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TREATISE ON THE LAST END






THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA”

FIRST PART OF THE SECOND PART

PROLOGUE.

SINCE, as Damascene states (De Fide Orthod. ii. 12), man is
said to be made to God’s image, in so far as the image implies
an intelligent being endowed with free-will and self-movement :
now that we have treated of the exemplar, i.e., God, and of
those things which came forth from the power of God in
accordance with His will; it remains for us to treat of His
image, ¢.e., man, inasmuch as he too is the principle of his
actions, as having free-will and control of his actions.

QUESTION 1.

OF MAN'’S LAST END.
(In Eight Avticles.)

IN this matter we shall consider first the last end of human
life; and secondly, those things by means of which man may
advance towards this end, or stray from the path: for the
end is the rule of whatever is ordained to the end. And
since the last end of human life is stated to be happiness, we
must consider (1) the last end in general; (2} Happiness.
Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:
() Whether it belongs to man to act for an end? (2)
Whether this is proper to the rational nature ? (3) Whether
a man’s actions are specified by their end ? (4) Whether
there is any last end of human life ? (5) Whether one man

can have several last ends? (6) Whether man ordains all
IL i, T
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to the last end ? (7) Whether all men have the same last

end ? (8) Whether all other creatures concur with man in
that last end ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER IT BELONGS TO MAN TO ACT FOR AN END ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to man
to act for an end. For a cause is naturally first. But an
end, in its very name, implies something that is last. There-
fore an end is not a cause. But that for which a man acts,
is the cause of his action; since this preposition for indicates
a relation of causality. Therefore it does not belong to man
to act for an end.

Obj. 2. Further, that which is itself the last end is not for
an end. But in some cases the last end is an action, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. i. 1). Therefore man does not do
everything for an end.

0bj. 3. Further, then does a man seem to act for an end,
when he acts deliberately. But man does many things
without deliberation, sometimes not even thinking of what
he is doing; for instance when one moves one’s foot or hand,
or scratches one’s beard, while intent on something else.
Therefore man does not do everything for an end.

On the contrary, All things contained in a genus are
derived from the principle of that genus. Now the end is
the principle in human operations, as the Philosopher states
(Phys. ii. 9). Therefore it belongs to man to do everything
for an end.

I answer that, Of actions done by man those alone are
properly called Auman, which are proper to man as man.
Now man differs from irrational animals in this, that he is
master of his actions. Wherefore those actions alone are
properly called human, of which man is master. Now man
is master of his actions through his reason and will; whence,
too, the free-will is defined as the faculty and will of reason.
Therefore those actions are properly called human which
proceed from a deliberate will. And if any other actions
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are found in man, they can be called actions of a man, but not
properly human actions, since they are not proper to man as
man.—Now it is clear that whatever actions proceed from a
power, are caused by that power in accordance with the nature
of its object. But the object of the will is the end and the
good. Therefore all human actions must be for an end.

Reply Obj. 1. Although the end be last in the order of
execution, yet it is first in the order of the agent’s intention.
And it is in this way that it is a cause.

Reply Obj. 2. 1f any human action be the last end, it must
be voluntary, else it would not be human, as stated above.
Now an action is voluntary in one of two ways: first, because
it is commanded by the will, e.g., to walk, or to speak;
secondly, because it is elicited by the will, for instance the
very act of willing. Now it is impossible for the very act
elicited by the will to be the last end. For the object of
the will is the end, just as the object of sight is colour:
wherefore just as the first visible cannot be the act of seeing,
because every act of seeing is directed to a visible object;
so the first appetible, ¢.e., the end, cannot be the very act
of willing. Consequently it follows that if a human action
be the last end, it must be an action commanded by the will:
so that there, some action of man, at least the act of willing,
is for the end. Therefore whatever a man does, it is true
to say that man acts for an end, even when he does that
action in which the last end consists.

Reply 0bj. 3. Such like actions are not properly human
actions; since they do not proceed from deliberation of the
reason, which is the proper principle of human actions.
Therefore they have indeed an imaginary end, but not one
that is fixed by reason.
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SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER IT IS PROPER TO THE RATIONAL NATURE
TO ACT FOR AN END ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that it is proper to the rational
nature toact foran end. For man, to whom it belongs to act
for an end, never acts for an unknown end. On the other
hand, there are many things that have no knowledge of an
end; either because they are altogether without knowledge,
as insensible creatures: or because they do not apprehend the
idea of an end as such, as irrational animals. Therefore it
seems proper to the rational nature to act for an end.

0bj. 2. Further, to act for an end is to order one’s action to
an end. But this is the work of reason. Therefore it does
not belong to things that lack reason.

0bj. 3. Further, the good and the end is the object of the
will. But the will is in the reason (De Anima iii. g). There-
fore to act for an end belongs to none but a rational nature.

On the contrary, The Philosopher proves (Phys. ii. 5) that
not only mind but also nature acts for an end.

T answer that, Every agent, of nece551ty, acts for an end.
For if, in a number of causes ordained to one another, the
first be removed, the others must, of necessity, be removed
also. Now the first of all causes is the final cause. The
reason of which is that matter does not receive form, save
in so far as it is moved by an agent ; for nothing reduces itself
from potentiality to act. But an agent does not move
except out of intention for an end. For if the agent were
not determinate to some particular effect, it would not do
one thing rather than another: consequently in order that
it produce a determinate effect, it must, of necessity, be
determined to some certain one, which has the nature of an
end. And just as this determination is effected, in the
rational nature, by the rational appetite, which is called the
will; so, in other things, it is caused by their natural inclina-
tion, which is called the natural appetite.
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Nevertheless it must be observed that a thing tends to an
end, by its action or movement, in two ways: first, as a
thing, moving itself to the end,—as man; secondly, as a
thing moved by another to the end, as an arrow tends to a
determinate end through being moved by the archer, who
directs his action to the end. Therefore those things that
are possessed of reason, move themselves to an end; because
they have dominion over their actions, through their free-

ot ACT L 2 )\

will which is the faculty of will and reason. But those things
that lack reason tend to an end, by natural inclination, as
being moved by another and not by themselves; since they
do not know the nature of an end as such, and consequently
cannot ordain anything to an end, but can be ordained to
an end only by another. For the entire irrational nature
is in comparison to God as an instrument to the principal
agent, as stated above (I. Q. XXII., A. 2 ad 4: Q. CIIIL,,
A. 1 ad 3). Consequently it is proper to the rational nature
to tend to an end, as directing (agens) and leading itself
to the end: whereas it is proper to the irrational nature
to tend to an énd, as directed or led by another, whether it
apprehiend the end, as do irrational animals, or do not
apprehend it, as is the case of those things which are alto-
gether void of knowledge.

Reply Obj. 1. When man of himself acts for an end, he
knows the end: but when he is directed or led by another,
for instance, when he acts at another’s command, or when
he is moved under another’s compulsion, it is not necessary
that he should know the end. And it is thus with irrational
creatures.

Reply 0bj. 2. To ordain towards an end belongs to that
which directs itself to an end: whereas to be ordained to an
end belongs to that which is directed by another to an end.
And this can belong to an irrational nature, but owing to
some one possessed of reason.

Reply 0bj. 3. The object of the will is the end and the good
in universal. Consequently there can be no will in those
things that lack reason and intellect, since they cannot
apprehend the universal; but they have a natural appetite
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or a sensitive appetite, determinate to some particular good
Now it is clear that particular causes are moved by a uni-
versal cause: thus the governor of a city, who intends the
common good, moves, by his command, all the particular
departments of the city. Consequently all things that lack
reason are, of necessity, moved to their particular ends by
some rational will which extends to the universal good,
namely by the Divine will.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER HUMAN ACTS ARE SPECIFIED BY THEIR END ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that human acts are not speci-
fied by their end. For the end is an extrinsic cause. But
everything is specified by an intrinsic principle. Therefore
human acts are not specified by their end.

0bj. 2. Further, that which gives a thing its species should
exist before it. But the end comes into existence after-
wards. Therefore a human act does not derive its spec1es
from the end.

0bj. 3. Further, one thing cannot be in more than one
species. But one and the same act may happen to be
ordained to various ends. Therefore the end does not give
the species to human acts.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Mor. Eccl. et Manich.
ii. 13): According as their end is worthy of blame or praise, so
are our deeds worthy of blame or praise.

I answer that, Each thing receives its species in respect
of an act and not in respect of potentiality; wherefore
things composed of matter and form are established in
their respective species by their own forms. And this is
also to be observed in proper movements. For since move-
ments are, in a way, divided into action and passion, each
of these receives its species from an act; action indeed from
the act which is the principle of acting, and passion from the
act which is the terminus of the movement. Wherefore
heating, as an action, is nothing else than a certain move-
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ment proceeding from heat, while heating as a passion is
nothing else than a movement towards heat: and it is the
definition that shows the specific nature. And either way,
human acts, whether they be considered as actions, or as
passions, receive their species from the end. For human
acts can be considered in both ways, since man moves him-
self, and is moved by himself. Now it has been stated above
(A. 1) that acts are called human, inasmuch as they proceed
from a deliberate will. Now the object of the will is the
good and the end. And hence it is clear that the principle
of human acts, in so far as they are human, is the end. In
like manner it is their terminus: for the human act terminates
at that which the will intends as the end; thus in natural
agents the form of the thing generated is conformed to the
form of the generator. And since, as Ambrose says (Prolog.
super Luc.) morality is said properly of man, moral acts
properly speaking receive their species from the end, for
moral acts are the same as human acts.

Reply Obj. 1. The end is not altogether extrinsic to the
act, because it is related to the act as principle or terminus;
and it is just this that is essential to an ast, viz., to proceed
from something, considered as action, and to proceed
towards something, considered as passion.

Reply Obj. 2. The end, in so far as it pre-exists in the
intention, pertains to the will, as stated above (A. 1 ad 1).
And it is thus that it gives the species to the human or
moral act.

Reply Obj. 3. One and the same act, in so far as it proceeds
once from the agent, is ordained to but one proximate end,
from which it has its species: but it can be ordained to
several remote ends, of which one is the end of the other.
It is possible, however, that an act which is one in respect of
its natural species, be ordained to several ends of the will:
thus this act ¢o k4ll @ man, which is but one act in respect of
its natural species, can be ordained, as to an end, to the safe-
guarding of justice, and to the satisfying of anger: the result
being that there would be several acts in different species of
morality: since in one way there will be an act of virtue, in
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another, an act of vice. For a movement does not receive
its species from that which is its terminusaccidentally, but
only from that which is its per se terminus. Now moral ends
are accidental to a natural thing, and conversely the relation
to a natural end is accidental to morality. Consequently
there is no reason why acts which are the same considered
in their natural species, should not be diverse, considered in
their moral species, and conversely.

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER THERE IS ONE LAST END OF HUMAN LIFE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no last end of
human life, but that we proceed to infinity. For good is
essentially diffusive, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv.).
Consequently if that which proceeds from good is itself good,
the latter must needs diffuse some other good: so that the
diffusion of good goes on indefinitely. But good has the
nature of an end. Therefore there is an indefinite series of
ends.

Obj. 2. Further, things pertaining to the reason can be
multiplied to infinity: thus mathematical quantities have no
limit. For the same reason the species of numbers are in-
finite, since, given any number, the reason can think of
one yet greater. But desire of the end is consequent on the
apprehension of the reason. Therefore it seems that there
is also an infinite series of ends.

0bj. 3. Further, the good and the end is the object of the
will. But the will can react on itself an infinite number of
times: for I can will something, and will to will it, and so on
indefinitely. Therefore there is an infinite series of ends
of the human will, and there is no last end of the human will.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Metaph. ii. 2) that
to suppose a thing to be indefinite is to demy that it is good.
But the good.is.thatwhich has the nature of an end. There-
fore it is contrary to the nature of an end to proceed in-

definitely. Therefore it is necessary to fix one last end.
—ETEIote 1T 18 necessaty Dot 2
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I answer that, Absolutely speaking, it is not possible to
proceed indefinitely in the matter of ends, from any point
of view. For in whatsoever things there is an essential
order of one to another, if the first be removed, those that
are ordained to the first, must of necessity be removed also.
Wherefore the Philosopher proves (Phys. viii. 5) that we
cannot proceed to infinitude in causes of movement, because
then there would be no first mover, without which neither
can the others move, since they move only through being
moved by the first mover. Now there is to be observed
a twofold order in ends,—the order of intention, and the
order of execution: and in either of these orders there must
be something first. For that which is first in the order of
intention, is the principle, as it were, moving the appetite;
consequently, if you remove this principle, there will be
nothing to move the appetite. On the other hand, the
principle in execution is that wherein operation has its
beginning; and if this principle be taken away, no one will
begin to work. Now the principle in the intention is the
last end; while the principle in execution is the first of the
things which are ordained to the end. Consequently, on
neither side is it possible to go on to infinity; since if there
were no last end, nothing would be desired, nor would any
action have its term, nor would the intention of the agent
be at rest; while if there is no first thing among those that
are ordained to the end, none would begin to work at any-
thing, and counsel would have no term, but would con-
tinue indefinitely.

On the other hand, nothing hinders infinity from being
in things that are ordained to one another not essentially
but accidentally; for accidental causes are indeterminate.
And in this way it happens that there is an accidental
infinity of ends, and of things ordained to the end.

Reply Obj. 1. The very nature of good is that some-
thing flows from it, but not that it flows from something else.
Since, therefore, good has the nature of end, and the first
good is the last end, this argument does not prove that
there is no last end; but that from the end, already sup-
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posed, we may proceed downwards indefinitely towards those
things that are ordained to the end. And this would be
true if we considered but the power of the First Good, which
is infinite. But, since the First Good diffuses itself accord-
ing to the intellect, to which it is proper to flow forth into
its effects according to a certain fixed form; it follows that
there is a certain measure to the flow of good things from
the First Good from Which all other goods share the power
of diffusion. Consequently the diffusion of good does not
proceed indefinitely, but, as it is written (Wisd. xi. 21),
God disposes all things in number, weight and measure.

Reply Obj. 2. In things which are of themselves, reason
begins from principles that are known naturally, and
advances to some term. Wherefore the Philosopher proves
(Poster. i.3) that there is no infinite process in demonstrations,
because there we find a process of things having an essential,
not an accidental, connection with one another. But in
those things which are accidentally connected, nothing
hinders the reason from proceeding indefinitely. Now it is
accidental to a stated quantity or number, as such, that
quantity or unity be added to it. Wherefore in suchlike
things nothing hinders the reason from an indefinite process.

Reply Obj. 3. This multlphcatlon of acts of the will
reacting on itself, is accidental to the order of ends. This
is clear from the fact that in regard to one and the same

end, the will reacts on itself indifferently once or several
times.

FirTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER ONE MAN CAN HAVE SEVERAL LAST ENDS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem possible for one man’s will to be
directed at the same time to several things, as last ends.
For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix. 1) that some held man’s
last end to consist in four things, viz., in pleasure, repose,
the gifts of nature, and virtue. But these are clearly more
than one thing. Therefore one man can place the last end
of his will in many things.
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Obj. 2. Further, things not in opposition to one another
do not exclude one another. Now there are many things
which are not in opposition to one another. Therefore the
supposition that one thing is the last end of the will does
not exclude others.

0bj. 3. Further, by the fact that it places its last end in
one thing, the will does not lose its freedom. But before it
placed its last end in that thing, e.g., pleasure, it could
place it in something else, e.g., riches. Therefore even after
having placed his last end in pleasure, a man can at the
same time place his last end in riches. Therefore it is
possible for one man’s will to be directed at the same time
to several things, as last ends.

On the contrary, That in which a man rests as in his last
end, is master of his affections, since he takes therefrom his
entire Tule of life. Hence of gluttons it is written (Phil.
iil. 19): Whose god is their bell 7Wiz., because they place
their last end in the pleasures of the belly. Now according
to Matth. vi. 24, No man can serve two masters, such, namely,
as are not ordained to one another. Therefore it is im-
possible for one man to have several last ends not ordained
to one another.

I answer that, It is impossible for one man’s will to be
directed at the same time to diverse things, as last ends.
Three reasons may be assigned for this. First, because, since
everything desires its own perfection, a man desires for
his ultimate end, that which he desires as his perfect and
crownmg good. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Des xix. 1):
In speaking of the end of good we mean now, not that it passes
away so as to be no more, but that it is perfected so as to be
complete. 1t is therefore necessary for the last end so to fill
man’sappetite, that nothingis left beside it for man to desire.
Which is not possible, if something else be required for his
perfection. Consequently it is not possible for the appetite
soto tend to two things, as though each were its perfect good.

The second reason is because, just as in the process of
reasoning, the principle is that which is naturally known, so
in the process of the rational appetite, 7.e., the will, the
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principle needs to be that which is naturally desired. Now
this must needs be one: since nature tends to one thing
only. But the principle in the process of the rational appe-
tite is the last end. Therefore that to which the will tends,
as toits last end, is one.

The third reason is because, since voluntary actions
receive their species from the end, as stated above (A. 3),
they must needs receive their genus from the last end, which
is common to them all: just as natural things are placed
in a genus according to a common form. Since, then, all
things that can be desired by the will, belong, as such, to
one genus, the last end must needs be one. And all the
more because in every genus there is one first principle; and
the last end has the nature of a first principle, as stated
above. Now as the last end of man, simply as man, is to
the whole human race, so is the last end of any individual
man to that individual. Therefore, just as of all men there
is naturally one last end, so the will of an individual man
must be fixed on one last end.

Reply Obj. 1. All these several objects were considered as
one perfect good resulting therefrom, by those who placed
in them the last end.

Reply Obj. 2. Although it is possible to find several things
which are not in opposition to one another, yet it is con-
trary to a thing’s perfect good, that anything besides be
required for that thing’s perfection.

Reply 0bj. 3. The power of the will does not extend to
making opposites exist at the same time. Which would
be the case were it to tend to several diverse objects as
last ends, as has been shown above (ad 2).

SIXTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN WILLS ALL, WHATSOEVER HE WILLS, FOR THE
LAST END ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—
Objection 1. It would seem that man does not will all, what-
soever he wills, for the last end. For things ordained to the
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last end are said to be serious matter, as being useful. But
jests are foreign to serious matter. Therefore what man
does in jest, he ordains not to the last end.

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says at the beginning
of his Metaphysics (i. 2) that speculative science is sought
for its own sake. Now it cannot be said that each specu-
lative science is the last end. Therefore man does not
desire all, whatsoever he desires, for the last end.

0bj. 3. Further, whoever ordains something to an end,
thinks of that end. But man does not always think of the
last end in all that he desires or does. Therefore man
neither desires nor does all for the last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Des xix. 1): That
1s the end of our good, for the sake of which we love other
things, whereas we love 1t for its own sake.

I answer that, Man must, of necessity, desire all, whatso-
ever he desires, for the last end. This is evident for
two reasons. First, because whatever man desires, he
desires it under the aspect of good. And if hm
as his perfect good, which is the last end, he must, of
necessity, desire it as tending to the perfect good, because
the beginning of anything is always ordained to its com-
pletion; as is clearly the case in effects both of nature and
of art. 'Wherefore every beginning of perfection is ordained
to complete perfection which is achieved through the last
end. Secondly, because the last end stands in the same
relation in moving the appetite, as the first mover in other
movements. Now it is clear that secondary moving
causes do not move save inasmuch as they are moved
by the first mover. Therefore secondary objects of
the appetite do not move the appetite, except as
ordained to the first object of the appetite, which is the
last end.

Reply Obj. 1. Actions done jestingly are not directed to
any external end; but merely to the good of the jester, in
so far as they afford him pleasure or relaxation. But man’s
consummate good is his last end.

Reply Obj. 2. The same applies to speculatlw science;
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which is desired as the scientist’s good, included in com-
plete and perfect good, which is the ultimate end.

Reply 0bj. 3. One need not always be thinking of the
last end, whenever one desires or does something: but the
virtue of the first intention, which was in respect of the
last end, remains in every desire directed to any object
whatever, even though one’s thoughts be not actually
directed to the last end. Thus while walking along the
road one needs not to be thinking of the end at every step.

SEVENTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER ALL MEN HAVE THE SAME LAST END ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that all men have not the same
last end. For before all else the unchangeable good seems
to be the last end of man. But some turn away from the
unchangeable good, by sinning. Therefore all men have
not the same last end.

Obj. 2. Further, man’s entire life is ruled according to
his last end. If, therefore, all men had the same last end,
they would not have various pursuits in life. Which is
evidently false.

Obj. 3. Further, the end is the term of action. Butactions
are of individuals. Now although men agree in their specific
nature, yet they differ in things pertaining to individuals.
Therefore all men have not the same last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De T7in. xiii. 3) that all
men agree in desiring the last end, which is happiness.

I answer that, We can speak of the last end in two ways:
first, considering only the aspect of last end; secondly,
consit.»ring the thing in which the aspect of last end is
realize . So, then, as to the aspect of last end, all agree
in desir'ng the last end: since all desire the ful_jment of
their peifection, and it is prec1sely this fulfilment in which
the last end consists, as stated above (A. 5). But as to the
thing in which this aspect is realized, all men are not agreed
as to their\last end: since some desire riches, as their con-

\
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summate good; some, pleasure; others, something else.
Thus to every taste the sweet is pleasant; but to some,
the sweetness of wine is most pleasant, to others, the
sweetness of honey, or of something similar. Yet that
sweet is absolutely the best of all pleasant things, in
which he who has the best taste takes most pleasure. In
like manner that good is most complete which the man
with well-disposed affections desires for his last end.

Reply Obj. 1. Those who sin turn from that in which their
last end really consists: but they do not turn away from
the intention of the last end, which intention they mistakenly
seek in other things.

Reply Obj. 2. Various pursuits in life are found among
men by reason of the various things in which men seek to
find their last end.

Reply Obj. 3. Although actions are of individuals, yet
their first principle of action is nature, which tends to one
thing, as stated above (A. 5).

EIGHTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER OTHER CREATURES CONCUR IN THAT LAST END ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that all other creatures concur
inman’s last end. For the end corresponds to the beginning.
But man’s beginning—i.e., God—is also the beginning of all
else. Therefore all other things concur in man’s last end.

0bj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv.) that God
turns all things to Himself as to their last end. But He is
also man’s last end; because He alone is to be enjoyed by
man, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 5,22.) Therefore
other things, too, concur in man’s last end.

0bj. 3. Further, man’s last end is the object of the will.
But the object of the will is the universal good, which is
the end of all. Therefore all must needs concur in man’s
last end.

On the contrary, man’s last end is happiness; which all
men desire, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii. 3, 4). But
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happiness is mot possible for amimals bereft of reasom, as
Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII., qu. 5). Therefore other
things do not concur in man’s last end.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Phys. ii. 2), the
end is twofold,—the end for which and the end by which ;
viz., the thing itself in which is found the aspect of good,
and the use or acquisition of that thing. Thus we say that
the end of the movement of a weighty body is either a lower
place as thing, or to be in a lower place, as use ; and the end
of the miser is money asthing, or possession of money as wuse.

If, therefore, we speak of man’s last end as of the thing
which is the end, thus all other things concur in man’s last
end, since God is the last end of man and of all other things.
—If, however, we speak of man’s last end, as oj_ the acquisi-
tion of the end, then irrational creatures do not concur with
man in this end. For man and other rational creatures
attain to their last end by knowing and loving God: this
is not possible to other creatures, which acquire their last
end, in so far as they share in the Divine likeness, inasmuch
as they are, or live, or even know.

Hence it is evident how the objections are solved: since _
happiness means the acquisition of the last end.



X QUESTION II.

OF THOSE THINGS IN WHICH MAN'’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS
(In Eight Articles.)

WE have now to consider happiness: and (1) in what it
consists; (2) what it is; (3) how we can obtain it.

Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:
(1) Whether happiness consists in vyehlth ? (2) Whether in
honour ? (3) Whether in fame or glory ? (4) Whether in
poweﬂ'? (5) Whetherinany goodof the body ? (6) Whether
in pleasire ? (7) Whether in any good of the soul?
(8) Whether in any created good ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN WEALTH ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists in
wealth. For since happiness is man’s last end, it must
consist in that which has the greatest hold on man’s affec-
tions. Now this is wealth: for it is writt=n (Eccles. x. 19):
All things obey money. Therefore man’s happiness consists
in wealth.

Obj. 2. Further, according to Boethius (De Consol. iii.),
happiness is a state of life made perfect by the aggregate of all
good things. Now money seems to be the means of possessing
all things: for, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. v. 5), money
was invented, that it might be a sort of guarantee for the
acquisition of whatever man desires. Therefore happiness
consists in wealth.

0bj. 3. Further, since the desire for the sovereign good
I i, 17 2
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never fails, it seems to be infinite. But this is the case with
riches more than anything else; since a covetous man shall
not be satisfied with riches (Eccles. v. 9). Therefore happi-
ness consists in wealth.

On the contrary, I\_I_a&‘g_ol:)d consists in retaining happi-
ness rather than in spreading if. But as Boethius says (De
Consol. ii.), wealth shines in giving rather than in hoarding :
for the miser is hateful, whereas the generous man is ap-
plaudcd:) Therefore man’s happiness does not consist in
wealth.

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s happiness to con-
sist in wealth. For wealth is twofold, as the Philosopher
says (Polit. i. 3), viz., natural and artificial. Natural wealth
is that which serves man as a remedy for his natural wants:
such as food, drink, clothing, cars, dwellings, and such-
like, while artificial wealth is that which is not a direct
help to nature, as money, but is invented by the art of
man, for the convenience of exchange, and as a measure of
things saleable.

Now it is evident that man’s happiness cannot consist in
natural wealth. For wealth of this kind is sought for the
sake of something else, viz., as a support of human nature:
consequently it cannot be man’s last end, rather is it
ordained to man as to its end. Wherefore in the order of
nature, all such things are below man, and made for him,
according to Ps. viii. 8: Thou hast subjected all things under
his feet.

And as to artificial wealth, it is not sought save for the
sake of natural wealth; since man would not seek it except
because, by its means, he procures for himself the necessaries
of life. Consequently much less can it be considered in the
light of the last end. Therefore it is impossible for happi-
ness, which is the last end of man, to consist in wealth.

Reply Obj. 1. All material things obey money, so far as
the multitude of fools is concerned, who know no other
than material goods, which can be obtained for money.
But we should take our estimation of human goods not
from the foolish but from the wise: just as it is for a person,
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whose sense of taste is in good order, to judge whether a
thing is palatable.

Reply Obj. 2. All things saleable can be had for money:
not so spiritual things, which cannot be sold. Hence it is
written (Prov. xvii. 16): What doth it avail a fool to have
riches, seeing he cannot buy wisdom ?

Reply 0bj. 3. The desire for natural riches is not infinite:
because they suffice for nature in a certain measure. But
the desire for artificial wealth is infinite, for it is the servant
of disordered concupiscence, which is not curbed, as the
Philosopher makes clear (Polst. i. 3). Yet this desire for
wealth is infinite otherwise than the desire for the sovereign
good. For the more perfectly the sovereign good is pos-
sessed, the more is it loved, and other things despised:
because the more we possess it, the more we know it.
Hence it is written (Ecclus. xxiv. 29): They that eat me
shall yet hunger. Whereas in the desire for wealth and for
whatsoever temporal goods, the contrary is the case: for
when we already possess them, we despise them, and seek
others: which is the sense of Our Lord’s words (Jo. iv. 13):
Whosoever drinketh of this water, by which temporal goods
are signified, shall thirst again. The reason of this is that

we realize_more stheir insufficiency when we possess them: ~

and this very jéct shows that they are imperfect, and that
the soverei ‘@[good does not consist therein.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN HONOURS ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that man'’s happiness consistsin
honours. For happiness or bliss is the reward of virtue, as
the Philosopher says (Ethic. i. 9). But honour more than
anything else seems to be that by which virtue is rewarded,
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv. 3). Therefore happiness
consists especially in honour.

Obj. 2. Further, that which belongs to God and to persons
of great excellence seems especially to be happiness, which

C



Q. 2. Arr.2 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA 20

is the perfect good. But that is honour, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv. 3). Moreover, the Apostle says (1 Tim. i. 17):
To . . . the only God be honour and glory. Therefore happi-
ness consists in honour.

0bj. 3. Further, that which man desires above all is
happiness. But nothing seems more desirable to man than
honour: since man suffers loss in all other things, lest he
should suffer loss of honour. Therefore happiness consists
in honour.

On the contrary, Happiness is in the happy. But honour
is not in the honoured, but rather in him who honours, and
who offers deference to the person honoured, as the Philos-
opher says (Ethic. i. 5). Therefore happiness does not con-
sist in honour.

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness to consist
in honour. For honour is given to a man on account of
some excellence in him; and consequently it is a sign and
attestation of the exceilence that is in the person honoured.
Now a man’s excellence is in proportion, especially, to his
happiness, which is man’s perfect good; and to its parts, s.e.,
those goods by which he has a certain share of happiness.
And therefore honour can result from happiness, but happi-
ness cannot principally consist therein.

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says (¢b¢d.), honour is not
that reward of virtue, for which the virtuous work: but they
receive honour from men by way of reward, as from those
who have nothing greater to offer. But virtue’s true reward
is happiness itself, for which the virtuous work: whereas if
they worked for honour, it would no longer be virtue, but
ambition.

Reply Obj. 2. Honour is due to God and to persons of
great excellence as a sign of attestation of excellence already
existing: not that honour makes them excellent.

Reply Obj. 3. That man desires honour above all else,
arises from his natural desire for happiness, from which
honour results, as stated above. Wherefore man seeks to
be honoured especially by the wise, on whose judgment he
believes himself to be excellent or happy.
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THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN FAME OR GLORY ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man'’s happiness consistsin
glory. For happiness seems to consist in that which is
paid to the saints for the trials they have undergone in the
world. But thisis glory: for the Apostle says (Rom. viii. 18)
The sufferings of this time are not worthy to be compared with
the glory to come, that shall be revealed sn us. Therefore
happiness consists in glory.

OYj. 2. Further, good is diffusive of itself, as stated by
Dionysius (Dzv. Nom. iv.). But man'’s good is spread abroad
in the knowledge of others by glory more than by anything
else: since, according to Ambrose,* glory consists in being
well known and praised. Therefore man’s happiness consists
in glory.

Obj. 3. Further, happiness is the most enduring good.
Now this seems to be fame or glory; because by this men
attain to eternity after a fashion. Hence Boethius says
(De Conmsol. ii.): You seem to beget unto yourselves eternity,
when you think of your fame in future time. Therefore man’s
happiness consists in fame or glory.

On the contrary, Happiness is man’s true good. But it
happens that fame or glory is false: for as Boethius says
(De Consol. iii.), many owe their renown to the lying reports
spread among the people. Can anything be more shameful ?
For those who receive false fame, must needs blush at thesr
own praise. Therefore man’s happiness does not consist
in fame or glory.

I answer that, Man’s happiness cannot consist in human
fame or glory. For glory consists in besng well known and
praisea, as Ambrose* says. Now the thing known is related
to human knowledge otherwise than to God’s knowledge:
for human knowledge is caused by the things known,
whereas God’s knowledge is the cause of the things known.
Wherefore the perfection of human good, which is

* Augustine,—Contra Maxim. Arian. ii. 13.
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called happiness, cannot be caused by human knowledge:
but rather human knowledge of another’s happiness
proceeds from, and, in a fashion, is caused by, human
happiness itself, inchoate or perfect. Consequently man’s
happiness cannot consist in fame or glory. On the other
hand, man’s good depends on God’s knowledge as its cause.
And therefore man’s beatitude depends, as on its cause, on
the glory which man has with God; according to Ps. xc.
15, 16: I will deliver him, and I will glorify him ; I will fill
him with length of days, and I will show him my salvation.

Furthermore, we must observe that human knowledge
often fails, especially in contingent singulars, such as are
human acts. For this reason human glory is frequently
deceptive. But since God cannot be deceived, His glory
is always true; hence it is written (2 Cor. x. 18): He . . .
is approved . . . whom God commendeth.

Reply Obj. 1. The Apostle speaks, then, not of the glory
which is with men, but of the glory which is from God, with
His angels. Hence it is written (Mark viii. 38): The Son of
Man shall confess him in the glory of His Father, before His
angels.*

Reply Obj. 2. A man’s good which, through fame or glory,
is in the knowledge of many, if this knowledge be true,
must needs be derived from good existing in the man him-
self: and hence it presupposes perfect or inchoate happiness.
But if the knowledge be false, it does not harmonize with
the thing: and thus good does not exist in him who is
looked upon as famous. Hence it follows that fame can
nowise make man happy.

Reply Obj. 3. Fame has no stability; in fact, it is easily
ruined by false report. And if sometimes it endures, this is
by accident. But happiness endures of ‘tself, and for ever.

* St. Thomas joins Mark viii. 38 with Luke xii. 8, owing to a

possible variant in his text, or to the fact that he was quoting
from memory.
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FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN POWER ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consistsin power.
For all things desire to become like to God, as to their
last end and first beginning. But men who are in power,
seem, on account of the similarity of power, to be most like
to God: hence also in Scripture they are called gods (Exod.
xxii. 28),—Thou shalt not speak ill of the gods. Therefore
happiness consists in power.

0bj. 2. Further, happiness is the perfect good. But the
highest perfection for man is to be able to rule others; which
belongs to those who are in power. Therefore happiness
consists in power.

Obj. 3. Further, since happiness is supremely desirable,
it is contrary to that which is before all to be shunned.
But, more than aught else, men shun servitude, which is
contrary to power. Therefore happiness consists in power.

On the contrary, Happiness is the perfect good. But
power is most imperfect. For as Boethius says (De Con-
sol. iii.), the power of man canmot relieve the gnawings of
care, nor can it avoid the thorny path of anxiety : and further
on: Think you a man is powerful who is surrounded by
altendants, whom he inspires with fear indeed, but whom he
fears still more ? Therefore happiness does not consist in
power. ‘

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness to consist in
power; and this for two reasons. First because power has
the nature of principle, as is stated in Mefaph. v. 12, whereas
happiness has the nature of last end.—Secondly, because
power has relation to good and evil: whereas happiness is
man’s proper and perfect good. Wherefore some happiness
might consist in the good use of power, which is by virtue,
rather than in power itself.

Now four general reasons may be given to prove that
happiness consists in none of the foregoing extzrnal goods.
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First, because, since happiness is man’s supreme good, it is
incompatible with any evil. Now all the foregoing can be
found both in good and in evil men.—Secondly, because,

since it is the nature of happiness to safisfy of ttself, elf, as
stated in Ethic. 1. 7, having gamedTppmess man cannot
lack any needful good. But after acquiring any one of the
foregoing, man may still lack many,googLs that are necessary
to him; for instance, wisdom, bodily health, and suchlike.

Thlrdly, because, since happiness is the perfect good, no
evil can accrue to anyone therefrom. This cannot be
said of the forégoing: for it is written (Eccles. v. 12) that
riches are sometimes kept to the hurt of the owner ; and the
same may be said of the other three.—Fourthly, because
man is ordained to happiness through principles that are in
him; since he is ordained thereto naturally. Now the four
goods mentioned above are due rather to external causes,
and in most cases to fortune; for which reason they are
called goods of fortune. Therefore it is evident that happi-

ness nowise Consists in the foregoing.

Reply Obj. 1. God’s power is His goodness: hence He
cannot use His power otherwise than well. But it is not
so with men. Consequently it is not enough for man’s
happiness, that he become like God in power, unless he
become like Him in goodness also.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as it is a very good thing for a man
to rhake good use of power in ruling many, so is it a very
bad thing if he makes a bad use of it. And so it is that
power is towards good and evil.

Reply Obj. 3. Servitude is a hindrance to the good use of
power: therefore is it that men naturally shun it; not
because man’s supreme good consists in power.

FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN'S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN ANY EODILY GOOD ?
We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in bodily goods. For it is written (Ecclus. xxx. 16): There
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1s no riches above the riches of the health of the body. But
happiness consists in that which is best. Therefore it
consists in the health of the body.

OYj. 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v.), that to
be is better than fo live, and fo live is better than all that
follows. But for man’s being and living, the health of the
body is necessary. Since, therefore, happiness is man’s
supreme good, it seems that health of the body belongs
more than anything else to happiness.

0bj. 3. Further, the more universal a thing is, the higher
the principle from which it depends; because the higher a
cause is, the greater the scope of its power. Now just as
the causality of the efficient cause consists in its flowing
into something, so the causality of the end consists in its
drawing the appetite. Therefore, just as the First Cause
is that which flows into all things, so the last end is that
which attracts the desire of all. But being itself is that
which is most desired by all. Therefore man’s happiness
consists most of all in things pertaining to his being, such
as the health of the body.

On the contrary, Man surpasses all other animals in regard
to happiness. But in bodily goods he is surpassed by many
animals ; for instance, by the elephant in longevity, by
the lion in strength, by the stag in fleetness. Therefore
man’s happiness does not consist in goods of the body.

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s happiness to
consist in the goods of the body; and this for two reasons.
First, because, if a thing be ordained to another as to its
end, its last end cannot consist in the preservation of its
being. Hence a captain does not intend, as a last end,
the preservation of the ship entrusted to him, since a ship
is ordained to something else as an end, viz., to navigation.
Now just as the ship is entrusted to the captain that he may
steer its course, so man is given over to his will and reason;
according to Ecclus. xv. 14; God made man from the begin-
ning and left him in the hand of his own counsel. Now it is
evident that man is ordained to something as his end: since
man is not the supreme good. Therefore the last end of
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man'’s reason and will cannot be the preservation of man’s
being.

Secondly, because, granted that the end of man’s will
and reason be the preservation of man’s being, it could
not be said that the end of man is some good of the body.
For man’s being consists in soul and body; and though the
being of the body depends on the soul, yet the being of the
human soul depends not on the body, as shown above
(I., Q. LXXV., A. 2); and the very body is for the soul, as
matter for its form, and the instruments for the man that
puts them into motion, that by their means he may do his
work. Wherefore all goods of the body are ordained to
the goods of the soul, as to their end. Consequently happi-
ness, which is man’s last end, cannot consist in goods of the
body.

Reply Obj. 1. Just as the body is ordained to the soul,
as its end, so are external goods ordained to the body itself.
And therefore it is with reason that the good of the body
is preferred to external goods, which are signified by riches,
just as the good of the soul is preferred to all bodily goods.

Reply Obj. 2. Being taken simply, as including all per-
fection of being, surpasses life and all that follows it; for
thus being itself includes all these. And in this sense
Dionysius speaks. But if we consider being itself as
participated in this or that thing, which does not possess
the whole perfection of being, but has imperfect being,
such as the being of any creature; then it is evident that
being itself together with an additional perfection is more
excellent. Hence in the same passage Dionysius says that
things that live are better than things that exist, and intelli-
gent better than living things.

Reply Obj. 3. Since the end corresponds to the beginning,
this argument proves that the last end is the first begin-
ning of being, in Whom every perfection of being is: Whose
likeness, according to their proportion, some desire as to
being only, some as to living being, some as to being which
is living, intelligent and happy. And this belongs to few.
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SIXTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN PLEASURE ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in pleasure. For since happiness is the last end, it is not
desired for something else, but other things for it. But
this answers to pleasure more than to anything else: for st
is absurd to ask anyone what is his motive in wishing to be
pleased (Ethic. x. 2). Therefore happiness consists princi-
pally in pleasure and delight.

Obj. 2. Further, the first cause goes more deeply into the
effect than the second cause (De Causis 1). Now the causality
of the end consists in its attracting the appetite. There-
fore, seemingly that which moves most the appetite,
answers to the notion of the last end. Now this is pleasure:
and a sign of this is that delight so far absorbs man’s will
and reason, that it causes him to despise other goods.
Therefore it seems that man’s last end, which is happiness,
consists principally in pleasure.

