gratuitous; and therefore the want of it is not a
punishment. The opinion, therefore, of Thomas is very just, that children who die in
infancy have neither the pain of sense nor the pain of loss… He further says… that
such children will not only not grieve for the loss of eternal happiness, but will,
moreover, have pleasure in their natural gifts; and will even in some way enjoy
God, so far as is implied in natural knowledge and in natural love: ‘Rather will they
rejoice in this, that they will participate much in the divine goodness, and in natural
perfections.’ And he immediately adds that although they will be separated from
God as regards the union of glory, nevertheless ‘they will be united with Him by
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participation of natural gifts; and so will even be able to rejoice in Him with a
natural knowledge and love.’”97

Therefore Alphonsus de Liguori, just like his idol Aquinas, is a notorious heretic on
this point alone for believing that damned infants are happy and united to God.
Alphonsus misrepresents St. Augustine’s final, correct opinion
Alphonsus’ idolization of Thomas shows itself most in his unjust and rash attack
against St. Augustine and Augustine’s final and correct opinion about damned infants. He
portrays St. Augustine as being hopelessly confused on this topic as if St. Augustine
never resolved his confusion by changing his earlier, confused opinion to the correct one.
We will first consider the maturing and perfecting of St. Augustine and his writings.
As time progressed and St. Augustine became more and more experienced in refuting and
debating, his works matured. He corrected his previous errors and presented a more
perfect teaching as time went on. This is true of all the Fathers and Doctors of the
Church. One of the topics in which St. Augustine matured was the nature of original sin
and the punishments due to it. His earlier opinions were either ambiguous or outright
erroneous. His later corrected opinions were clear and true:
HOD: “This sin of Adam has been transmitted to his descendants. This is original
sin. We know from St. Augustine himself that his opponents charged him with
having varied, in this matter, from the teaching of his earlier writings. 98 We even
know what texts were cited in proof of this allegation: one was from the De vera
religione, [A.D. 389-391], 27, two from the De Genesi contra manichaeos, II, 43
[before A.D. 391], two from the De libero arbitrio, [A.D. 388-395], III, 49, 50, one
from the De duabus animabus, [c. 392], 12, and another from the Acta contra
Fortunatum, [A.D. 392], 21.99 The reader will observe that almost all of these works
were written against the Manicheans. Their author denied the existence of a nature
evil in itself, and insisted on the existence of freewill.
“The Bishop of Hippo protested vigorously against the accusation of variation
and maintained that he had always believed and taught, concerning the existence of
original sin, what the Church believes and teaches. 100 His asseveration was not
unfounded, and it is true that, even taking those writings which he composed first or
almost first, we find in them either an explicit mention or an implication, if not of
the doctrine of original sin properly so called, at least of the doctrine of a fall, of a
loss which befalls our nature ex traduce and has its source in the sin of Adam. 101
But, after the year 397, St. Augustine’s thoughts gain in precision, completeness and
cogency. Later on we shall study his conception of original sin and his teaching on
the subject. We may remark too that it is impossible for us even merely to
enumerate all the passages in which he affirms the existence of that sin. We may
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with more profit point out immediately the proofs which he gave to the Pelagians in
support of his assertion.”102

We see, then, that St. Augustine’s earlier writings on original sin were not as clear as
his later writings after A.D. 397. St. Augustine also changed his pre-397 opinion that
dead unbaptized infants suffer no pain to the correct one that they do suffer pain.
Alphonsus does not want his readers to know this. To prejudice his readers, Alphonsus
misrepresents the development and sequence of St. Augustine’s teachings on the
punishments due to original sin by presenting his pre-397 confused opinion last, giving
the impression that it was either his final opinion or that he changed his opinion back and
forth:
GMS: Children who die without baptism: “Objectors oppose to this the teaching of
St. Augustine, who in some places shows that his opinion was that children are
condemned even to the pain of sense. ...And in another place he writes that it may
be said that such children receive neither reward nor punishment: ‘Nor need we fear
that it is impossible there should be a middle sentence between reward and
punishment; since their life was midway between sin and good works.’ [Footnote 3:
De Lib. Arb. 1. 3, c. 23.]”103