Obj. 3. Further, since desire is for good, it seems that
what all desire is best. But all desire delight; both wise
and foolish, and even irrational creatures. Therefore
delight is the best of all. Therefore happiness, which is
the supreme good, consists in pleasure.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. iii.): Any one
that chooses to look back on his past excesses, will perceive that
pieasures have a sad ending : and if they can render a man
happy, there is no reason why we should not say that the
very beasts are happy too.

I answer that, Because bodily delights are more generally
known, the name of pleasure has been appropriated to them
(Ethic. vii. 13), although other delights excel them: and yet
happiness does not consist in them. Because in every
thing, that which pertains to its essence is distinct from
its proper accident: thus in man it is one thing that he is a
mortal rational animal, ~nd another that he is a risible
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animal. We must therefore consider that every delight is
a proper accident resulting from happiness, or from some
part of happiness; since the reason that a man is delighted
is that he has some fitting good, either in reality, or in
hope, or at least in memory. Now a fitting good, if indeed
it be the perfect good, is precisely man’s happiness: and if
it is imperfect, it is a share of happiness, either proxxmate,
or remote or at least appareﬁf Therefore it is evident

the very essence of happmess but something resultmg
therefrom as its proper accident.

But bodily pleasure cannot result from the perfect good
even in that way. For it results from a good apprehended
by sense, which is a power of the soul, which power makes
use of the body. Now good pertaining to the body, and
apprehended by sense, cannot be man’s perfect good. For
since the rational soul excels the capacity of corporeal matter,
that part of the soul which is independent of a corporeal
organ, has a certain infinity in regard to the body and those
parts of the soul which are tied down to the body: just as
immaterial things are in a way infinite as compared to
material things, since a form is, after a fashion, contracted
and bounded by matter, so that a form which is independent
of matter is, in a way, infinite. Therefore sense, which is
a power of the body, knows the singular, which is deter-
minate through matter: whereas the intellect, which is a
power independent of matter, knows the universal, which is
abstracted from matter, and contains an infinite number of
singulars. Consequently it is evident that good which is
fitting to the body, and which causes bodily delight through
being apprehended by sense, is not man’s perfect good, but
is quite a trifle as compared with the good of the soul.
Hence it is written (Wisd. vii. g) that all gold in comparison
of her, is as a little sand. Ana therefore bodily pleasure is
neither happiness itself, nor a proper accident of happiness.

Reply Obj. 1. It comes to the same whether we desire
good, or desire delight, which is nothing else than the
appetite’s rest in good: thus it is owing to the same natural
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force that a weighty body is borne downwards and that it
rests there. Consequently just as good is desired for itself,
so delight is desired for itself and not for anything else, if
the preposition for denote the final cause. But if it denote
the formal or rather the motive cause, thus delight is
desirable for something else, s.e., for the good which is the-
ob]ect of that delight, and cons ,_q_‘,_y_g;tmmglg and
gives it its_ form for the reason that delight is desired is
that it is rest in the thing desired.

Reply Obj. 2. The vehemence of desire for sensible delight
arises from the fact that operations of the senses, through
being the principles of our knowledge, are more perceptible.
And so it is that sensible pleasures are desired by the
majority.

Reply Obj. 3. All desire delight in the same way as they
desire good: and yet they desire delight by reason of the
good and not conversely, as stated above (ad 1). Conse-
quently it does not follow that delight is the supreme and
essential good, but that every delight results from some
good, and that some delight results from that which is the
essential and supreme good.

SEVENTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER SOME GOOD OF THE SOUL CONSTITUTES MAN’S
HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that some good of the soul
constitutes man’s happiness. For happiness is man'’s good.
Now this is threefold, external goods, goods of the body, and
goodsof thesoul. But happiness does not consist in external
goods, nor in goods of the body, as shown above (AA. 4, 5).
Therefore it consists in goods of the soul.

0bj. 2. Further, we love that for which we desire good,
more than the good that we desire for it: thus we love a
friend for whom we desire money, more than we love money.
But whatever good a man desires, he desires it for himself.
Therefore he loves himself more than all other goods. Now



Q. 2. Art.7 THE ‘“SUMMA THEOLOGICA” 30

happiness is what is loved above all: which is evident from
the fact that for its sake all else is loved and desired.
Therefore happiness consists in some good of man himself:
not, however, in goods of the body; therefore, in goods of
the soul.

0bj. 3. Further, perfection is something belonging to that
which is perfected. But happiness is a perfection of man.
Therefore happiness is something belonging to man. But
it is not something belonging to the body, as shown above
(A. 5). Therefore it is something belonging to the soul; and
thus it consists in goods of the soul.

On the contrary, As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 22),
that which constitutes the life of happiness is to be loved for
tts own sake. But man is not to be loved for his own sake,
but whatever is in man is to be loved for God’s sake. There-
fore happiness consists in no good of the soul.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. 1, A. 8), end is
twofold : namely, the thing itself, which we desire to attain,
and the use, namely, the attainment or possession of that
thing. If, then, we speak of man’s last end, as to the thing
itself which we desire as last end, it is impossible for man’s
last end to be the soul itself or something belonging to it.
Because the soul, considered in itself, is as something exist-
ing in potentiality: for it becomes knowing actually, from
being potentially knowing; and actually virtuous, from
being potentially virtuous. Now since potentiality is for
the sake of act as for its fulfilment, that which in itself is in
potentiality cannot be the last end. Therefore the soul
itself cannot be its own last end.

In like manner neither can anything. belonging to it,
whether power, habit, or act. For that good which is the
last end, is the perfect good fulfilling the desire. Now
man'’s appetite, otherwise the will, is for the universal good
And any good inherent to the soul is a participated good,
and consequently a portioned good. Therefore none of
them can be man'’s last end.

But if we speak of man’s last end, as to the attainment
or possession thereof, or as to any use whatever of the
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thing itself desired as an end, thus does something of man,
in respect of his soul, belong to his last end: since man attains
happiness through his soul. Therefore the thing itself which
is desired as end, is that which constitutes happiness, and
makes man happy; but the attainment of this thing is
called happiness. Consequentlfy we must say that_happi-
ness-is some@_}_n’ng__‘_geig nging to the soul; but that which™
constitutes happiness is something outside the soul.

Reply Obj. 1. Inasmuch as this division includes all goods
that man can desire, thus the good of the soul is not only
power, habit, or act, but also the object of these, which is
something outside. And in this way nothing hinders us
from saying that what constitutes happiness is a good of
the soul.

Reply Obj. 2. As far as the proposed objection is con-
cerned, happiness is loved above all, as the good desired;
whereas a friend is loved as that for which good is desired;
and thus, too, man loves himself. Consequently it is not
the same kind of love in both cases. As to whether man
loves anything more than himself with the love of friendship,
there will be occasion to inquire when we treat of Charity.

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness itself, since it is a perfection of
the soul, is an inherent good of the soul; but that which
constitutes happiness, viz., which makes man happy, is
something outside his soul, as stated above.

EIGHTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER ANY CREATED GOOD CONSTITUTES MAN’S
HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that some created good con-
stitutes man’shappiness. For Dionysiussays (Div. Nom. vii.)
that Divine wisdom unites the ends of first things to the begin-
nings of second things, from which we may gather that the
summit of a lower nature touches the base of the higher
nature. But man’s highest good is happiness. Since then
the angel is above man in the order of nature, as stated in the
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First Part (Q. CXI., A. 1), it seems that man’s happiness
consists in man somehow reaching the angel.

Obj. 2. Further, the last end of each thing is that which,
in relation to it, is perfect: hence the part is for the whole,
as for its end. But the universe of creatures which is called
the macrocosm, is compared to man who is called the
microcosm (Phys. viii. 2), as perfect to imperfect. Therefore
man’s happiness consists in the whole universe of creatures.

Obj. 3. Further, man is made happy by that which lulls
his natural desire. But man’s natural desire does not reach
out to a good surpassing his capacity. Since then man’s
capacity does not include that good whick: surpasses the
limits of all creation, it seems that man can be made happy
by some created good. Consequently some created good
constitutes man’s happiness.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Des xix. 26): As
the soul is the life of the body, so God is man’s life of happi-
ness : of Whom it is written : * Happy s that people whose
God is the Lord ’ (Ps. cxliii. 15).

I answer that, 1t is impossible for any created good to con-
stitute man’s happiness. For happiness is the perfect good,
which lulls the appetite altogether; else it would not be the
last end, if somethmg yet Temained to be desired. Now
the object of the will, 1.e., of man’s appetite, is the universal
good; just as the object of the intellect is the nniversal

___true. Hence it is evident that naught can lull man’s will,

g

)

save the universal good. This i5 to be found, not in any
creature, but in God aione; because every creature has
goodness by participation. Wherefore God alone can satisfy
the will of man, according to the words of. Ps. cii. 5: Who
satisficth thy desire with good things. Therefore God alone

. constitutes man’s happiness.

Reply Obj. 1. The summit of man does indeed touch the
base of the angelic nature, by a kind of likeness; but man
does not rest there as in his last end, but reaches out to the
universal fount itself of good, which is the common object
of happiness of all the blessed, as being the infinite and
perfect good.
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Reply 0bj. 2. If a whole be not the last end, but ordained
to a further end, then the last end of a part thereof is not
the whole itself, but something else. Now the universe of
creatures, to which man is compared as part to whole, is
not the last end, but is ordained to God, as to its last end.
Therefore the last end of man is not the good of the universe,
but God himself.

Reply 0bj. 3. Created good is not less than that good of
which man is capable, as of something intrinsic and in-
herent to him: but it is less than the good of which he is
capable, as of an object, and which is infinite. And the
participated good which is in an angel, and in the whole
universe, is a finite and restricted good.

i 1) 3



QUESTION III.

WHAT IS HAPPINESS.
(In Eight Articles.)

WE have now to consider (1) what happinessis, and (2) what
things are required for it.

Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:
(1) Whether happiness is something uncreated ? (2) If
it be something created, whether it is an operation?
(3) Whether it is an operation of the sensitive, or only of
the intellectual part? (4) If it be an operation of the
intellectual part, whether it is an operation of the intellect,
or of the will? (5) If it be an operation of the intellect,
whether it is an operation of the speculative or of the
practical intellect ?  (6) If it be an operation of the specula-
tive intellect, whether it consists ‘in the consideration of
speculative sciences ? (7) Whether it consists in the con-
sideration of separate substances, viz., angels? (8) Whether
it consists in the sole contemplation of God seen in His
Essence ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER HAPPINESS IS SOMETHING UNCREATED ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :— '

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is something un-
created. For Boethius says (De Consol. iii.): We must needs
confess that God is happiness itself.

0bj. 2. Further, happiness is the supreme good. But it
belongs to God to be the supreme good. Since, then, there
are not several supreme goods, it seems that happiness is the
same as God.

34
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0bj. 3. Further, happiness is the last end, to which man’s
will tends naturally. But man’s will should tend to nothing
else as an end, but to God, Who alone is to be enjoyed, as
Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 5, 22). Therefore
happiness is the same as God.

On the contrary, Nothing made is uncreated. But man’s
happiness is something made; because according to Augus-
tine (De Doctr. Christ. i. 3): Those things are to be enjoyed,
which make us happy. Therefore happiness is not some-
thing uncreated.

I answer that, As stated bove (Q. I., A. 8; Q. I1., A. 7),
our end is twofold. . First," W&cﬁmg}w&
_clgggg_ggﬁnmm thus for the miser, the end is money.
Secondly‘¥here is the attainment or possession, the use or
enjoyment J)_f_’;hc_,thmg.desl_ed thus we may say that the
end of the miser is the possession of money; and the end of
the intemperate man is to enjoy something pleasurable. In
the first sense, then, man’s last end is the uncreated good,
namely God, Who alone by His infinite goodness can per-
fectly satisfy man’s will. But in the second way, man’s last
end is something created, existing in him, and this is nothing
else than the attainment or enjoyment of the last end.
Now the last end is called happiness. If, therefore, we
consider man’s happiness in its cause or object, then it is
something uncreated; but if we consider it as to the very
essence of happiness, then it is something created.

Reply Obj. 1. God is happiness by His Essence: for He
is happy not by acquisition or participation of something else,
but by His Essence. On the other hand, men are happy, as
Boethius says (loc. cit.), by participation; just as they are
called gods, by participation. And this participation of
happiness, in respect of which man is said to be happy, is
something created.

Reply Obj. 2. Happiness is called man’s supreme good,
because it is the attainment or enjoyment of the supreme
good.

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness is said to be the last end, in the
same way as the attainment of the end is called the end.
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SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER HAPPINESS IS AN OPERATION ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is not an
operation. For the Apostle says (Rom. vi. 22): You have
your fruit umto sanctification, and the end, life everlasting.
But life is not an operation, but the very being of living
things. Therefore the last end, which is happiness, is not an
operation.

0bj. 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iii.) that happi-
ness is a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good things.
But state does not indicate operation. Therefore happi-
ness is not an operation.

0bj. 3. Further, happiness signifies something existing in
the happy one: since it is man’s final perfection. But the
meaning of operation does not imply anything existing in
the operator, but rather something proceeding therefrom.
Therefore happiness is not an operation.

0bj. 4. Further, happiness remains in the happy one.
Now operation does not remain, but passes. Therefore
happiness is not an operation.

0bj. 5. Further, to one man there is one happiness. But
operations are many. Therefore happiness is not an
operation.

0bj. 6. Further, happiness is in the happy one uninter-
ruptedly. But human operation is often interrupted; for
instance, by sleep, or some other occupation, or by cessa-
tion. Therefore happiness is not an operation.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. i. 13) that
happiness is an operation according to perfect virtue.

I answer that, In so far as man’s happiness is something
created, existing in him, we must needs say that it is an
operation. For happiness is man’s supreme perfection.
Now each thing is perfect in so far as it is actual; since
potentiality without act is imperfect. Consequently happi-
ness must consist in man’s last act. But it is evident that
operation is the last act of the operator, wherefore the
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Philosopher calls it second act (De Anima ii. 1): because that
which ®as a form can be potentially operating, just as he
who knows is potentially considering. And hence it is that
in other things, too, each one is said to be for sts operation
(De Caloii. 3). Therefore man’s happiness must of necessity
consist in an operation.

Reply Obj. 1. Life is taken in two senses. First for the
very being of the living. And thushappinessis notlife: since
it has been shown (Q. II., A. 5) that the being of a man, no
matter in whart it may consist, is not that man’s happiness;
for of God alone is it true that His Being is His Happiness.
Secondly, life means the operation of the living, by which
operation the principle of life is made actual: thus we speak
of active and contemplative life, or of a life of pleasure.
And in this sense eternal life is said to be the last end, as is
clear from Jo. xvii. 3: This s eternal life, that they may
know Thee, the only true God.

Reply Obj. 2. Boethius, in defining happiness, considered
happiness in general: for considered thus it is the perfect
common good ; and he signified this by saying that happiness
is a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good things, thus
implying that the state of a happy man consists in possessing
the perfect good. But Aristotle expressed the very essence
of happiness, showing by what man is established in this
state, and that it is by some kind of operation. And so it
is that he proves happiness to be the perfect good (Ethic. i. 7).

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in Metaph. ix. 7 action is twofold.
One proceeds from the agent into outward matter, such as
to burn and to cut. And such an operation cannot be happi-
ness: for such an operation is an action and a perfection,
not of the agent, but rather of the patient, as is stated in the
same passage. The other is an action that remains in the
agent, such as to feel, to understand, and to will: and such
an action is a perfection and an act of the agent. And such
an operation can be happiness.

Reply 0bj. 4. Since happiness signifies some final per-
fection; according as various things capable of happiness
can attain to various degrees of perfection, so must there
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be various meanings applied to happiness. For in God
there is happiness essentially; since His very Being is His
operation, whereby He enjoys no other than Himself. In
the happy angels, the final perfection is in respect of some
operation, by which they are united to the Uncreated Good:
and this operation of theirs is one only and everlasting.
Blgt_i(n_mg_n according to their present state of life, the final
perfection is in respect of an n operation whereby man is united
t6 God: but ‘this operatmn on neither can be continual, nor,
consequently, is it one culy, because operatmn is multiplied
by being discontinued. And for this reason in the present
state of life, perfect happlness cannot be attained by man.
Wherefore the Philosopher, in placing man’s happiness in
this life (Ethic. i. 10), says that it isimperfect, and after a long
discussion, concludes: We call men happy, but only as men.
But God has promised us perfect happiness, when we shall
be as the angels . . . in heaven (Matth. xxii. 30).

Consequently in regard to this perfect happiness, the
objection fails: because in that state of happiness, man’s
mind will be united to God by one, continual, everlasting
operation. But in the present life, in as far as we ve fall short
of the unity and continuity of that operation, so do we fall
short of perfect happiness. Nevertheless it is a participa-
tion of happiness: and so much the greater, as the operation
can be more continuous and more one. Consequently the
active life, which is busy with many things, has less of
ﬁaf)ﬁﬁe’s‘s-than the contemplative life, which is busied with
one thing, z.e., the contemplation of truth. And if at any
time man is not actually engaged in this operation, yet since
he can always easily turn to it, and since he ordains the
very cessation, by sleeping or occupying himself otherwise,
to the aforesaid occupation, the latter seems, as it were,
continuous. From these remarks the replies to Objections 5
and 6 are evident.
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER HAPPINESS IS AN OPERATION OF THE SENSITIVE
PART, OR OF THE INTELLECTIVE PART ONLY ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consists in an
operation of the senses also. For there is no more excellent
operation in man than that of the senses, except the intel-
lective operation. But in us the intellective operation
depends on the sensitive: since we cannot understand without
a phantasm (De Anima iii. 7). Therefore happiness consists
in an operation of the senses also.

0bj. 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iii.) that happi-
ness is a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good things.
But some goods are sensible, which we attain by the opera-
tion of the senses. Therefore it seems that the operation
of the senses is needed for happiness.

0bj. 3. Further, happiness is the perfect good, as we find
proved in Ethic. i. 7: which would not be true, were not man
perfected thereby in all his parts. But some parts of the
soul are perfected by sensitive operations. Therefore sensi-
tive operation is required for happiness.

On the contrary, Irrational animals have the sensitive
operation in common with us: but they have not happiness
in common with us. Therefore happiness does not consist
in a sensitive operation.

I answer that, A thing may belong to happiness in three
ways: (1) essentially, (2) antecedently, (3) consequently.
Now the operation of sense cannot belong to happiness
essentially. For man’s happiness consists essentially in his
being united to the Uncreated Good, Which is his last end,
as shown above (A. 1): to Which man cannot be united by
an operation of his senses. Again, in like manner, because,
as shown above (Q. II., A. 5), man’s happiness does not
consist in goods of the body, which goods alone, however,
we attain through the operation of the senses.

Nevertheless the operations of the senses can belong to



Q. 3. Arr. 4 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 40

happiness, both antecedently and consequently: antece-
dently, in respect of imperfect happiness, such as can be had
in this life, since the operation of the intellect demands a
previous operation of the sense;—consequently, in that
perfect happiness which we await in heaven; because at the
resurrection, from the very happimess of the soul, as Augustine
says (Ep. ad Dioscor.) the body and the bodily semses will
receive a ceriain overflow, so as to be perfected in their opera-
tions ; a point which will be explained farther on when we
treat of the resurrection (Suppl. QQ. LXXXII —LXXXV.).
But then the operation whereby man’s mind is united to
God will not depend on the senses.

Reply Obj. 1. This objection proves that the operation
of the senses is required antecedently for imperfect happi-
ness, such as can be had in this life.

Reply Obj. 2. Perfect happiness, such as the angels have,
includes the aggregate of all good things, by being united to
the universal source of all good; not that it requires each
individual good. But in this imperfect happiness, we need
the aggregate of those goods that suffice for the most perfect
operation of this life.