Alphonsus conveniently leaves out the fact that the last opinion of St. Augustine
presented above was actually Augustine’s first opinion that he corrected by teaching that
damned infants do suffer pain-causing punishments, including the pain of hell fire:
HOD: “A last consequence of original sin—one which is implied in the preceding—
is the damnation of those children who die without baptism. In the De libero
arbitrio, III, 66, written in the years 388-395, St. Augustine had first admitted that
there was for them an intermediate state that would be one neither of reward nor of
punishment. But soon, considering that these children were not sinless, he
concluded that they must share the common fate of mankind. Since there is no
intermediate state between heaven and hell, and since they were excluded from
heaven, they had to be consigned to the fire everlasting. ‘Si autem non eruitur a
potestate tenebrarum, et illic remanet parvulus; quid mireris in igne aeterno cum
diabolo futurum qui in Dei regnum intrare non sinitur?’104“105

Here is the time sequence of St. Augustine’s early and confused opinion versus his
corrected and final opinion:


388-395, De libero arbitrio: Dead unbaptized infants are neither rewarded nor
punished. Note that this opinion was not infallibly condemned until 418. Hence
Augustine’s opinion at that time period was not heretical. (See in this book St.
Augustine’s opinions infallibly confirmed in 418, p. 37.)



412, De peccatorum meritis et remissione. And near the end of his life to his
death in 430 Contra Julian: Dead unbaptized infants suffer pain-causing
punishments.
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Augustine’s earlier, confused opinion that damned infants are neither rewarded
nor punished was corrected upon his refutations of the Pelagian heretics. These
refutations led him to study more deeply the nature of original sin and to see that his
earlier opinion was illogical and leads to denying the dogmas on original sin, the hell
of the damned, and God’s nature. His corrected and final opinion was that damned
infants suffer pain-causing punishments, including the pain of hell fire. And it is this
opinion that is logical and upholds all the dogmas that relate to original sin, the hell of
the damned, and the nature of God. Hence it is Alphonsus who is not only confused
but also a heretic for believing that damned infants are happy and united to God—
something Augustine never believed. And Alphonsus is a liar for misrepresenting St.
Augustine’s final and correct teachings on this topic.
Like St. Augustine, Alphonsus revised and corrected his own works. Nine times he
revised and corrected his famous book Moral Theology:
CE, Alphonsus de Liguori: “It was comparatively late in life that Alphonsus became
a writer …he was nearly fifty years old. Three years later he published the first
sketch of his ‘Moral Theology’ in a single quarto volume called ‘Annotations to
Busembaum’, a celebrated Jesuit moral theologian. He spent the next few years in
recasting this work, and in 1753 appeared the first volume of the ‘Theologia
Moralis’, the second volume, dedicated to Benedict XIV, following in 1755. Nine
editions of the ‘Moral Theology’ appeared in the Saint’s life-time, those of 1748,
1753-1755, 1757, 1760, 1763, 1767, 1773, 1779, and 1785, the ‘Annotations to
Busembaum’ counting as the first. In the second edition the work received the
definite form it has since retained, though in later issues the Saint retracted a
number of opinions, corrected minor ones, and worked at the statement of his theory
of Equiprobabilism till at last he considered it complete.”