Reply Obj. 3. In perfect happiness the entire man is
perfected, in the lower part of his nature, by an overflow from
the higher. But in the imperfect happiness of this life, it is
otherwise; we advance from the perfection of the lower part
to the perfection of the higher part.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER, IF HAPPINESS IS IN THE INTELLECTIVE PART, IT
IS AN OPERATION OF THE INTELLECT OR'OF THE WILL ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consists in an
act of the will. For Augustine says (De Civ. Des xix. 10, II),
that man’s happiness consists in peace; wherefore it is written
(Ps. cxlvii. 3): Who hath placed peace in thy end (Douay,—
borders). But peace pertains to the will. Therefore man’s
happiness is in the will.
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0bj. 2. Further, happiness is the supreme good. But
good is the object of the will. Therefore happiness consists
in an operation of the will.

0bj. 3. Further, the last end corresponds to the first
mover: thus the last end of the whole army is victory,
which is the end of the general, who moves all the men. But
the first mover in regard to operations is the will: because it
moves the other powers, as we shall state further on (Q. IX.,
AA. 1, 3). Therefore happiness regards the will.

0bj. 4. Further, if happiness be an operation, it must °
needs be man’s most excellent operation. But the love of
God, which is an act of the will, is a more excellent operation
than knowledge, which is an operation of the intellect, as the
Apostle declares (x Cor. xiii.). Therefore it seems that
happiness consists in an act of the will.

0bj. 5. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii. 5) that
happy is he who has whatever he desires, and desires nothing
amiss. And a little further on (6) he adds: He ¢s almost happy
who desires well, whatever he desires : for good things make a
man happy, and such a man already possesses some good—
i.e., @ good will. Therefore happiness consists in an act of
the will.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Jo. xvii. 3): This s
eternal life : that they may know Thee, the only true God. Now
eternal life is the last end, as stated above (A. 2 ad I).
Therefore man’s happiness consists in the knowledge of God,
which is an act of the intellect.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. II., A. 6) two things are
needed for happiness: one, which is the essence of happiness:
the other, that is, as it were, its proper accident, ¢.e., the
delight connected with it. I say, then, that as to the very
essence of happiness, it is impossible for it to consist in an
act of the will. For it is evident from what has been said
(AA. 1, 2; Q. IL, A. 7) that happiness is the attainment of
the last end. But the attainment of the end does not consist
in the very act of the will. For the will is directed to the
end, both absent, when it desires it; and present, when it is
delighted by resting therein. Now it is evident that the
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L;“Q\ desire ‘itsclf of the end is not the attainment of the end, but
1sa movernent fowards the end: while delight comes to the
will from the end being present; and not conversely, is a
thing made present, by the fact that the will delights in it.
Therefore, that the end be present to him who desires it,
must be due to something else than an act of the will.

This is evidently the case in regard to sensible ends. For
if the acquisition of money were through an act of the
will, the covetous man would have it from the very moment
that he wished for it. But at that moment it is far from
him; and he attains it, by grasping it in his hand, or in some
like manner; and then he delights in the money got. And
so it is with an intelligible end. For at first we desire to
attain an intelligible end; we attain it, through its being
made present to us by an act of the intellect; and then the
delighted will rests in the end when attained.

So, therefore, the essence of happiness consists in an act
of the intellect: but the delight that results from happiness
pertains to the will. In this sense Augustine says (Conf. x. 23)
that happiness is joy tn truth, because, to wit, joy itself is the
consummation of happiness.

Reply Obj. 1. Peace pertains to man’s last end, not as
though it were the very essence of happiness; but because
it is antecedent and consequent thereto: antecedent, in so
far as all those things are removed which disturb and hinder
man in attaining the last end: consequent, inasmuch as,
when man has attained his last end, he remains at peace,
his desire being at rest.

Reply Obj. 2. The will’s first object is not its act: just as
neither is the first object of the sight, vision, but a visible
thing. Wherefore, from the very fact that happiness
belongs to the will, as the will’s first object, it follows that
it does not belong to it as its act.

Reply 0bj. 3. The intellect apprehends the end before the
will does: yet motion towards the end begins in the will.
And therefore to the will belongs that which last of all follows
the attainment of the end, viz., delight or enjoyment.

Reply Obj. 4. Love ranks above knowledge in moving,
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but knowledge precedes love in attaining: for naught is loved
save what is known, as Augustine says (De T.in. x. I).
Consequently we first attain an intelligible end by an act of
the intellect ; just as we first attain a sensible end by an act of
sense.

Reply Obj. 5. He who has whatcver he desires, is happy,
because he lias wirat he desires: and this indeed is by some-
thing other than the act of his will. But to desire nothing
amiss is needed for happiness, as a necessary disposition
thereto. And a good will is reckoned among the good things
which make a man happy, forasmuch as it is an inclination
of the will: just as a movement is reduced to the genus of its
terminus, for instance, alteration to the genus quality.

FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER HAPPINESS IS AN OPERATION OF THE SPECULATIVE,
OR OF THE PRACTICAL INTELLECT ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is an operation
of the practical intellect. For the end of every creature
consists in becoming like God. But man is like God, by his
practical intellect, which is the cause of things understood,
rather than by his speculative intellect, which derives its
knowledge from things. Therefore man’s happiness consists
in an operation of the practical intellect rather than of the
speculative.

0bj. 2. Further, happiness is man’s perfect good. But
the practical intellect is ordained to the good rather than
the speculative intellect, which is ordained to the true.
Hence we are said to be good, in reference to the perfection of
the practical intellect, but not in reference to the perfection
of the speculative intellect, according to which we are said
to be knowing or understanding. Therefore man’s happi-
ness consists in an act of the practical intellect rather than of
the speculative.

0bj. 3. Further, happiness is a good of man himself. But
the speculative intellect is more concerned with things outside
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man; whereas the practical intellect is concerned with things
belonging to man himself, viz., his operations and passions.
Therefore man’s happiness consists in an operation of the
practical intellect rather than of the speculative.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. i. 8) that con-
templation is promised us, as being the goal of all our actions,
and the everlasting perfection of our joys.

I answer that, Happiness consists in an operation of the
speculative rather than of the practical intellect. This is
evident for three reasons. First because if man’s happiness
is an operation, it must needs be man’s highest operation.
Now man'’s highest operation is that of his highest power in
respect of its highest object: and his highest power is the
intellect, whose highest object is the Divine Good, which is
the object, not of the practical, but of the speculative
intellect. Consequently hamness consists principally in
such an operation, viz., in the contemplatloxl of Divine
things. And since that seems to be each man’s self, which is
best in him, according to Ethic. ix. 8, and x. 7, therefore such
an operation is most proper to man and most delightful to
him.

Secondly, it is evident from the fact that contemplation
is sought principally for its own sake. But the act of the
practical intellect is not sought for its own sake but for the
sake of action: and these very actions are ordained to some
end. Consequently it is evident that the last end cannot
consist in the active life, which pertains to the practical
intellect.

Thirdly, it is again evident, from the fact that in the
contemplative life man has something in common with things
above him, viz., with God and the angels, to whom he is made
like by happiness. But in things pertaining to the active
life, other animals also have something in common with man,
although imperfectly.

Therefore the last and perfect happiness, which we await
in the life to come, consists entirely in contemplation. ~But
imperfect happiness, such as can be had here, consists first
and principally in contemplation, but secondarily, in an
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operation of the practical intellect directing human actions
and passions, as stated in Ethic. x. 7, 8.

Reply Obj. 1. The asserted likeness of the practical intellect
to God is one of proportion; that is to say, by reason of its
standing in relation to what it knows, as God does to what
He knows. But the likeness of the speculative intellect to
God is one of union and ¢nformation ; which is a much greater
likeness.—And yet it may be answered that, in regard to the
principal thing known, which is His Essence, God has not
practical but merely speculative knowledge.

Reply Obj. 2. The practical intellect is ordained to good
which is outside of it: but the speculative intellect has good
within it, viz., the contemplation of truth. And if this
good be perfect, the whole man is perfected and made good
thereby: such a good the practical intellect has not; but it
directs man thereto.

Reply Obj. 3. This argument would hold, if man himself
were his own last end; for then the consideration and direc-
tion of his actions and passions would be his happiness.
But since man’s last end is something outside of him, to
wit, God, to Whom we reach out by an operation of the
speculative intellect; therefore man’s happiness consists in
an operation of the speculative intellect rather than of the
practical intellect.

SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN THE CONSIDERATION OF
SPECULATIVE SCIENCES ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in the consideration of speculative sciences. For the Philo-
sopher says (Ethic. i. 13) that happiness is an operation
according to perfect virtue. And in distinguishing the virtues,
he gives no more than three speculative virtues—knowledge,
wisdom and understanding, which all belong to the considera-
tion of speculative sciences. Therefore man’s final happiness
consists in the consideration of speculative sciences.

0bj. 2. Further, that which all desire for its own sake,
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seems to be man’s final happiness. Now such is the con-
sideration of speculative sciences; because, as stated in
Metaph. i. 1, all men naturally desire to know ; and, a little
farther on (2), it is stated that speculative sciences are
sought for their own sakes. Therefore happiness consists
in the consideration of speculative sciences.

0bj. 3. Further, happiness is man’s final perfection. Now
everything is perfected, according as it is reduced from
potentiality to act. But the human intellect is reduced to
act by the consideration of speculative sciences. Therefore
it seems that in the consideration of these sciences, man’s
final happiness consists.

On the contrary, It is written (Jer. ix. 23): Let not the
wise man glory in his wisdom : and this is said in reference
to speculative sciences. Therefore man’s finai happiness
does not consist in the consideration «f these.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 2 ad 4), man’s happi-

_Dess is twofold, one perfect, the other imperfect. { And by
_~perfect happiness we are to understand that which attains
7 tmn of happiness; and by imperfect happiness
Lﬂfmmnot ~ttain thereto, but partakes of some
particular likeness of happiness, j Thus perfect prudence is
in man, with whom is the idéa of things to be done; while
imperfect prudence is in certain irrational animals, who are
possessed of certain particular instincts in respect of works
similar to works of prudence.

Accordingly perfect happiness cannot consist essentially
1n the consideration of speculative sciences. To prove this,
we must observe that the consideration of a speculative
science does not extend beyond the scope of the principles
of that science: since the entire science’'is virtually con-
tained in its principles. Now the first principles of specula-
tive sciences are received through the senses, as the Philo-
sopher clearly states at the beginning of the Metaphysics
(i. 1), and at the end of the Posterior Analytics (ii. 15). Where-
fore the entire consideration of speculative sciences cannot
extend farther than knowledge of sensibles can lead. Now

man’s final happiness, which Wp‘, cannot
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consist in the knowledge of sensibles. For a thing is not
perfected by something lower, except in so far as the lower
partakes of something higher. Now it is evident that the
form of a stone or of any sensible, is lower than man. Conse-
quently the intellect is not perfected by the form of a stone,
as such, but inasmuch as it partakes of a certain likeness to
that which is above the human intellect, viz., the intelligible
light, or something of the kind. Now whatever is by some-
thing else is reduced to that which is of itself. Therefore
man’s final perfection must needs be through knowledge of
something above the human intellect. But it has been
shown (Part I., Q. LXXXVIII,, A. 2), that man cannot
acquire through sensibles, the knowledge of separate sub-
stances, which are above the human intellect. Consequently
it follows that man’s happiness cannot consist in the con-
sideration of speculative sciences. However, just as in
sensible forms there is a participation of the higher sub-
stances, so the consideration of speculative sciences is a
certain participation of true and perfect happiness.

Reply Obj. 1. In his book on Ethics the Philosopher treats
of imperfect happiness, such as can be had in this life, as
stated above (A. 2 ad 4).

Reply 0bj. 2. Not only is perfect happiness naturally
desired, but also any likeness or participation thereof.

Reply Obj. 3. Our intellect is reduced to act, in a fashion,
by the consideration of speculative sciences, but not to its
final and perfect act.

SEVENTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN THE KNOWLEDGE OF
SEPARATE SUBSTANCES, NAMELY, ANGELS ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists in
the knowledge of separate substances, namely, angels. For
Gregory says in a homily (xxvi. ¢n Ev.): It avails nothing to take
part in the feasts of men, if we fail to take part in the feasts
of angels ; by which he means final happiness. But we can
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take part in the feasts of the angels by contemplating them.
Therefore it seems that man’s final happiness consists in
contemplating the angels.

Obj. 2. Further, the final perfection of each thing is for
it to be united to its principle: wherefore a circle is said to
be a perfect figure, because its beginning and end coincide.
But the beginning of human knowledge is from the angels,
by whom men are enlightened, as Dionysius says (Cel.
Hier. iv.). Therefore the perfection of the human intellect
consists in contemplating the angels.

Obj. 3. Further, each nature is perfect, when united to a
higher nature; just as the final perfection of a body is to be
united to the spiritual nature. But above the human in-
tellect, in the natural order, are the angels. Therefore the
final perfection of the human intellect is to be united to
the angels by contemplation.

On the contrary, It is written (Jerem. ix. 24): Let him that
glorieth, glory in this, that he understandeth and knoweth Me.
Therefore man’s final glory or happiness consists only in
the knowledge of God.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 6), man’s perfect
happiness consists not in that which perfects the intellect
by some participation, but in that which is so by its essence.
Now it is evident that whatever is the perfection of a power
is so in so far as the proper formal object of that power
belongs to it. Now the proper object of the intellect is the
true. Therefore the contemplation of whatever has par-
ticipated truth, does not perfect the intellect with its final
perfection. Since, therefore, the order of things is the same
in being and in truth (Metaph. ii. 1); whatever are beings by
participation, are true by participation. Now angels have
being by participation: because in God alone is His Being
His Essence, as shown in the First Part (Q. XLIV., A. 1).
It follows that God alone is truth by His Essence, and that
contemplation of Him makes man perfectly happ;. How-
ever, there is no reason why we should not admit a certain
imperfect happiness in the contemplation of the angels; and
higher indeed than in the consideration of speculative science,
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Reply Obj. 1. We shall take part in the feasts of the
angels, by contemplating not only the angels, but, together
with them, also God Himself.

Reply 0bj. 2. According to those that hold human souls
to be created by the angels, it seems fitting enough, that
man’s happiness should consist in the contemplation of the
angels, in the union, as it were, of man with his beginning.
But this is erroneous, as stated in the First Part (Q. XC,,
A.3). Wherefore the final perfection of the human intellect
is by union with God, Who is the first principle both of the
creation of the soul and of its enlightenment. Whereas the
angel enlightens as a minister, as stated in the First Part
(Q. CXI., A. 2 ad 2). Consequently, by his ministration he
helps man.to attain to happiness; but he is not the object
of man’s happiness.

Reply 0bj. 3. The lower nature may reach the higher in
two ways. First, according to a degree of the participating
power: and thus man’s final perfection will consist in his
attaining to a contemplation such as that of the angels.
Secondly, as the object is attained by the power: and thus
the final perfection of each power is to attain that in which
is found the fulness of its formal object.

EIGHTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER MAN’S HAPPINESS CONSISTS IN THE VISION OF
THE DIVINE ESSENCE ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :— .

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness does not
consist in the vision of the Divine Essence. For Dionysius
says (Myst. Theol. i.) that by that which is highest in his
intellect, man is united to God as to something altogether
unknown. But that which is seen in its essence is not
altogether unknown. Therefore the final perfection of the
intellect, namely, happiness, does not consist in God being
seen in His Essence.

Obj. 2. Further, the higher perfection belongs to the

higher nature. But to see His own Essence is the perfec-
. i. 4



Q.3. Arr.8 THE “SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 50

tion proper to the Divine intellect. Therefore the final
perfection of the huinan intellect does not reach to this,
but consists in something less.

On the comtrary, It is written (1 Jo. iii. 2): When He
shall appear, we shall be like to Him ; and (Vulg., because)
we shall sce Him as He is.

I answer that, Final and perfect happiness can consist in
nothing else than the vision of the Divine Essence. To
make this clear, two points must be observed. First, that
man is not perfectly happy, so long as something remains
for him to desire and seek: secondly, that the perfection of
any power is determined by the nature of its object. Now
the object of the intellect is what a thing is, 4.c., the essence
of a thing, according to De Anima iii. 6. Wherefore the in-
tellect attains perfection, in so far as it knows the essence
of a thing. If therefore an intellect know the essence of
some effect, whereby it is not possible to know the essence
of the cause, 7.e., to know of the cause what 7t 4s,; that
intellect cannot be said to reach that cause simply, although
it may be able to gather from the effect the knowledge that
the cause is. Consequently, when man knows an effect,
and knows that it has a cause, there naturally remains in
man the desire to know about that cause, what ¢ 7s. And
this desire is one of wonder, and causes inquiry, as is stated
in the beginning of the Metaphysics (i. 2). For instance, if a
man, knowing the eclipse of the sun, consider that it must
be due to some cause, and know not what that cause is,
he wonders about it, and from wondering proceeds to
inquire. Nor does this inquiry cease until he arrive at a
knowledge of the essence of the cause.

If therefore the human intellect, knowing the essence of
some created effect, knows no more of God than that He is ;
the perfection of that intellect does not yet reach simply
the First Cause, but there remains in it the natural desire
to seek the cause. Wherefore it is not yet perfectly happy.
Consequently, for perfect happiness the intellect needs to
reach the very Essence of the First Cause. And thus it
will have its perfection through union with God as with
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that object, in which alone man’s happiness consists, as
stated above (AA. 1, 7; Q. II., A. 8).

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius speaks of the knowledge of way-
farers journeying towards happiness.

Reply Obj. 2. As stated above (Q. I., A. 8), the end has
a twofold acceptation. First, as to the thing itself which
is desired: and in this way, the same thing is the end of the
higher and of the lower nature, and indeed of all things,
as stated above (167d.). Secondly, as to the attainment of
this thing; and thus the end of the higher nature is dif-
ferent from that of the lower, according to their respective
habitudes to that thing. So then the happiness of God,
Who, in understanding his Essence, comprehends It, is
higher than that of a man or angel who sees It indeed, but
comprehends It not.



QUESTION IV.

OF THOSE THINGS THAT ARE REQUIRED FOR HAPPINESS,
(In Eight Articles.)

WE have now to consider those things that are required for
happiness: and concerning this there are eight points of
inquiry: (1) Whether delight is required for happiness ?
(2) Which is of greater account in happiness, delight
or vision? (3) Whether comprehension is required ?
(4) Whether rectitude of the will is required ? (5) Whether
the body is necessary for man’s happiness ? (6) Whether
any perfection of the body is necessary ? (7) Whether any
external goods are necessary ? (8) Whether the fellowship
of friends is necessary ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER DELIGHT IS REQUIRED FOR HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is not required for
happiness. For Augustine says (De Trin. i. 8) that vision is
the entive veward of faith. But the prize or reward of virtue
is happiness, as the Philosopher clearly states (Ethic. i. 0).
Therefore nothing besides vision is required for happiness.

Obj. 2. Further, happiness is the most self-sufficient of all
goods, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i. 7). But that
which needs something else is not self-sufficient. Since
then the essence of happiness consists in seeing God, as
stated above (Q. III., A. 8); it seems that delight is not
necessary for happiness.

0bj. 3. Further, the operation of bliss or happiness should

52
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be unhindered (Ethic. vii. 13). But delight hinders the opera-
tion of the intellect: since it destroys the estimate of pru-
dence (Ethic. vi. 5). Therefore delight is not necessary for
happiness.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Conf. x. 23) that happiness
is joy in truth.

I answer that, One thing may be necessary for another in
four ways. First, as a preamble and preparation to it:
thus instruction is necessary for science. Secondly, as per-
fecting it : thus the soul is necessary for the life of the body.
Thirdly, as helping it from without: thus friends are neces-
sary for some undertaking. Fourthly, as something atten-
dant on it: thus we might say that heat is necessary for fire.
And in this way delight is necessary for happiness. For it
is caused by the appetite being at rest in the good attained.
Wherefore, since happiness is nothing else but the attain-
ment of the Sovereign Good, it cannot be without con-
comitant delight.

Reply Obj. 1. From the very fact that a reward is given
to anyone, the will of him who deserves it is at rest, and in
this consists delight. Consequently, delight is included in
the very notion of reward.

Reply Obj. 2. The very sight of God causes delight. Con-
sequently, he who sees God cannot need delight.

Reply Obj. 3. Delight that is attendant upon the opera-
tion of the intellect does not hinder it, rather does it per-
fect it, as stated in Ethic. x. 4: since what we do with delight,
we do with greater care and perseverance. On the other
hand, delight which is extraneous to the operation is a
hindrance thereto:—sometimes by distracting the atten-
tion; because, as already observed, we are more attentive
to those things that delight us; and when we are very atten-
tive to one thing, we must needs be less attentive to another:
—sometimes on account of opposition; thus a sensual de-
light that is contrary to reason, hinders the estimate of

prudence more than it hinders the estimate of the specula-
tive intellect.
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SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER IN HAPPINESS VISION RANKS BEFORE DELIGHT ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that in happiness, delight ranks
before vision. For delight is the perfection of operation
(Ethic.x. 4). But perfection ranks before the thing perfected.
Therefore delight ranks before the operation of the intellect,
i.e., vision.

Obj. 2. Further, that by reason of which a thing is desir-
able, is yet more desirable. But operations are desired on
account of the delight they afford: hence, too, nature has
adjusted delight to those operations which are necessary
for the preservation of the individual and of the species,
lest animals should disregard such operations. Therefore,
in happiness, delight ranks before the operation of the
intellect, which is vision.

0bj. 3. Further, vision corresponds to faith; while delight
or enjoyment corresponds to charity. But charity ranks
before faith, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. xiii. 13). Therefore
delight or enjoyment ranks before vision.

On the contrary, The cause is greater than its effect. But
vision is the cause of delight. Therefore vision ranks before
delight. i i

I answer that, The Philosopher discusses this question
(Ethic. x. 4), and leaves it unsolved. But if one consider
the matter carefully, the operation of the intellect which is
vision, must needs rank before delight. For delight consists
in a certain repose of the will. Now that the will finds rest
in anything, can only be on account of the goodness of that
thing in which it reposes. If therefore the will reposes
in an operation, the will’s repose is caused by the goodness of
the operation. Nor does the will seek good for the sake of
repose; for thus the very act of the will would be the end,
which has been disproved above (Q. I., A. 1 ad 2; Q. IIIL,
A. 4):but it seeks to be at restin the operation, because that
operation is its good. Consequently it is evident that the
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operation in which the will reposes ranks before the resting
of the will therein.

Reply Obj. 1. As the Philosopher says (ibid.) delight
perfects operation as vigour perfects youth, because it is a
result of youth. Consequently delight is a perfection
attendant upon vision; but not a perfection whereby vision
is made perfect in its own species.

Reply Obj. 2. The apprehension of the senses does not
attain to the universal good, but to some particular good
which is delightful. And consequently, according to the
sensitive appetite which is in animals, operations are sougnt
for the sake of delight. But the intellect appxﬁhends the
universal _ggod the ’,atta1nment of which results in dehght
delight. Hence it is that the Divine intellect, which is the
Author of nature, adjusted delights to operations on account
of the operations. And we should form our estimate of
things not simply according to the order of the sensitive
appetite, but rather according to the order of the intellectual
appetite.

Reply Obj. 3. Charity does not seek the beloved good for
the sake of delight: it is for charity a consequence that it
delights in the good gained which it loves. Thus delight
does not answer to charity as its end, but vision does,
whereby the end is first made present to charity.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER COMPREHENSION IS NECESSARY FOR HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that comprehension is not
necessary for happiness. For Augustine says (4d Paulinam
de Videndo Deum) :* To reach God with the mind is happiness,
to comprehend Him is impossible. Therefore happiness is
without comprehension.

0bj. 2. Further, happiness is the perfection of man as to
his intellective part, wherein there are no other powers
than the intellect and will, as stated in the First Part

* Cf. Serm. xxxviii. de Verb. Dom.
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(QQ. LXXIX. and foll.). But the intellect is sufficiently
perfected by seeing God, and the will by enjoying Him.
Therefore there is no need for comprehension as a third.

0bj. 3. Further, happiness consists in an operation. But
operations are determined by their objects: and there are
two universal objects, the true and the good: of which the
true corresponds to vision, and good to delight. Therefore
there is no need for comprehension as a third.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (x Cor. ix. 24): So run
that you may comprehend (Douay,—obtain). But happi-
ness is the goal of the spiritual race: hence he says (2 Tim.
iv. 7, 8): I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course,
I have kept the faith ; as to the rest there is laid up for me a
crown of justice. Therefore comprehension is necessary for
Happiness.

I answer that, Since Happiness consists in gaining the last
end, those things that are required for Happiness must be
gathered from the way in which man is ordered to an end.
Now man is ordered to an intelligible end partly through his
intellect, and partly through his will :—through his intellect,
in so far as a certain imperfect knowledge of the end pre-
exists in the intellect :—through the will, first by love which
is the will’s first movement towards anything; secondly, by a
real relation of the lover to the thing beloved, which relation.
/m: may be thre eefold. For sometimes the thing beloved is
present to the lover: and then it is no longer sought for.
Sometimes it is not present, and it is impossible to attain it:

and then, too, it is not sought for. But sometimes it is
possible to attain it, yet it is raised above the capability of
the attainer, so that he cannot have it forthwith; and this is
the relation of one that hopes, to—that which he hopes : for,
-and this relation alone causes a search for the end. ~ To these
three, there are a corresponding three in Happmess itself.
For perfect knowledge of the end corresponds to imperfect
knowledge; presence of the end corresponds to the relation
of hope; but delight in the end now present results from
love, as already stated (A. 2 ad 3). And therefore these
three must concur in Happiness; to wit, wf, which is
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perfect knowledge of the intelligible end; comprehension
which implies presence of the end; and delight or enjoyment,
which implies repose of the lover in the object beloved.

Reply Obj. 1. Comprehension is twofold. First, inclusion
of the comprehended in the comprehensor; and thus what-
ever is comprehended by the finite, is itself finite. Where-
fore God cannot be thus comprehended by a created
intellect. Secondly, comprehension means nothing but the
holding of something already present and possessed: thus
one who runs after another is said to comprehend* him when
he lays hold on him. And in this sense comprehension is
necessary for Happiness.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as hope and love pertain to the will,
because it is the same one that loves a thing, and that tends
towards it while not possessed, so, too, comprehension and
delight belong to the will, since it is the same that possesses
a thing and reposes therein.

Reply 0bj. 3. Comprehension is not a distinct operation
from vision; but a certain relation to the end already gained.
Wherefore even vision itself, or the thing seen, inasmuch as
it is present, is the otg\ect of comprehensmn

(L \) LSS
™ _{‘FOurTtH ARTICLE

WHETHER RﬁC)}TUDE OF THE WILL IS NECESSARY FOR
HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that rectitude of the will is not
necessary for Happiness. For Happiness consists essentially
in an operation of the intellect, as stated above (Q. III.,
A. 4). Butrectitude of the will, by reason of which men are
said to be clean of heart, is not necessary for the perfect
operation of the intellect: for Augustine says (Retract. i. 4):
I do not approve of what I said in a prayer : O God, Who didst
will none but the clean of heart to know the truth. For it can be
answered that many who are not clean of heart, know many truths.
Therefore rectitude of the will is not necessary for Happiness.

* In English we should say ‘ catch.’
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Obj. 2. Further, what precedes does not depend on what
follows. But the operation of the intellect precedes the
operation of the will. Therefore Happiness, which is the
perfect operation of the intellect, does not depend on recti-
tude of the will.

0bj. 3. Further, that which is ordained to another as its
end, is not necessary, when the end is already gained; as a
ship, for instance, after arrival in port. But rectitude of the
will, which is by reason of virtue, is ordained to Happiness as
its end. Therefore, Happiness once obtained, rectitude of
the will is no longer necessary.

On the contrary, It is written (Matth. v. 8): Blessed are the
clean of heart; for they shall see God: and (Heb. xii. 14):
Follow peace with all men, and holiness ; without which no man
shall see God.

I answer that, Rectitude of the will is necessary for Happi-
ness both antecedently and concomitantly. Antecedently,
because rectitude of the will consists in being duly ordered
to the last end. Now the end in comparison to what is
ordained to the end is as form compared to matter. Where-
fore, just as matter cannot receive a form, unless it be duly
disposed thereto, so nothing gains an end, except it be duly
ordained ‘thereto. And therefore none can obtain “Happi-
ness, without rectitude of the will. Concomitantly, because
as stated above (Q. IIL., A. 8), final Happiness consists in
the vision of the Divine Essence, Which is the very essence
of goodness. So that the will of him who sees the Essence of
God, of necessity, loves, whatever he loves, in subordination
to God; just as the will of him who sees not God’s Essence,
of necessity, loves whatever he loves, under that common
notion of good which he knows. And this is precisely what
makes the will right. Wherefore it is evident that Happiness
cannot be without a right will.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of the knowledge of
that truth which is not the very Essence of goodness.

Reply Obj. 2. Every act of the will is preceded by an act
of the intellect: but a certain act of the will precedes a certain
act of the intellect. For the will tends to the final act of
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the intellect which is happiness. And consequently right
inclination of the will is required-antecedently for happiness,
just as the arrow must take a right course in order to strike
the target.

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything that is ordained to the end,
ceases with the getting of the end: but only that which
involves imperfection, such as movement. Hence the
instruments of movement are no longer necessary, when the
end has been gained: but the due order to the end is
necessary.

F1FTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE BODY IS NECESSARY FOR MAN’S HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the body is necessary for
Happiness. For the perfection of virtue and grace pre-
supposes the perfection of nature. But Happiness is the
perfection of virtue and grace. Now the soul, without the
body, has not the perfection of nature; since it is naturally a
part of human nature, and every part is imperfect while
separated from its whole. Therefore the soul cannot be
happy without the body. )

0bj. 2. Further, Happiness is a perfect operation, as stated
above (Q. IIL., AA. 2, 5). But perfect operation follows
perfect being: since nothing operates except in so far as it
is an actual being. Since, therefore, the soul has not perfect
being, while it is separated from the body, just as neither has
a part, while separate from its whole; it seems that the soul
cannot be happy without the body.

0Obj. 3. Further, Happiness is the perfection of man. But
the soul, without the body, is not man. Therefore Happi-
ness cannot be in the soul separated from the body.

0bj. 4. Further, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii. 13)
the operation of bliss, in which operation happiness consists,
is not hindered. But the operation of the separate soul is
hindered ; because, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit., xii. 35), the
soul has a natural desire to rule the body, the result of which is
that it is held back, so to speak, from tending with all its might
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to the heavenward journey, i.e., to the vision of the Divine
Essence. Therefore the soul cannot be happy without the
body.

0bj. 5. Further, Happiness is the sufficient good and lulls
desire. But this cannot be said of the separated soul; for it
yet desires to be united to the body, as Augustine says (¢b:d.).
Therefore the soul is not happy while separated from the
body.

0bj. 6. Further, in Happiness man is equal to the angels.
But the soul without the body is not equal to the angels,
as Augustine says (1bid.). Therefore it is not happy.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Apoc. xiv. 13): Happy
(Douay,—blessed) are the dead who die in the Lord.

I answer that, Happiness is twofold; the one is 1m2erfect
agd | is had in this life; the other is _perf ect, consisting in the
vision of God. Now it is evident that the bodz 1S necessary
for the hapgmess of this life. For the happiness of this life
Consists in an operation of the intellect, either speculative
or practical. And the operation of the intellect in this life
cannot be without a phantasm, which is only in a bodily
organ, as was shown in the First Part (Q. LXXXIV.,
AA. 6, 7). Consequently that happiness which can be had
in this life, depends, in a way, on the body.

But as to perfect Happiness, which consists in the vision
of God, some have maintained that it is not possible to the
soul separated from the body; and have said that the souls
of saints, when separated from their bodies, do not attain
to that Happiness until the Day of Judgment, when they
will receive their bodies back again. And this is shown to
be false, both by authority and by reason. By authority,
since the Apostle says (2 Cor. v. 6): Whilewe are in the body,
we are absent from the Lord ; and he points out the reason of
this absence, saying: For we walk by faith and not by sight.
Now from this it is cléar that so long as we walk by faith
and not by sight, bereit of the vision of the Divine Essence,
we are not _present. to the Lord ‘But the souls of the saints,
separated from their bodies, are in God’s presence; wherefore
the text continues: But we ave confident and have a good will
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to be absent . . . from the body, and to be present with the Lord.
Whence it is evident that the souls of the saints, separated
from their bodies, walk by sight, seeing the Essence of God,
wherein is true Happiness.

Again this is made clear by reason. For the intellect
needs not the body, for its operation, save on account of the
phantasms, wherein it looks on the intelligible truth, as
stated in the First Part (Q. LXXXIV., A. 7). Now it is
evident that the Divine Essence cannot be seen by means of
phantasms, as stated in the First Part (Q. XII., A. 3).
Wherefore, since man’s perfect Happiness consists in the
vision of the Divine Essence, it does not depend on the body.
Consequently, without the body the soul can be happy.

We must, however, notice that something may belong to
a thing’s perfection in two ways. First, as constituting the
essence thereof; thus the soul is necessary for man’s per-
fection. Secondly, as necessary for its well-being: thus,
beauty of body and keenness of perception belong to man'’s
perfection. Wherefore though the body does not belong in
the first way to the perfection of human Happiness, yet it
does in the second way. For since operation depends on a
thing’s nature, the more perfect is the soul in its nature, the
more perfectly it has its proper operation, wherein its happi-
ness consists. Hence Augustine, after inquiring (Gen. ad lit.
Xii. 35) whether that perfect Happiness can be ascribed to the
souls of the dead separated from their bodies, answers that they
cannot see the Unchangeable Substance, as the blessed angels
see It either for some other more hidden reason, or because
they have a natural desire to rule the body.

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness is the perfection of the soul on the
part of the intellect, in respect of which the soul transcends
the organs of the body; but not according as the soul is the
natural form of the body. Wherefore the soul retains that
natural perfection in respect of which happiness is due to it,
though it does not retain that natural perfection in respect
of which it is the form of the body.

Reply Obj. 2. The relation of the soul to being is not the
same as that of other parts: for the being of the whole is not

NV
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that of any individual part: wherefore, either the part ceases
altogether to be, when the whole is destroyed, just as the
parts of an animal, when the animal is destroyed; or, if they
remain, they have another actual being, just as a part of a
line has another being from that of the whnle line. But the
human soul retains the being of the composite after the
destruction of the body: and this because the being of the
form is the same as that of its matter, and this is the being
of the composite. Now the soul subsists in its own being,
as stated in the First Part (Q. LXXV., A. 2). It follows,
therefore, that after being separated from the body it has
perfect being, and that consequently it can have a perfect
operation; although it has not the perfect specific nature.

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness belongs to man in respect of his
intellect: and, therefore, since the intellect remains, it can
have Happiness. Thus the teeth of an Ethiopian, in respect
of which he is said to be white, can retain their whiteness,
even after extraction.

Reply Obj. 4. One thing is hindered by another in two
ways. First, by way of opposition; thus cold hinders the
action of heat: and such a hindrance to operation is
repugnant to Happiness. Secondly, by way of some kind
of defect, because, to wit, that which is hindered has not all
that is necessary to make it perfect in every way: and such
a hindrance to operation is not incompatible with Happiness,
but prevents it from being perfect in every way. And thus
it is that separation from the body is said to hold the soul
back from tending with all its might to the vision of the
Divine Essence. For the soul desires to enjoy God in such a
way that the enjoyment also may overflow into the body,
as far as possible. And therefore, as long as it enjoys God,
without the fellowship of the body, its appetite is at rest in
that which it has, in such a way, that it would still wish the
body to attain to its share.

Reply Obj. 5. The desire of the separated soul is entirely
at rest, as regards the thing desired; since, to wit, it has that
which suffices its appetite. But it is not wholly at rest, as
regards the desirer, since it does not possess that good in
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every way that it would wish to possess it. Consequently,
after the body has been resumed, Happiness increases not in
intensity, but in extent.

Reply Obj. 6. The statement made (1b1d.) to the effect that
the souls of the departed see not God as the angels do, is not to be
understood as referring to inequality of quantity; because
even now some souls of the Blessed %re raised to the higher
orders of angels, thus seeing God more clearly than the
lower angels. But it refers to inzquality of proportion:
because the angels, even the lowest, have every perfection
of Happiness that they ever will have, whereas the separated
souls of the saints have not.

SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER PERFECTION OF THE BODY IS NECESSARY
FOR HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that perfection of the body is
not necessary for man'’s perfect Happiness. For perfection
of the body is a bodily good. But it has been shown above
(Q. II.) that Happiness does not consist in bodily goods.
Therefore no perfect disposition of the body is necessary for
man’s Happiness.

0bj. 2. Further, man’s Happiness consists in the vision
of the Divine Essence, as shown above (Q. III., A. 8). But
the body has no part in this operation, as shown above
(A. 5). Therefore no disposition of the body is necessary
for Happiness.

0bj. 3. Further, the more the intellect is abstracted from
the body, the more perfectly it understands. But Happiness
consists in the most perfect operation of the intellect.
Therefore the soul should be abstracted from the body in
every way. Therefore, in no way is a disposition of the body
necessary for Happiness.

On the contrary, Happiness is the reward of virtue; where-
fore it is written (Jo. xiii. 17): You shall be blessed, if you
do them. But the reward promised to the saints is not only
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that they shall see and enjoy God, but also that their bodies
shall be well-disposed; for it is written (Isa. Ixvi. 14): You
shall see and your heart shall rejoice, and your bones shall
\ flourish like a herb. Therefore good disposition of tue body
is necessary for Happiness. ~— MR

I answer that, If we speak of that happiness which man
can acquire in this life, it is evident that a well-disposed
body is of necessity required for it. For this happiness
consists, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i. 13) in an
operation according to perfect virtue ; and it is clear that man
can be hindered, by indisposition of the body, from every
operation of virtue.

But speaking of perfect Happiness, some have maintained
that no disposition of body is necessary for Happiness;
indeed, that it is necessary for the soul to be entirely sepa-
rated from the body. Hence Augustine (De Civ Des. xxii. 26)
quotes the words of Porphyry who said that for the soul fo be
happy, it must be severed from everything corporeal. But this
is unreasonable. For since it is natural to the soul to be
united to the body; it is not possible for the perfection of
the soul to exclude its natural perfection.

Consequently, we must say that perfect disposition of the
body is necessary, both antecedently and consequently, for
that Happiness which is in all ways perfect.—Antecedently,
because, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii. 35), if the body be
such, that the governance therzof is difficult and burdensome,
like unto flesh which is corruptible and weighs upon the soul,
the mind is turned away from that vision of the highest heaven.
Whence he concludes that, when this body will no longer be
‘ matural,” but ‘ spiritual,” then will it be equalled to the
angels, and that will be its glory, which erstwhile was its burden.
—Consequently, because from the Happiness of the soul
there will be an overflow on to the body, so that this too will
obtain its perfection. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad
Dioscor.) that God gave the soul such a powerful nature that
from its exceeding fulness of happiness the vigour of incor-
ruption overflows into the lower nature.

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness does not consist in bodily good as
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its object: but bodily good can add a certain charm and
perfection to Happiness.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the body has no part in that
operation of the intellect whereby the Essence of God is
seen, yet it might prove a hindrance thereto. Consequently,
perfection of the body is necessary, lest it hinder the mind
from being lifted up.

Reply Obj. 3. The perfect operation of the intellect re-
quires indeed that the intellect be abstracted from this
corruptible body which weighs upon the soul; but not from
the spiritual body, which will be wholly subject to the
spirit. On this point we shall treat in the Third Part of this
work (Suppl., Q. LXXXII., seqq.).

SEVENTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER ANY EXTERNAL GOODS ARE NECESSARY
FOR HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that external goods also are
necessary for Happiness. For that which is promised the
saints for reward, belongs to Happiness. But external goods
are promised the saints; for instance, food and drink, wealth,
and a kingdom: for it is said (Luke xxii. 30): That you may
eat and drink at My table in My kingdom : and (Matth. vi. zo):
Lay up to yourselves treasures in heaven : and (Matth. xxv. 34):
Come, ye blessed of My Father, possess you the kingdom.
Therefore external goods are necessary for Happiness.