How would Alphonsus like it if someone used his earlier opinions that he corrected
as if they were his final opinions, leading the readers to believe that he obstinately held to
errors after he had plenty of time to notice and correct them. But this is precisely what
Alphonsus did to St. Augustine by presenting Augustine’s earlier opinions about dead
unbaptized infants out of sequence as if they were his final opinions or as if Augustine
never resolved his confusion with a corrected, firm, and final opinion based upon a solid
theology, which was infallibly confirmed in 418. The irony is that it is Alphonsus’ final
works that contain heresy. His ninth and final edition of his book Moral Theology
contains the salvation heresy.
Alphonsus portrays St. Augustine as a confused idiot
To prejudice his readers to believe Thomas’ heretical opinion, Alphonsus also takes
out of context St. Augustine’s below statement on the punishments due to original sin:
GMS: Children who die without baptism: “Objectors oppose to this the teaching of
St. Augustine, who in some places shows that his opinion was that children are
condemned even to the pain of sense. But in another place he declares that he was
very much confused about this point. These are his words: ‘When I come to the
punishment of infants, I find myself (believe me) in great straits; nor can I at all find
anything to say.’106”107
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Are we to believe by this statement alone that St. Augustine had nothing at all to say
about the punishments infants suffer because of original sin? Surely not! Or are we to
believe that St. Augustine was not sure of his final opinion that living and dead
unbaptized infants are justly punished by God with pain-causing punishments for the
guilt of original sin, which is what Alphonsus wants his readers to believe. When one
reads the rest of the pertinent text of Augustine’s letter, one clearly sees what St.
Augustine was confused about and what he was not confused about. What he was not
confused about when he wrote that letter in A.D. 415 was his firm belief that unbaptized
infants suffer pain-causing punishments because of original sin and that these are just
punishments from God. What he was confused about was all the reasons for these
punishments. Here is the quote from St. Augustine in which he unconfusedly and very
clearly and firmly teaches that unbaptized infants, both living and dead, suffer paincausing punishments and that this is just even though men cannot comprehend all the
reasons for these punishments:
St. Augustine, Epistle No. 166, “From Augustine to Jerome, on the origin of the
soul,” A.D. 415: “16. ...When we come to the penal sufferings of infants, I am
embarrassed, believe me, by great difficulties, and am wholly at a loss to find an
answer by which they are solved; and I speak here not only of those punishments in
the life to come, which are involved in that perdition to which they must be drawn
down if they depart from the body without the sacrament of Christian grace, but
also of the sufferings which are to our sorrow endured by them before our eyes in
this present life, and which are so various, that time rather than examples would fail
me if I were to attempt to enumerate them. They are liable to wasting disease, to
racking pain, to the agonies of thirst and hunger, to feebleness of limbs, to privation
of bodily senses, and to vexing assaults of unclean spirits. Surely it is incumbent on
us to show how it is compatible with justice that infants suffer all these things
without any evil of their own as the procuring cause. [RJMI comment: St.
Augustine is saying to those who believe unbaptized infants are not evil that they
are under the burden to prove how it is possible that God has punished these infants
if, as they propose, these infants have no guilt of their own.] For it would be
impious to say, either that these things take place without God’s knowledge, or that
He cannot resist those who cause them, or that He un-righteously does these things,
or permits them to be done. ...Now God is good, God is just, God is omnipotent—
none but a madman would doubt that he is so; let the great sufferings, therefore,
which infant children experience be accounted for by some reason compatible with
justice. When older people suffer such trials, we are accustomed, certainly, to say,
either that their worth is being proved, as in Job’s case, or that their wickedness is
being punished, as in Herod’s; and from some examples, which it has pleased God
to make perfectly clear, men are enabled to conjecture the nature of others which
are more obscure; but this is in regard to persons of mature age. Tell me, therefore,
what we must answer in regard to infant children; is it true that, although they suffer
so great punishments, there are no sins in them deserving to be punished? for, of
course, there is not in them at that age any righteousness requiring to be put to the
proof.”

Therefore St. Augustine is not confused about infants suffering pain because of
original sin because this evidence is before his very eyes regarding living unbaptized
infants, and he logically concludes that the same is true with dead unbaptized infants
because they too are guilty of original sin:
Letter 166: “5. ...Every soul, moreover, which may at any age whatsoever depart
from this life without the grace of the Mediator and the sacrament of this grace,
departs to future punishment, and shall receive again its own body at the last
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judgment as a partner in punishment. But if the soul after its natural generation,
which was derived from Adam, be regenerated in Christ, it belongs to His
fellowship, and shall not only have rest after the death of the body, but also receive
again its own body as a partner in glory. These are truths concerning the soul which
I hold most firmly...
“6. ...I ask where can the soul, even of an infant snatched away by death, have
contracted the guilt which, unless the grace of Christ has come to the rescue by that
sacrament of baptism which is administered even to infants, involves it in
condemnation? I know you are not one of those who have begun of late to utter
certain new and absurd opinions, alleging that there is no guilt derived from Adam
which is removed by baptism in the case of infants. ...You have quoted this sentence
from the book of Job: ‘In thy sight, no one is clean, not even the infant, whose time
of life on earth is a single day,’ adding, ‘for we are held guilty in the similitude of
Adam’s transgression,’ an opinion which your book on Jonah’s prophecy declares
in a notable and lucid manner, where you affirm that the little children of Nineveh
were justly compelled to fast along with the people, because merely of their original
sin...
“21. ... All who die do not die otherwise than in Adam, so all who shall be made
alive shall not be made alive otherwise than in Christ. Wherefore whosoever tells us
that any man can be made alive in the resurrection of the dead otherwise than in
Christ, he is to be detested as a pestilent enemy to the common faith. Likewise,
whosoever says that those children who depart out of this life without partaking of
that sacrament shall be made alive in Christ, certainly contradicts the apostolic
declaration, and condemns the universal Church, in which it is the practice to lose
no time and run in haste to administer baptism to infant children, because it is
believed, as an indubitable truth, that otherwise they cannot be made alive in Christ.
Now he that is not made alive in Christ must necessarily remain under the
condemnation, of which the apostle says, that ‘by the offense of one, judgment
came upon all men to condemnation.’ That infants are born under the guilt of this
offense is believed by the whole Church.”