0bj. 2. Further, according to Boethius (De Consol. iii.):
happiness is a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good
things. But some of man’s goods are external, although
they be of least account, as Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii.
19). Therefore they too are necessary for Happiness.

Obj. 3. Further, Our Lord said (Matth. v. 12): Your reward
1s very greatl in heaven. But to be in heaven implies being in
a place. Therefore at least external place is necessary for
Happiness.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Ps. Ixxii. 25): For what have
i, i. 5
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I in heaven ? and besides Thee what do I desive upon earth ?
As though to say: ‘I desire nothing but this,—I¢ is good
N for me to adhere to my God.’ Therefore nothing further
external is necessary for Happiness.

I answer that, For imperfect happiness, such as can be had
in this life, external goods are necessary, not as belonging
to the essence of happiness, but by serving as instruments
to happiness, which consists in an operation of virtue, as

stated in Ethic. i. 13. For man needs, in this life, the neces-

saries of the body, both for the operation of contemplative
v1rtue and for the operation of active virtue, for which
latter he needs also many other things by means of which
to perform its operations.

On the other hand, such goods as these are nowise neces-
sary for perfect Happiness, which consists in seeing God.
The reason of this is that all suchlike external goods are
requisite either for the support of the animal body; or for
certain operations which belong to human life, which we
perform by means of the animal body: whereas that perfect
Happiness which consists in seeing God, will be either in
the soul separated from the body, or in the soul united to
the body then no longer animal but Spmtual Consequently

d’ ., these external goods are nowise necessary for that Happi-
K \ness since they are ordained to the animal life.—And since,
W\N in this life, the felicity of contemplation, as being more
}/ God-like, approaches nearer than that of action to the like-
Q ness of that perfect Happiness, therefore it stands in less
_ need of these goods of the body, as stated in Ethic. x. 8.
—?) ‘j Reply Obj. 1. All those material promises contained in
ﬁ# Holy Scripture, are to be understood metaphorically, inas-
much as Scripture is wont to express spiritual things under
the form of things corporeal, in order that from things we
know, we may rise to the desire of things unknown, as Gregory
says (Hom. xi. ¢n Ev.). Thus food and drink signify the
delight of Happiness: wealth, the sufficiency of God for man;
the kingdom, the lifting up of man to union with God.

Reply Obj. 2. These goods that serve for the animal life,

are incompatible with that spiritual life wherein perfect
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Happiness consists. Nevertheless in that Happiness there
will be the aggregate of all good things, because whatever
good there be in these things, we shall possess it all in the
Supreme Fount of goodness.

Reply Obj. 3. According to Augustine (De Serm. Dom.
in Monie i. 5), it is not a material heaven that is described as
the reward of the saints, but a heaven raised on the height
of spiritual goods. Nevertheless a bodily place, viz., the
empyrean heaven, will be appointed to the Blessed, not as a
need of Happiness, but by reason of a certain fitness and
adornment.

EIGHTH ARTICLE.

\\ WHETHER THE FELLOWSHIP OF FRIENDS IS NECESSARY FOR
' HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that friends are necessary for
Happiness. For future Happinessis frequently designated by
Scripture under the name of glory. But glory consists in
man’s good being brought to the notice of many. There-
fore the fellowship of friends is necessary for Happiness.

Obj. 2. Further, Boethius* says that there is no delight in
possessing any good whatever, without someone to share it with
us. But delight is necessary for Happiness. Therefore
fellowship of friends is also necessary.

Obj. 3. Further, charity is perfected in Happiness. But
charity includes the love of God and of our neighbour.
Therefore it seems that fellowship of friends is necessary
for Happiness.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Wisd. vii. 11): Al good things
came to me together with her, i.e., with divine wisdom, which
consists in contemplating God. Consequently nothing else
is necessary for Happiness.

I answer that, If we speak of the happiness of this life,
the happy man needs friends, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ix. 9), not, indeed, to make use of them, since he suf-
fices himself; nor to delight in them, since he possesses

* Seneca, Ep. 6.
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perfect delight in the operation of virtue; but for the pur-
pose of a good operation, viz., that he may do good to them,;
that he may delight in seeing them do good; and again that
he may be helped by them in his good work. For in order
that man may do well, whether in the works of the active life,
or in those of the contemplative life, he needs the fellowship
of friends.

But if we speak of perfect Happiness which will be in
our heavenly Fatherland, the fellowship of friends is not
essential to Happiness; since man has the entire fulness of
his perfection in God. But the fellowship of friends con-
duces to the well-being of Happiness. Hence Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. viii. 25) that the spiritual creatures receive no
other interior aid to happiness than the eternity, truth, and
charity of the Creator. But if they can be said to be helped
Jrom without, perhaps it is only by this that they see one
another and rejoice in God, at their fellowship.

Reply 0bj. 1. That glory which is essential to Happiness,
is that which man has, not with man but with God.

Reply 0bj. 2. This saying is to be understood of the pos-
session of good that does not fully satisfy. This does not
apply to the question under consideration; because man
possesses in God a sufficiency of every good.

Reply 0bj. 3. Perfection of charity is essential to Happi-
ness, as to the love of God, but not as to the love of our
neighbour. Wherefore if there were but one soul enjoying
God, it would be happy, though having no neighbour to
love. But supposing one neighbour to be there, love of
him results from perfect love of God. Consequently, friend-
ship is, as it were, concomitant with perfect Happiness.



QUESTION V.

OF THE ATTAINMENT OF HAPPINESS.
(In Eight Articles.)

WE must now consider the attainment of Happiness. Under
this heading there are eight points of inquiry: (1) Whether
man can attain Happiness ? (2) Whether one man can
be happier than another ? (3) Whether any man can be
happy in this life ? (4) Whether Happiness once had can
be lost ? (5) Whether man can attain Happiness by means
of his natural powers ? (6) Whether man attains Happi-
ness through the action of some higher creature?
(7) Whether any actions of man are necessary in order that
man may obtain Happiness of God? (8) Whether every
man desires Happiness ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN CAN ATTAIN HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man cannot attain
happiness. For just as the rational is above the sensible
nature, so the inteltectual is above the rational, as Dionysius
declares (Div. Nom. iv., vi., vil.) in several passages. But
irrational animals that have the sensitive nature only,
cannot attain the end of the rational nature. Therefore
neither can man, who is of rational nature, attain the end
of the intellectual nature, which is Happiness.

0bj. 2. Further, True Happiness consists in seeing God,
Who is pure Truth. But from his very nature, man con-
siders truth in material things: wherefore he understands

e
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the intelligible species in the phantasm (De Awima iii. 7).
Therefore he cannot attain Happiness.

0bj. 3. Further, Happiness consists in attaining the Sove-
reign Good. But we cannot arrive at the top without sur-
mounting the middle. Since, therefore, the angelic nature
through which man cannot mount is midway between God
and human nature; it seems that he cannot attain Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. xciii. 12): Blessed s the
man whom Thow shalt instruct, O Lord.

I answer that, Happiness is the attainment of the Perfect

Good. Whoever, therefore, is capable of the Perfect Good
can attain Happiness. Now, that man is capable of the
Perfect Good, 1s proved both because his intellect can appre-
hend the universal and perfect good, and because his will
can desire it. And therefore man can attain Happiness.—
This can be proved again from the fact that man is capable
of seeing God, as stated in the First Part (Q. XII., A. 1):
in which vision, as we stated above (Q. III., A. 8) man’s
perfect Happiness consists.

Reply Obj. 1. The rational exceeds the sensitive nature,
otherwise than the intellectual surpasses the rational. For
the rational exceeds the sensitive nature in respect of the
object of its knowledge: since the senses have no knowledge
whatever of the universal, whereas the reason has know-
ledge thereof. But the intellectual surpasses the rational
nature, as to the mode of knowing the same intelligible
truth: for the intellectual nature grasps forthwith the truth
which the rational nature reaches by the inquiry of reason,
as was made clear in the First Part (Q. LVIIL, A. 3;
Q. LXXIX,, A. 8). Therefore reason arrives by a kind of
movement at that which the intellect grasps. Consequently
the rational nature can attain Happiness, which is the per-
fection of the intellectual nature: but otherwise than the
angels. Because the angels attained it forthwith after the
beginning of their creation: whereas man attains it after a
time. But the sensitive nature can nowise attain this end.

Reply Obj. 2. To man in the present state of life the
natural way of knowing intelligible truth is by means of -
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phantasms. But after this state of life, he has another
natural way, as was stated in the First Part (Q. LXXXIV.,
A.7; Q. LXXXIX,, A. 1).

Reply Obj. 3. Man cannot surmount the angels in the
degree of nature, so as to be above them naturally. But
he can surmount them by an operation of the intellect, by
understanding that there is above the angels something
that makes men happy; and when he has attained it, he
will be perfectly happy.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER ONE MAN CAN BE HAPPIER THAN ANOTHER ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that one man cannot be happier
than another. For Happiness is the reward of virtue, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. i. 9). But equal reward is given for
all the works of virtue; because it is written (Matth. xx. 10)
that all who laboured in the vineyard received every man a
penny ; for, as Gregory says (Hom. xix. in Evang.), each
was equally rewarded with eternal life. Therefore one man
cannot be happier than another.

OYj. 2. Further, Happiness is the supreme good. But
nothing can surpass the supreme. Therefore one man’s
Happiness cannot be surpassed by another’s.

0bj. 3. Further, since Happiness is the perfect and sufficient
good (Ethic. i. 77) it brings rest to man’s desire. But his desire
is not at rest, if he yet lacks some good that can be got.
And if he lack nothing that he can get, there can be no still
greater good. Therefore either man is not happy; or, if he
be happy, no other Happiness can be greater.

On the contrary, It is written (Jo. xiv. 2): In My Father’s
house there are many mansions ; which, according to Augustine
(Tract. 1xvii. in Joan.) signify the diverse dignities of merits

in the one eternal life. But the dignity of eternal life which
is given according to merit, is Happiness itself. The fg&e =
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I answer that, As stated above (Q. I., A. 8; Q. II., A. 7),
Happiness implies two things, to wit, the last end itself,
i.e., the Sovereign Good; and the attainment or enjoyment
of that same Good. As to that Good itself, Which is the
object and cause of Happiness, one Happiness cannot be
greater than another, since there is but one Sovereign Good,
namely, God, by enjoying Whom, men are made happy.—
But as to the attainment or enjoyment of this Good, one
man can be happier than another; because the more a man
enjoys this Good the happier he is. Now, that one man
enjoys God more than another, happens through his being
better disposed or ordered to the enjoyment of Him. And
in this sense one man can be happier than another.

Reply Obj. 1. The one penny signifies that Happiness is one
in its object. But the many mansions signify the manifold
Happiness in the divers degrees of enjoyment.

Reply Obj. 2. Happiness is said to be the supreme good,
inasmuch as it is the perfect possession or enjoyment of the
Supreme Good.

Reply Obj. 3. None of the Blessed lacks any desirable
good; since thLey have the Infinite Good Itself, Which is the
good of all good, as Augustine says (Enarr. in Ps. cxxxiv.).
But one is said to be happier than another, by reason of
diverse participation of the same good. And the addition
of other goods does not increase Happiness, hence Augustine
says (Conf. v. 4): He who knows Thee, and others besides, is not
the happier for knowing them, but is happy for knowing Thee
alone.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER ONE CAN BE HAPPY IN -THIS LIFE ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Happiness can be had in
this life. For it is written (Ps. cxviii.. 1): Blessed are the
undefiled in the way, who walk in the law of the Lord. But this
happens in this life. Therefore one can be happy in this life.

0bj. 2. Further, imperfect participation in the Sovereign
Good does not destroy the nature of Happiness, otheiwise
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one would not be happier than another. But men can
participate in the Sovereign Good in this life, by knowing
and loving God, albeit imperfectly. Therefore man can be
happy in this life. i

0bj. 3. Further, what is said by many cannot be alto-
gether false: since what is in many, comes, apparently, from
nature; and nature does not fail altogether. Now many say
that Happiness can be had in this life, as appears from
Ps. cxliii. 15: They have called the people happy that hath
these things, to wit, the good things of this life. Therefore
one can be happy in this life.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Job xiv. 1): Man born of a
woman, living for a short time, is filled with many miseries.
But Happiness excludes misery. Therefore man cannot be
happy in this life.

I answer that, A certain participation of Happiness can be
had in this life: but perfect and true Happiness cannot be
had in this life. This may be seen from a twofold con-
sideration.

First, from the general notion of happiness. For since
happiness is a perfect and sufficient good, it excludes every
evil, and fulfils every desire. But in this life every evil
cannot be excluded. For this present life is subject to many
unavoidable evils; to ignorance on the part of the intellect;
to inordinate affection on the part of the appetite, and to
many penalties on the part of the body; as Augustine sets
forth in De Civ. Des xix. 4. Likewise neither can the
desire for good be satiated in this life. For man naturally
desires the good, which he has, to be abiding. Now the
goods of the present life pass away; since life itself passes
away, which we naturally desire to have, and would wish
to hold abidingly, for man naturally shrinks from death.
Wherefore it is impossible to have true Happiness in this life.

Secondly, from a consideration of the specific nature of
Happiness, viz., the vision of the Divine Essence, which
man cannot obtain in this life, as was shown in the First
Part (Q. XII., A. 11). Hence it is evident that none can
attain true and perfect Happiness in this life.
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Reply Obj. 1. Some are said to be happy in this life, either
on account of the hope of obtaining Happiness in the life
to come, according to Rom. viii. 24: We are saved by hope ;
or on account of a certain participation of Happiness, by
reason of a kind of enjoyment of the Sovereign Good.

Reply Obj. 2. The imperfection of participated Happiness
is due to one of two causes. First, on the part of the object
of Happiness, which is not seen in Its Essence: and this
imperfection destroys the nature of true Happiness.
Secondly, the imperfection may be on the part of the par-
ticipator, who indeed attains the object of Happiness, in
itself, namely God: imperfectly, however, in comparison
with the way in which God enjoys Himself. This imper-
fection does not destroy the true nature of Happiness;
because, since Happiness is an operation, as stated above
(Q. III., A. 2), the true nature of Happiness is taken from
the object, which specifies the act, and not from the
subject.

Reply Obj. 3. Men esteem that there is some kind of
happiness to be had in this life, on account of a certain
likeness to true Happiness. And thus they do not fail
altogether in their estimate.

FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER HAPPINESS ONCE HAD CAN BE LOST ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that Happiness can be lost.
For Happiness is a perfection. But every perfection is in the
thing perfected according to the mode of the latter. Since
then man is, by his nature, changeable, it seems that Happi-
ness is participated by man in a changeable manner. And
consequently it seems that man can lose Happiness.

Obj. 2. Further, Happiness consists in an act of the
intellect; and the intellect is subject to the will. But the
will can be directed to opposites. Therefore it seems that
it can desist from the operation whereby man is made
happy: and thus man will cease to be happy.
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0bj. 3. Further, the end corresponds to the beginning.
But man’s Happiness has a beginning, since man was not
always happy. Therefore it seems that it has an end.

On the contrary, It is written (Matth. xxv. 46) of the
righteous that they shall go . . . into life everlasting, which,
as above stated (A. 2), is the Happiness of the saints. Now
what is eternal ceases not. Therefore Happiness cannot
be Tost.

I answer that, If we speak of imperfect happiness, such as
can be had in this life, in this sefse it can be lost. This is
clear—of contemplative happiness, which is lost either by
forgetfulness, for instance, when knowledge is lost through
sickness; or again by certain occupations, whereby a man
is altogether withdrawn from contemplation.

This is also clear of active happiness: since man’s will can
be changed so as to fall to vice from the virtue, in whose act
that happiness principally consists. If, however, the virtue
remain unimpaired, outward changes can indeed disturb
suchlike happiness, in so far as they hinder many acts of
virtue; but they cannot take it away altogether, because
there still remains an act of virtue, whereby man bears these
trials in a praiseworthy manner.—And since the happiness
of this life can be lost, a circumstance that appears to be
contrary to the nature of happiness, therefore did the
Philosopher state (Ethic. i. 10) that some are happy in this
life, not simply, but as men, whose nature is subject to
change.

But if we speak of that perfect Happiness which we
await after this life, it must be observed that Origen (Peri
Archon, ii. 3), following the error of certain Platonists, held
that man can become unhappy after the final Happiness.

This, however, is evidently false, for two reasons. First,
from the general notion of happiness. For since happiness is
the perfect and sufficient good, it must needs set man’s desire
at rest and exclude every evil. Now man naturally desires

to hold to _the ha urety of his

holding: else he must of neceS_sz:x_b,e_.tmublﬁdM%r
of Tosing it, or with the sorrow of knowing that he will lose it.
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Therefore it is necessary for true Happiness that man have
the assured opinion of never losing the good that he possesses.
If this opinion be true, it follows that he never will lose hap-
piness: but if it be false, it is in itself an evil that he should
have a false opinion: because the false is the evil of the
intellect, just as the true is its good, as stated in Ethic. vi. 2.
Consequently he will no longer be truly happy, if evil be in
him.

Secondly, it is again evident if we consider the specific
nature of Happiness. For it has been-shown above (Q. III.,
A. 8) that man’s perfect Happiness consists in the vision of
the Divine Essence. Now it is impossible for anyone seeing
the Divine Essence, to wish not to see It. Because every
good that one possesses and yet wishes to be Without, is
“either insufficient, something more suTﬁcmg belng_ae?red
in its stead; or else has some inconvenience attached to it,
by reason of which it becomes wearisome. But the vision
of the Divine Essence fills the soul with all good things, since
it unites it to the source of all goodness; hence it is written
(Ps. xvi. 15): I shall be satisfied when Thy glory shall appear ;
and (Wisd. vii. 11): AU good things came to me together with
her, i.e., with the contemplation of wisdom. In like manner
neither has it any inconvenience attached to it; because it is
written of the contemplation of wisdom (Wisd. viii. 16):
Her conversation hath no bitterness, nor her company any
tediousness. It is thus evident that the happy man cannot
forsake Happiness of his own accord.-—Moreover, neither can
he lose Happiness, through God taking it away from him.
Because, since the withdrawal of Happiness is a punishment,
it cannot be enforced by God, the just .Judge, except for
some fault; and he that sees God cannot fall into a fault, since
rectitude of the will, of necessity, results from that vision
as was shown above (Q. IV., A. 4).—Nor again can it be
withdrawn by any other agent. Because the mind that is
united to God is raised above all other things: and conse-
quently no other agent can sever the mind from that union.
Therefore it seems unreasonable that as time goes on, man
should pass from happiness to misery, and vice versa ; because
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suchlike vicissitudes of time can only be for such things as
are subject to time and movement.

Reply Obj. 1. Happiness is consummate perfection, which
excludes every defect from the happy. And therefore who-
ever has happiness has it altogether unchangeably: this is
done by the Divine power, which raises man to the partici-
pation of eternity which transcends all change.

Reply Obj. 2. The will can be directed to opposites, in
things which are ordained to the end; but it is ordained, of
natural necessity, to the last end. This is evident from the
fact that man is unable not to wish to be happy.

Reply Obj. 3. Happiness has a beginning owing to the
condition of the participator: but it has no end by reason
of the condition of the good, the participation of which
makes man happy. Hence the beginning of happiness is
from one cause, its endlessness is from another

FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER MAN CAN ATTAIN HAPPINESS BY HIS NATURAL
POWERS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can attain Happiness
by his natural powers. For nature does not fail in necessary
things. But nothing is so necessary to man as that by which
he attains the last end. Therefore this is not lacking to
human nature. Therefore man can attain Happiness by his
natural powers.

0bj. 2. Further, since man is more noble than irrational
creatures, it seems that he must be better equipped than
they. But irrational creatures can attain their end by their
natural powers. Much more therefore can man attain
Happiness by his natural powers.