When all the pertinent parts of Augustine’s Letter 166 are read, it is clear that St.
Augustine is certainly not confused about original sin being a real sin that causes guilt
and pain-causing punishments. He believes these things firmly even though he cannot
comprehend all the reasons God inflicts them. St. Augustine submits to these truths by an
act of faith because it is above his ability to comprehend them by reason. That is what St.
Augustine means when he says, “When we come to the penal sufferings of infants, I am
embarrassed, believe me, by great difficulties, and am wholly at a loss to find an answer
by which they are solved.” It does not mean what Alphonsus wants his readers to believe
it means—that St. Augustine was confused over the nature of original sin and the
punishments due to it. Why, then, did Alphonsus leave out these pertinent parts of
Augustine’s Letter 166? Because they condemn Alphonsus’ opinion! Hence in order to
defend his heresy, Alphonsus committed the additional mortal sins of lying and calumny
by misrepresenting St. Augustine’s teachings on this topic.
Alphonsus uses the no longer viable opinion of two Greek Fathers
To further prejudice his readers against St. Augustine’s opinion, Alphonsus uses the
teachings of two of the early Greek Fathers without presenting the infallible Church
teaching that condemned the reasons they used to defend their opinion that dead
unbaptized infants suffer no pain:
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GMS: Children who die without baptism: “Objectors oppose to this the teaching of
St. Augustine, who in some places shows that his opinion was that children are
condemned even to the pain of sense. ...In another place he writes that it may be
said that such children receive neither reward nor punishment: ‘Nor need we fear
that it is impossible there should be a middle sentence between reward and
punishment; since their life was midway between sin and good works.’ 108 This was
directly affirmed by St. Gregory Nazianzen: ‘Children will be sentenced by the just
Judge neither to the glory of heaven nor to punishment.’ St. Gregory of Nyssa was
of the same opinion: ‘The premature death of children shows that they who have
thus ceased to live will not be in pain and unhappiness.’” 109

Alphonsus presents the opinions of the two Gregorys that dead unbaptized infants
are not punished as if these teachings are still allowable opinions when they are not. In
the days of the two Gregorys who died in the late 4th century, the Catholic Church had
not yet infallibly settled this dispute. It was not infallibly settled until the early 5th
century, in 418 at the Sixteenth Council of Carthage, when the Catholic Church infallibly
condemned the opinion of the two Gregorys that dead unbaptized infants are not
punished and the opinion that there is a third eternal place between heaven and hell and
the opinion that original sin is not a real sin that causes real guilt. After this council, then,
it is heresy to believe any one of these opinions. The notorious heretic and liar Alphonsus
de Liguori does not want his readers to know about the Sixteenth Council of Carthage
and its infallible teachings, along with the infallible teachings of many other councils that
followed. Instead, to defend his and Aquinas’ heresies, Alphonsus deceptively presents
the two Gregorys’ opinions as if they are still allowable opinions. This is just more proof
that the modern theologians have replaced the Church’s magisterium with their own
magisterium when they do not agree with an infallible decree.
Alphonsus implies that St. Augustine did not deeply study the topic
To further prejudice the reader to believe Aquinas’ heresies and to reject St.
Augustine’s truthful opinions that have been made into dogmas, Alphonsus tells his
readers that Thomas has to be right because Thomas deeply studied this topic:
GMS: “And as far as relates to the pain of loss, although these children are excluded
from glory, nevertheless Thomas, who had reflected most deeply on this point,
teaches that... such children will not only not grieve for the loss of eternal
happiness, but will, moreover, have pleasure in their natural gifts; and will even in
some way enjoy God.”110

First of all, to deeply study a topic does not mean one will come up with the right
answers. Many heretics studied topics very deeply and came to heretical conclusions.
Thomas studied very deeply the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception and rejected it.
After much study, he maintained that Mary had the stain of sin.
That is not to say that studying deeply is not necessary for Doctors of the Catholic
Church to come to correct conclusions regarding doctrines. It is necessary. The main
deception that Alphonsus uses is that he wants his readers to think that St. Augustine did
not also study this topic deeply or, at least, not as deeply as Thomas had. Yet this is false.
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No one has studied this topic deeper than St. Augustine who wrote innumerable pages
about it while refuting many heretics. So if we are to determine who is right by who
studied the topic deeper, St. Augustine wins hands down. However, the real reason St.
Augustine wins is because the Catholic Church infallibly confirmed many of his
teachings on this topic which in turn condemn Aquinas’ heretical opinions that those who
died with the sole guilt of original sin are happy and united to God and that original sin is
not a real sin that causes real guilt. And the Catholic Church’s infallible decrees on this
topic also took away all the credible reasons for holding the allowable no-pain opinion. It
is St. Augustine’s pain opinion that upholds most harmoniously all the dogmas that relate
to original sin, the hell of the damned, and the nature of God. Hence it is Alphonsus who
should have deeply studied this topic before opening his mouth and spewing out
Aquinas’ heresies like a parrot.
Lastly, one wonders how Alphonsus reconciles his following true teaching with his
heretical belief that damned infants are happy and united to God:
Alphonsus de Liguori: “We shall all then be in eternity, which shall be for us either
an eternal day of delights, or an eternal night of torments. There is no middle way; it
is certain and an article of faith, that either one lot or the other will be ours. …If the
tree fall to the south or to the north, in what place soever it shall fall there it shall
be. Wheresoever the tree of your soul will fall at death, there will it remain forever.
There is no medium; you will be forever a king in heaven, or a slave in hell; forever
in bliss, in an ocean of delights, or forever in despair in a pit of torments.”111

There is no room in these correct teachings of Alphonsus to place his precious dead
unbaptized infants in a place other than heaven if they are eternally happy and united to
God, as he heretically believes. Alphonsus teaches that it is an “article of faith, that either
one lot or the other will be ours… an eternal day of delights, or an eternal night of
torments, …bliss, in an ocean of delights, or forever in despair in a pit of torments.”
Hence he denounces himself as a heretic for believing that unbaptized infants in the hell
of the damned are not suffering eternal torments but instead are happy and united to God.

A Future Pope’s Infallible Decree on How Damned Infants
Are Punished
A future pope is needed to infallibly define what kind of punishment those undergo
in the hell of the damned who died with the sole guilt of original sin. Expect the
definition to sound something like this:
We declare and define that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in
the highest level of the hell of the damned and hence are punished with eternal
suffering and pain, but less suffering and pain than those who died guilty of mortal
sin. Therefore, anyone who believes that those who died with the sole guilt of
original sin are not in the hell of the damned or are happy and united to God or
suffer no pain: let him be anathema.

And I believe it may even sound something like this:
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We declare and define that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are in
the highest level of the hell of the damned and are punished with eternal suffering
and pain, which consists of the corporal pain of hell fire and spiritual pain, but less
suffering and pain than those who died with the guilt of mortal sin. Therefore,
anyone who believes that those who died with the sole guilt of original sin are not in
the hell of the damned or are happy and united to God or suffer no corporal pain of
hell fire or suffer no spiritual pain: let him be anathema.

“For who shall say to thee: What hast thou done? or who shall withstand thy judgment?
…For there is no other God but thou, who hast care of all, that thou shouldst shew that
thou dost not give judgment unjustly. Neither shall king, nor tyrant in thy sight inquire
about them whom thou hast destroyed. For so much then as thou art just, thou orderest all
things justly: thinking it not agreeable to thy power, to condemn him
who deserveth not to be punished.”
(Wisdom 12:12-15)
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