Obj. 3. Further, Happiness is a perfect operation, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii. 13). Now the beginning of a
thing belongs to the same principle as the perfecting thereof.
Since, therefore, the imperfect operation, which is as the
beginning in human operations, is subject to man’s natural



Q. 5. Arr. 5 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 78

power, whereby he is master of his own actions; it seems that
he can attain to perfect operation, ¢.e., Happiness, by his
natural powers.

On the comtrary, Man is naturally the principle of his
action, by his intellect and will. But final Happiness pre-
pared for the saints, surpasses the intellect and will of man;
for the Apostle says (1 Cor. ii. 9): Eye hath not seen, nor ear
heard, neither hath it entered into the heart of man, what things
God hath prepared for them that love Him. Therefore man
cannot attain Happiness b_y his natural powers.

I answer that, Imperfect happiness that can be had in this
life, can be acquired by man by his natural powers, in the
same way as virtue, in whose operatlon it consists: on this
point we shall speak further on (Q. LXIII.). But man’s
perfect Happiness, as stated above (Q. III., A. 8), consists in
the vision of the Divine Essence. Now the vision of God’s
Essence surpasses the nature not only of man, but also of
every creature, as was shown in the First Part (Q. XII.,
A. 4). For the natural knowledge of every creature is in
keeping with the mode of its substance: thus it is said of the
intelligence (De Causis ; Prop. viii.) that ¢ knows things that
are above it, and things that ave below it, according to the mode
of its substance. But every knowledge that is according to
the mode of created substance, falls short of the vision of
the Divine Essence, which infinitely surpasses all created
substance. Consequently neither man, nor any creature,
can attain final Happiness by his natural powers.

Reply Obj. 1. Just as nature does not fail man in neces-
saries, although it has not provided him with weapons and
clothing, as it provided other animals, because it gave him
reason and hands, with which he is able to get these things
for himself; so neither did it fail man in things necessary,
although it gave him not the wherewithal to attain Happi-
ness: since this it could not do. But it did give him free-
will, with which he can turn to God, that He may make him
happy. For what we do by means of our friends, is done, in
a sense, by ourselves (Ethic. iii. 3).

Reply Obj. 2. The nature that can attain perfect good,
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although it needs help from without in order to attain it, is of
more noble condition than a nature which cannot attain
perfect good, but attains some imperfect good, although it
need no help from without in order to attain it, as the
Philosopher says (De Celoii. 12). Thus he is better disposed
to health who can attain perfect health, albeit by means of
medicine, than he who can attain but imperfect health,
without the help of medicine. And therefore the rational
creature, which can attain the perfect good of happiness,
but needs the Divine assistance for the purpose, is more
perfect than the irrational creature, which is not capable of
attaining this good, but attains some imperfect good by its
natural powers.

Reply 0bj. 3. When imperfect and perfect are of the same
species, they can be caused by the same power. But this
does not follow of necessity, if they be of different species:
for not everything, that can cause the disposition of matter,
can produce the final perfection. Now the imperfect opera-
tion, which is subject to man’s natural power, is not of the
same species as that perfect operation which is man’s happi-
ness: since operation takes its species from its object.
Consequently the argument does not prove.

SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER MAN ATTAINS HAPPINESS THROUGH THE ACTION
OF SOME HIGHER CREATURE ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can be made happy
through the action of some higher creature, viz., an angel.
For since we observe a twofold order in things—one, of the
parts of the universe to one another, the other, of the whole
universe to a good which is outside the universe; the former
order is ordained to the second as to its end (Metaph. xii. 10).
Thus the mutual order of the parts of an army is dependent
on the order of the whole army to the general. But the
mutual order of the parts of the universe consists in the
higher creatures acting on the lower, as stated in the First
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Part (Q. CIX., A. 2): while happiness consists in the order
of man to a good which is outside the universe, 7.e., God.
Therefore man is made happy, through a higher creature,
viz., an angel, acting on him.

Obj. 2. Further, that which is such in potentiality, can
be reduced to act, by that which is such actually: thus
what is potentially hot, is made actually hot, by something
that is actually hot. But man is potentially happy. There-
fore he can be made actually happy by an angel who is
actually happy.

Obj. 3. Further, Happiness consists in an operation of
the intellect, as stated above (Q. III., A. 4). But an angel
can enlighten man’s intellect, as shown in the First Part
(Q.CXI., A. 1). Therefore an angel can make a man happy.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Ps. Ixxxiii. 12): The Lord
will give grace and glory.

I answer that, Since every creature is sub]ect to the laws
of nature, from the very fact that its power and action are
limited: that which surpasses created nature, cannot be
done by the power of any creature. Consequently if any-
thing need to be done that is above nature, it is done by
God immediately; such as raising the dead to life, restoring
sight to the blind, and suchlike. Now it has been shown
above (A. 5) thaWungssmg created
nature. Therefore it is impossible that it be bestowed
through the action of any creature: but by God alone is
man made happy,—if we speak of Eerfect‘H’f ppiness. 1If,”
however, we speak of 1mperfect happmess the same is to
be said of it as of the virtue, in whose act it consists.

Reply Obj. 1. 1t often happens in the case of active powers
ordained to one another, that it belongs to the highest
power to reach the last end, while the lower powers con-
tribute to the attainment of that last end, by causing a
disposition thereto: thus to the art of sailing, which com-
mands the art of ship-building, it belongs to use a ship for
the end for which it was made. Thus, too, in the order of
the universe, man is indeed helped by angels in the attain-
ment of his last end, in respect of certain preliminary dis-
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positions thereto: whereas he attains the last end itself
through the First Agent, which is God.

Reply Obj. 2. When a form exists perfectly and naturally
in something, it can be the principle of action on something
else: for instance, a hot thing heats through heat. But if
a form exist in something imperfectly and not naturally,
it cannot be the principle whereby it is communicated to
something else: thus the snention of colour which is in the
pupil, cannot make a thing white; nor indeed can everything
enlightened or heated give heat or light to something else;
for if they could, enlightening and heating would go on to
infinity. But the light of glory, whereby God is seen, is in
God perfectly and naturally; whereas in any creature, it is
imperfectly and by likeness or participation. Consequently
no creature can communicate its Happiness to another.

Reply Ob5. 3. A happy angel enlightens the intellect of a
man or of a lower angel, as to certain notions of the Divine
works: but not as to the vision of the Divine Essence, as
was stated in the First Part (Q. CVI., A. 1): since in order
to see this, all are immediately enlightened by God.

SEVENTH ARTICLE,

WHETHER ANY GOOD WORKS ARE NECESSARY THAT MAN MAY
RECEIVE HAPPINESS FROM GOD ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that no works of man are
necessary that he may obtain Happiness from God. For
since God is an agent of infinite power, He requires before
acting, neither matter, nor disposition of matter, but can
forthwith produce the whole effect. But man’s works, since
they are not required for Happiness, as the efficient cause
thereof, as stated above (A. 6), can be required only as dis-
positions thereto. Therefore God Who does not require
dispositions before acting, bestows Happiness, without any
previous works.

0bj. 2. Further, just as God is the immediate cause of
Happiness, so is He the immediate cause of nature. But

when God first established nature, He produced creatures
1. i 6
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without any previous disposition or action on the part of
the creature, but made each one perfect forthwith in its
species. Therefore it seems that He bestows Happiness on
man without any previous works.

0bj. 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. iv. 6) that Happi-
ness is of the man o whom God reputeth justice without works.
Therefore no works of man are necessary for attaining
Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written (Jo. xiii. 17): If you know
these things, you shall be blessed if you do them. Therefore
Happiness is obtained through works.

I answer that, Rectitude of the will, as stated above
(Q. IV., A. 4), is necessary for Happiness; since it is nothing
else than the right order of the will to the last end; and it is
therefore necessary for obtaining the end, just as the right
disposition of matter, in order to receive the form. But
this does not prove that any work of man need precede
his Happiness: for God could make a will having a right
tendency to the end, and at the same time attaining the
end; just as sometimes He disposes matter and at the same
time introduces the form. But the order of Divine wisdom
demands that it should not be thus; for as it is stated in
De Celo ii. 12, of those things that have a natural capacity for
the perfect good, one has it without movement, some by one
movement, some by several. Now to possess the perfect good
without movement, belongs to that which has it naturally:
and to have Happiness naturally belongs to God alone.
Therefore it belongs to God alone not to be moved towards
Happiness by any previous operation. Now since Happi-
ness surpasses every created nature, no ___f)'ure creature can
becomingly gain Happiness, without the movement of
operation, whereby it tends thereto. But the angel who
“isabove man in the natural order, obtained it, according to the
order of Divine wisdom, by one movement of a meritorious
work, as was explained in the First Part (Q. LXII., A. 5);
whereas man obtains it by many movements of works which
are called merits. Wherefore also according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i. g), happiness is the reward of works of virtue.
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Reply Obj. 1. Works are necessary to man in order to
gain Happiness; not on account of the insufficiency of the
Divine power which bestows Happiness, but that the order
in things be observed.

Reply Obj. 2. God produced the first creatures so that
they were perfect forthwith, without any previous disposition
or operation of the creature; because He instituted the first
individuals of the various species, that through them nature
might be propagated to their progeny. In like manner,
because Happiness was to be bestowed on others through
Christ, who is God and Man, Who, according to Heb. ii. 10,
had brought many children into glory ; therefore, from the
very beginning of His conception, His soul was happy,
without any previous meritorious operation. But this is
peculiar to Him: for Christ’s merit avails baptized children
for the gaining of Happiness, though they have no merits
of their own; because by Baptism they are made members
of Christ.

Reply Obj. 3. The Apostle is speaking of the Happiness of
Hope, which is bestowed on us by sanctifying grace, which
is not given on account of previous works. For grace is
not a term of movement, as Happiness is; rather is it the
principle of the movement that tends towards Happiness.

EIGHTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER EVERY MAN DESIRES HAPPINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that not all desire Happiness.
For no man can desire what he knows not; since the appre-
hended good is the object of the appetite (De Anima iii. 10).
But many know not what Happiness is. This is evident
from the fact that, as Augustine says (De T7in. xiii. 4), some
thought that Happiness consists in pleasures of the body,; some,
wn a virtue of the soul ; some, in other things. Therefore not
all desire Happiness.

Obj. 2. Further, the essence of Happiness is the vision
of the Divine Essence, as stated above (Q. ITI., A. 8). But
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some consider it impossible for man to see the Divine
Essence; wherefore they desire it not. Therefore all men
do not desire Happiness.

OlYj. 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii. 5) that
happy is he who has all he desives, and desires nothing amsss.
But all do not desire this; for some desire certain things
amiss, and yet they wish to desire such things. Therefore
all do not desire Happiness.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii. 3): If that
actor had said : * You all wish to be happy ,; you do not wish
to be unhappy,’ he would have said that which none would
have failed to acknowledge in his will. Therefore everyone
desires to be happy.

I answer that, Happiness can be considered in two ways.
First according to the general notion of happiness: and thus,
of necessity, every man desires happiness. For the general
notion of happiness consists in the perfect good, as stated
above (AA. 3, 4). But since good is the object of the will,
the perfect good of a man is that which entirely satisfies
his will. Consequently to desire happiness is nothing else
than to desire that one’s will be satisfied. And this every-
one desires. Secondly we may speak of Happines accord-
ing to its specific notion, as to that in which it consists.
And thus all do not know Happiness; because they know
not in what thing the general notion of happiness is found.
And consequently, in this respect, not all desire it. Where-
fore the reply to the first Objection is clear.

Reply Obj. 2. Since the will follows the apprehension of
the intellect or reason; just as it happens that where there
is no real distinction, there may be a distinction according
to the consideration of reason; so does it happen that one
and the same thing is desired in one way, and not desired
in another. So that happiness may be considered as the
final and perfect good, which is the general notion of happi-
ness: and thus the will naturally and of necessity tends
thereto, as stated above. Again it can be considered under
other special aspects, either on the part of the operation
itself, or on the part of the operating power, or on the part
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of the object; and thus the will does not tend thereto of
necessity.

Reply Obj. 3. This definition of Happiness given by
some,—Happy is the man that has all he desires, or, whose
every wish is fulfilled, is a good and adequate definition, if
it be understood in a certain way; but an inadequate defini-
tion if understood in another. For if we understand it
simply of all that man desires by his natural appetite, thus
it is true that he who has all that he desires, is happy:
since nothing satisfies man’s natural desire, except the
perfect good which is Happiness. But if we understand it
of those things that man desires according to the apprehen-
sion of the reason, thus it does not belong to Happiness, to
have certain things that man desires; rather does it belong
to unhappiness, in so far as the possession of such things
hinders man from having all that he desires naturally; thus
it is that reason sometimes accepts as true things that are
a hindrance to the knowledge of truth. And it was through
taking this into consideration that Augustine added so as to
include perfect Happiness,—that he desires nothing amiss:
although the first part suffices if rightly understood, to wit,
that happy is he who has all he desires.



QUESTION VI.

OF THE VOLUNTARY AND THE INVOLUNTARY.
(In Eight Articles.)

SINCE therefore Happiness is to be gained by means of
certain acts, we must in due sequence consider human acts,
in order to know by what acts we may obtain Happiness,
and by what acts we are prevented from obtaining it. But
because operations and acts are concerned with things
singular, consequently all practical knowledge is incomplete
unless it take account of things in detail. The study of
Morals, therefore, since it treats of human acts, should
consider first the general principles; and secondly matters
of detail.

In treating of the general principles, the points that
offer themselves for our consideration are—(1) human acts
themselves; (2) their principles. Now of human acts some
are proper to man; others are common to man and animals.
And since Happiness is man'’s proper good, those acts which
are proper to man have a closer connection with Happiness
than have those which are common to man and the other
animals. First, then, we must consider those acts which
are proper to man; secondly, those acts which are common
to man and the other animals, and are called Passions.
The first of these points offers a twofold consideration:
(r) What makes a human act? (2) What distinguishes
human acts ?

And since those acts are properly called human, which
are voluntary, because the will is the rational appetite,
which is proper to man; we must consider acts in so far as

they are voluntary.
86
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First, then, we must consider the voluntary and involun-
tary in general; secondly, those acts which are voluntary,
as being elicited by the will, and as issuing from the will
immediately; thirdly, those acts which are voluntary, as
being commanded by the will, which issue from the will
through the medium of the other powers.

And because voluntary acts have certain circumstances,
according to which we form our judgment concerning them,
we must first consider the voluntary and the involuntary,

"and afterwards, the circumstances of those acts which are
found to be voluntary or involuntary. Under the first
head there are eight points of inquiry: (x) Whether there
is anything voluntary in human acts? (2) Whether in
irrational animals ? (3) Whether there can be voluntariness
without any action ? (4) Whether violence can be done to
the will? (5) Whether violence causes involuntariness ?
(6) Whether fear causes involuntariness ? (7) Whether con-
cupiscence causes involuntariness ? (8) Whether ignorance
causes involuntariness ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER THERE IS ANYTHING VOLUNTARY IN HUMAN
ACTS ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing voluntary
in human acts. For that is voluntary which has its principle
within itself, as Gregory of Nyssa,* Damascene (De Fide
Orthod. ii. 24), and Aristotle (Ethsc. iii. 1) declare. But the
principle of human acts is not in man himself, but outside
him: since man’s appetite is moved to act, by the appetible
object which is outside him, and is as a mover unmoved (De
Anima iii. 10). Therefore there is nothing voluntary in
human acts.

0bj. 2. Further, the Philosopher (Phys. viii. 2) proves that
in animals no new movement arises that is not preceded by
a motion from without. But all human acts are new, since
none is eternal. Consequently, the principle of all human

* Nemesius, De Natura Hom. xxxii.
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acts is from without: and therefore there is nothing volun-
tary in them.

0bj. 3. Further, he that acts voluntarily, can act of
himself. But this is not true of man; for it is written
(Jo. xv. 5): Without Me you can do nothing. Therefore
there is nothing voluntary in human acts.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii.)
that the voluntary is an act consisting in a rational operation.
Now such are human acts. Therefore there is something
voluntary in human acts.

I answer that, There must needs be something voluntary
in human acts. In order to make this clear, we must take
note that the principle of some acts or movements is within
the agent, or that which is moved; whereas the principle
of some movements or acts is outside. For when a stone
is moved upwards, the principle of this movement is outside
the stone: whereas when it is moved downwards, the prin-
ciple of this movement is in the stone. Now of those things
that are moved by an intrinsic principle, some move them-
selves, some not. For since every agent or thing moved,
acts or is moved for an end, as stated above (Q. I., A. 2);
those are perfectly moved by an intrinsic principle, whose
intrinsic principle is one not only of movement but of
movement for an end. Now in order for a thing to be done
for an end, some knowledge of the end is necessary. There-
fore, whatever so acts or is so moved by an intrinsic prin-
ciple, that it Has some knowledge of the end, has within
itself the principle of its act, so that it not only acts, but acts
for an end. On the other hand, if a thing has no know-
ledge of the end, even though it have an intrinsic principle
of action or movement, nevertheless the principle of acting
or being moved for an end is not in that thing, but in some-
thing else, by which the principle of its action towards an
end is imprinted on it. Wherefore suchlike things are not
said to move themselves, but to be moved by others. But
those things which have a knowledge of the end are said
to move themselves because there is in them a principle
by which they not only act but also act for an end. And
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consequently, since both are from an intrinsic principle, to
wit, that they act and that they act for an end, the move-
ments of such things are said to be voluntary: for the word
voluntary implies that their movements and acts are from
their own inclination. Hence it is that, according to the
definitions of Aristotle, Gregory of Nyssa, and Damascene,*
the voluntary is defined not only as having a principle
within the agent, but also as implying knowledge. Therefore,
since man especially knows the end of his work, and moves
himself, in his acts especially is the voluntary to be found.
Reply Obj. 1. Not every principle is a first principle.
Therefore, although it is essential to the voluntary act that
its principle be within the agent, nevertheless it is not
contrary to the nature of the voluntary act that this intrinsic
principle be caused or moved by an extrinsic principle:
because it is not essential to the voluntary act that its in-
trinsic principle be a first principle.—Yet again it must be
observed that a principle of movement may happen to be
first in a genus, but not first simply: thus in the genus of
things subject to alteration, the first principle of alteration
is a heavenly body, which nevertheless is not the first mover
simply, but is moved locally by a higher mover. And so
the intrinsic principle of the voluntary act, 4.e., the cogni-
tive and appetitive power, is the first principle in the genus
of appetitive movement, although it is moved by an ex-
trinsic principle according to other species of movement.
Reply Obj. 2. New movements in animals are indeed pre-
ceded by a motion from without; and this in two respects.
First, in so far as by means of an extrinsic motion an
animal’s senses are confronted with something sensible,
which, on being apprehended, moves the appetite. Thus
a lion, on seeing a stag in movement and coming towards
him, begins to be moved towards the stag.—Secondly, in so
far as some extrinsic motion produces a physical change in
an animal’s body, as in the case of cold or heat; and through
the body being thus affected by the motion of an outward
body, the sensitive appetite which is the power of a bodily
* See objection 1.
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organ, is also moved indirectly; thus it happens that through
some alteration in the body the appetite is roused to the
desire of something. But this is not contrary to the nature
of voluntariness, as stated above (ad 1), for such movements
caused by an extrinsic principle are of another genus of
movement.

Reply Obj. 3. God moves man to act, not only by pro-
posing the appetible to the senses, or by effecting a change
in his body, but also by moving the will itself; because every
movement either of the will or of nature, proceeds from God
as the First Mover. And just as it is not incompatible
with nature that the natural movement be from God as
the First Mover, inasmuch as nature is an instrument of
God moving it: so it is not contrary to the essence of a
voluntary act, that it proceed from God, inasmuch as the
will is moved by God. Nevertheless both natural and
voluntary movements have this in common, that it is essen-
tial that they should proceed from a principle within the
agent.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER THERE IS ANYTHING VOLUNTARY IN IRRATIONAL
ANIMALS ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing voluntary
in irrational animals. For a thing is called voluntary from
voluntas (will). Now since the will is in the reason (De
Anima iii. g), it cannot be in irrational animals. Therefore
neither is there anything voluntary in them.

Obj. 2. Further, according as human acts are voluntary,
man is said to be master of his actions. But irrational
animals are not masters of their actions; for they act not ;
rather are they acted upon, as Damascene says (De Fide
Orthod. ii. 27). Therefore there is no such thing as a volun-
tary act in irrational animals.

0bj. 3. Further, Damascene says (¢bid., 24) that volunt‘ary
acts lead to praise and blame. But neither praise nor blame
is due to the acts of irrational animals. Therefore such
acts are not voluntary.
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Efhic. iii. 2) that
both childven and irvational animals participate in the voluntary.
The sameis said by Damascene (Joc. ct¢.) and Gregoryof Nyssa.*

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), it is essential to the
voluntary act that its principle be within the agent, together
with some knowledge of the end. Now knowledge of the
end is twofold; perfect and imperfect. Perfect knowledge
of the end consists in not only apprehending the thing
which is the end, but also in knowing it under the aspect of
end, and the relationship of the means to that end. And
such knowledge belongs to none but the rational nature.—
But imperfect knowledge of the end consists in mere appre-
hension of the end, without knowing it under the aspect of
end, or the relationship of an act to the end. Such know-
ledge of the end is exercised by irrational animals, through
their senses and their natural estimative power.

Consequently perfect knowledge of the end leads to the
perfect voluntary; inasmuch as, having apprehended the
end, a man can, from deliberating about the end and the
means thereto, be moved, or not, to gain that end.—But
imperfect knowledge of the end leads to the imperfect
voluntary; inasmuch as the agent apprehends the end, but
does not deliberate, and is moved to the end at once. Where-
fore the voluntary in its perfection belongs to none but the
rational nature: whereas the imperfect voluntary is within
the competency of even irrational animals.

Reply Obj. 1. The will is the name of the rational appetite;
and consequently it cannot be in things devoid of reason.
But the word voluntary is derived from voluntas (will),
and can be extended to those things in which there is
some participation of will, by way of likeness thereto. It
is thus that voluntary action is attributed to irrational
animals, in so far as they are moved to an end, through
some kind of knowledge.

Reply Obj. 2. The fact that man is master of his actions,
is due to his being able to deliberate about them: for since
the deliberating reason is indifferently disposed to opposite

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxii.
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things, the will can be inclined to either. But it is not
thus that voluntariness is in irrational animals, as stated
above.

Reply Obj. 3. Praise and blame are the result of the
voluntary act, wherein is the perfect voluntary; such as is
not to be found in irrational animals.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THERE CAN BE VOLUNTARINESS WITHOUT
ANY ACT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that voluntariness cannot be
without any act. For that is voluntary which proceeds from
the will. But nothing can proceed from the will, except
through some act, at least an act of the will. Therefore
there cannot be voluntariness without act.

0bj. 2. Further, just as one is said to wish by an act of
the will, so when the act of the will ceases, one is said not
to wish. But not to wish implies involuntariness, which is
contrary to voluntariness. Therefore there can be nothing
voluntary when the act of the will ceases.

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge is essential to the voluntary,
as stated above (AA. 1, 2). But knowledge involves an
act. Therefore voluntariness cannot be without some act.

On the contrary, The word voluntary is applied to that of
which we are masters. Now we are masters in respect of
to act and not to act, to will and not to will. Therefore
just as to act and to will are voluntary, so also are not to
act and not to will.

I answer that, Voluntary is what proceeds from the will.
Now one thing proceeds from another in two ways. First,
directly; in which sense something proceeds from another
inasmuch as this other acts; for instance, heating from heat.
Secondly, indirectly; in which sense something proceeds
from another through this other not acting; thus the sink-
ing of a ship is set down to the helmsman, from his having
ceased to steer.—But we must take note that the cause of
what follows from want of action is not always the agent
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as not acting; but only then when the agent can and ought
to act. For if the helmsman were unable to steer the ship
or if the ship’s helm be not entrusted to him, the sinking
of the ship would not be set down to him, although it might
be due to his absence from the helm.

Since, then, the will by willing and acting, is able, and some-
times ought, to hinder not-willing and not-acting; this not-
willing and not-acting is imputed to, as though proceeding
from, the will. And thus it is that we can have the volun-
tary without an act; sometimes without outward act, but
with an interior act; for instance, when one wills not to act;
and sometimes without even an interior act, as when one
does not will to act.

Reply Obj. 1. We apply the word volumtary not only to
that which proceeds from the will directly, as from its
action; but also to that which proceeds from it indirectly
as from its inaction.

Reply Obj. 2. Not to wish is said in two senses. First, as
though it were one word, and the infinitive of I-do-not-wish.
Consequently just as when I say I do not wish to read, the
sense is, I wish not to read ; so not to wish to read is the
same as o wish not to read, and in this sense not fo wish
implies involuntariness.—Secondly it is taken as a sentence:
and then no act of the will is affirmed. And in this sense
not to wish does not imply involuntariness.

Reply Obj. 3. Voluntariness requires an act of knowledge
in the same way as it requires an act of will; namely, in
order that it be in one’s power to consider, to wish and to
act. And then, just as not to wish, and not to act, when it
is time to wish and to act, is voluntary, so is it voluntary
not to consider.

FouRTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER VIOLENCE CAN BE DONE TO THE WILL ?
We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—
Objection 1. It would seem that violence can be done to

the will. For everything can be compelled by that which is
more powerful. But there is something, namely, God, that is
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more powerful than the human will. Therefore it can be
compelled, at least by Him.

0bj. 2. Further, every passive subject is compelled by
its active principle, when it is changed by it. But the will
is a passive force: for it is a mover moved (De Anima iii. 10).
Therefore, since it is sometimes moved by its active prin-
ciple, it seems that sometimes it is compelled.

Obj. 3. Further, violent movement is that which is con-
trary to nature. But the movement of the will is sometimes
contrary to nature; as is clear of the will’s movement to
sin, which is contrary to nature, as Damascene says (De
Fide Orthod. iv. 20). Therefore the movement of the will can
be compelled.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v. 10) that
what is done by the will is not done of necessity. Now,
whatever is done under compulsion is done of necessity:
consequently what is done by the will, cannot be compelled.
Therefore the will cannot be compelled to act.

I answer that, The act of the will is twofold: one is its
immediate act, as it were, elicited by it, namely, fo wish ;
the other is an act of the will commanded by it, and put
into execution by means of some other power, such as to
walk and to speak, which are commanded by the will to be
executed by means of the motive power.

As regards the commanded acts of the will, then, the
will can suffer violence, in so far as violence can prevent
the exterior members from executing the will’s command.
But as to the will’s own proper act, violence cannot be done
to the will.

The reason of this is that the act of the will is nothing
else than an inclination proceeding from the interior prin-
ciple of knowledge: just as the natural appetite is an in-
clination proceeding from an interior principle without
knowledge. Now what is compelled or violent is from an
exterior principle. Consequently it is contrary to the
nature of the will’'s own act, that it should be subject to
compulsion or violence: just as it is also contrary to the
nature of a natural inclination or movement. For a stone
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may have an upward movement from violence, but that
this violent movement be from its natural inclination is
impossible. In like manner a man may be dragged by
force: but it is contrary to the very notion of violence, that
he be thus dragged of his own will.

Reply 0bj. 1. God Who is more powerful than the human
will, can move the will of man, according to Prov. xxi. 1:
The heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord ; whithersoever
He will He shall turn it. But if this were by compulsion,
it would no longer be by an act of the will, nor would the
will itself be moved, but something else against the will.

Reply 0bj. 2. 1t is not always a violent movement, when
a passive subject is moved by its active principle; but only
when this is done against the interior inclination of the
passive subject. Otherwise every alteration and genera-
tion of simple bodies would be unnatural and violent:
whereas they are natural by reason of the natural interior
aptitude of the matter or subject to such a disposition. In
like manner when the will is moved, according to its own
inclination, by the appetible object, this movement is not
violent but voluntary.

Reply Obj. 3. That to which the will tends by sinning,
although in reality it is evil and contrary to the rational
nature, nevertheless is apprehended as something good and
suitable to nature, in so far as it is suitable to man by reason
of some pleasurable sensation or some vicious habit.

FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER VIOLENCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that violence does not cause
involuntariness. For we speak of voluntariness and in-
voluntariness in respect of the will. But violence cannot be
done to the will, as shown above (A. 4). Therefore violence
cannot cause involuntariness.

Obj. 2. Further, that which is done involuntarily is done
with grief, as Damascene (De Fide Orthod. ii. 24) and the
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Philosopher (Ethic. iii. 5) say. But sometimes a man suffers
compulsion without being grieved thereby. Therefore vio-
lence does not cause involuntariness.

Obj. 3. Further, what is from the will cannot be involun-
tary. But some violent actions proceed from the will: for
instance, when a man with a heavy body goes upwards; or
when a man contorts his.limbs in a way contrary to their
natural flexibility. Therefore violence does not cause in-
voluntariness.

On the contrary, The Philosopher (Ethic. iii. 1) and Dama-
scene (loc. cit.) say that things done under compulsion arve
tnvoluntary.

I answer that, Violence is directly opposed to the volun-
tary, as likewise to the natural. For the voluntary and the
natural have this in common, that both are from an intrinsic
principle; whereas violence is from an extrinsic principle.
And for this reason, just as in things devoid of knowledge,
violence effects something against nature: so in things en-
dowed with knowledge, it effects something against the will.
Now that which is against nature is said to be unnatural ;
and in like manner that which is against the will is said to
be tnvoluntary. Therefore violence causes involuntariness.

Reply 0bj. 1. The involuntary is opposed to the volun-
tary. Now it has been said (A. 4) that not only the act,
which proceeds immediately from the will, is called volun-
tary, but also the act commanded by the will. Consequently,
as to the act which proceeds immediately from the will,
violence cannot be done to the will, as stated above (ibid.):
wherefore violence cannot make that act involuntary. But
as to the commanded act, the will can suffer violence: and
consequently in this respect violence causes involuntariness.

Reply Obj. 2. As that is said to be natural, which is
according to the inclination of nature; so'that is said to be
voluntary, which is according to the inclination of the will.
Now a thing is said to be natural in two ways. First,
because it is from nature as from an active principle: thus
it is natural for fire to produce heat. Secondly, according
to a passive princip'e; because, to wit, there is in nature
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an inclination to receive an action from an extrinsic principle :
thus the movement of the heavens is said to be natural, by
reason of the natural aptitude in a heavenly body to receive
such movement; although the cause of that movement is
a voluntary agent. In like manner an act is said to be
voluntary in two ways. First, in regard to action, for
instance, when one wishes to act: secondly, in regard to
passion, as when one wishes to be passive to another.
Hence when action is brought to bear on something, by an
extrinsic agent, as long as the will to suffer that action
remains in the passive subject, there is not violence simply:
for although the patient does nothing by way of action, he
does something by being willing to suffer. Consequently
this cannot be called involuntary.

Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says (Phys. viii. 4) the
movement of an animal, whereby at times an animal is
moved against the natural inclination of the body, although
it is not natural to the body, is nevertheless somewhat
natural to the animal, to which it is natural to be moved
according to its appetite. Accordingly this is violent, not
simply but in a certain respect.—The same remark applies
in the case of one who contorts his limbs in a way that is
contrary to their natural disposition. For this is violent
in a certain respect, ¢.e., as to that particular limb; but not
simply, ¢.e., as to the man himself.

SI1XTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER FEAR CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS SIMPLY ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that fear causes involuntariness
simply. For just as violence regards that which is con-
trary to the will at the time, so fear regards a future evil
which is repugnant to the will. But violence causes in-
voluntariness simply. Therefore fear too causes involun-
tariness simply.

Obj. 2. Further, that which is such of itself, remains such,

whatever be added to it: thus what is hot of itself, as long
1. 1
« 4, 7
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as it remains, is still hot, whatever be added to it. But
that which is done through fear, is involuntary in itself.
Therefore, even with the addition of fear, it is involuntary.

Obj. 3. Further, that which is such, subject to a condi-
tion, is such in a certain respect; whereas what is such,
without any condition, is such simply: thus what is neces-
sary, subject to a condition, is necessary in some respect:
but what is necessary absolutely, is necessary simply. But
that which is done through fear, is absolutely involuntary;
and is not voluntary, save under a condition, namely, in
order that the evil feared may be avoided. Therefore that
which is done through fear, is involuntary simply.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* and the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii. 1) say that such things as are done through fear
are voluntary rather than involuntary.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Efhic. iii.) and
likewise Gregory of Nyssa in his book on Man (Nemesius,
loc. cit.), such things as are done through fear are of a mixed
character, being partly voluntary and partly involuntary.
For that which is done through fear, considered in itself, is
not voluntary; but it becomes voluntary in this particular
case, in order, namely, to avoid the evil feared.

But if the matter be considered aright, such things are
voluntary rather than involuntary; for they are voluntary
simply, but involuntary in a certain respect. For a thing
is said to be simply, according as it is in act; but according
as it is only in the apprehension, it is not simply, but in a
certain respect. Now that which is done through fear, is
in act in so far as it is done. For, since acts are concerned
with singulars; and the singular, as such, is here and now;
that which is done is in act, in so far as it is here and now
and under other individuating circumstances. And that
which is done through fear, is voluntary, inasmuch as it
is here and now, that is to say, in so far as, under the cir-
cumstances, it hinders a greater evil which was feared; thus
the throwing of the cargo into the sea becomes voluntary
during the storm, through fear of the danger: wherefore it

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxx.
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is clear that it is voluntary simply. And hence it is that
what is done out of fear is essentially voluntary, because its
principle is within.—But if we consider what is done through
fear, as outside this particular case, and inasmuch as it is
repugnant to the will, this is merely a consideration of the
mind. And consequently what is done through fear is in-
voluntary, considered in that respect, that is to say, outside
the actual circumstances of the case.

Reply Obj. 1. Things done through fear and compulsion,
differ not only according to present and future time, but
also in this, that the will does not consent, but is moved
entirely counter to that which is done through compulsion:
whereas what is done through fear, becomes voluntary,
because the will is moved towards it, albeit not for its own
sake, but on account of something else, that is, in order to
avoid an evil which is feared. For the conditions of a
voluntary act are satisfied, if it be done on account of
something else voluntary: since the voluntary is not only
what we wish, for its own sake, as an end, but also what
we wish for the sake of something else, as an end. It is
clear therefore that in what is done from compulsion, the
will does nothing inwardly ; whereas in what is done through
fear, the will does something. Accordingly, as Gregory of
Nyssa* says, in order to exclude things done through fear,
a violent action is defined as not only one, the principle
whereof is from without, but with the addition, 1n which he
that suffers violence concurs not at all ; because the will of
him that is in fear, does concur somewhat in that which he
does through fear.

Reply 0bj. 2. Things that are such absolutely, remain
such, whatever be added to them; for instance, a cold thing,
or a white thing: but things that are such relatively, vary
according as they are compared with different things. For
what is big in  comparison with one thing, is small in com-
parison with another. Now a thing is said to be voluntary,
not only for its own sake, as it were absolutely; but also for
the sake of something else, as it were relatively. Accord-

* Nemesius, loc. cit.
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ngly, nothing prevents a thing which was not voluntary in
comparison with one thing, from becoming voluntary when
compared with another.

Reply Obj. 3. That which is done through fear, is volun-
tary without any condition, that is to say, according as it
is actually done: but it is involuntary, under a certain con-
dition, that is to say, if such a fear were not threatening.
Consequently, this argument proves rather the opposite.

SEVENTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER CONCUPISCENCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence causes
involuntariness. For just as fear is a passion, so is con-
cupiscence. But fear causes involuntariness to a certain
extent. Therefore concupiscence does so too.

0bj. 2. Further, just as the timid man through fear acts
counter to that which he proposed, so does the incontinent,
through concupiscence. But fear causes involuntariness to
a certain extent. Therefore concupiscence does so also.

0bj. 3. Further, knowledge is necessary for voluntariness.
But concupiscence impairs knowledge; for the Philosopher
says (Ethic. vi. 5) that delight, or the lust of pleasure, destroys
the judgment of prudence. Therefore concupiscence causes
involuntariness.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii. 24):
The involuntary act deserves mercy or indulgence, and is done
with regret. But neither of these can be said of that which
is done out of concupiscence. Therefore concupiscence does
not cause involuntariness.

I answer that, Concupiscence does not cause involuntari-
ness, but on the contrary makes something to be voluntary.
For a thing is said to be voluntary, from the fact that the
will is moved to it. Now concupiscence inclines the will to
desire the object of concupiscence. Therefore the effect of
concupiscence is to make something to be voluntary rather
than involuntary.

Reply 0bj. 1. Fear regards evil, but concupiscence regards
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good. Now evil of itself is counter to the will, whereas good
harmonizes with the will. Therefore fear has a greater
tendency than concupiscence to cause involuntariness.

Reply Obj. 2. He who acts from fear retains the repug-
nance of the will to that which he does, considered in itself.
But he that acts from concupiscence, e.g., an incontinent
man, does not retain his former will whereby he repudiated
the object of his concupiscence; for his will is changed so
that he desires that which previously he repudiated. Ac-
cordingly, that which is done out of fear is involuntary, to
a certain extent, but that which is done from concupiscence
is nowise involuntary. For the man who yields to con-
cupiscence acts counter to that which he purposed at first,
but not counter to that which he desires now; whereas the
timid man acts counter to that which in itself he desires
now.

Reply Obj. 3. If concupiscence were to destroy know-
ledge altogether, as happens with those whom concupiscence
has rendered mad, it would follow that concupiscence would
take away voluntariness. And yet properly speaking it -
would not result in the act being involuntary, because in
things bereft of reason, there is neither voluntary nor in-
voluntary. But sometimes in those actions which are done
from concupiscence, knowledge is not completely destroyed,
because the power of knowing is not taken away entirely,
but only the actual consideration in some particular possible
act. Nevertheless, this itself is voluntary, according as by
voluntary we mean that which is in the power of the will,
for example, not fo act or not to will, and in like manner not
to consider ; for the will can resist the passion, as we shall
state later on (Q. X., A. 3; Q. LXXVIL, A. 7).

E1GHTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER IGNORANCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :—
i Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance does not cause
involuntariness. For the involuntary act deserves pardon, as
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Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii. 24). But sometimes that
which is done through ignorance does not deserve pardon,
according to 1 Cor. xiv. 38 If any man know not, he shall
not be known. Therefore ignorance does not cause involun-
tariness.

0bj. 2. Further, every sin implies ignorance; according to
Prov. xiv. 22: They err, that work evil. If, therefore, ignor-
ance causes involuntariness, it would follow that every sin
is involuntary: which is opposed to the saying of Augustine,
that every sin is voluntary (De Vera Relig. xiv.).

Obj. 3. Further, involuntariness is not without sadness, as
Damascene says (loc. cit.). But some things are done out of
ignorance, but without sadness: for instance, a man may
kill a foe, whom he wishes to kill, thinking at the time that
he is killing a stag. Therefore ignorance does not cause
involuntariness.

On the contrary, Damascene (loc. cit.) and the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii. 1) say that what s dome through ignorance is
involuntary.

I answer that, If ignorance cause involuntariness, it is in
so far as it deprives one of knowledge, which is a necessary
condition of voluntariness, as was declared above (A. 1).
But it is not every ignorance that deprives one of this
knowledge. Accordingly, we must take note that ignorance
has a threefold relationship to the act of the will: in one
way, concomitantly ; in another, comsequently ; in a third
“way, antecedently—Concomitantly, when there is ignorance
of what is done; but, so that even if it were known, it would
be done. For then, ignorance does not induce one to wish
this to be done, but it just happens that a thing is at the
same time done and not known: thus in the example given
(Obj. 3) a man did indeed wish to kill his foe, but killed
him in ignorance, thinking to kill a stag. * And ignorance of
this kind, as the Philosopher states (Ethsc. iii. 1), does not
cause involuntariness, since it is not the cause of anything
that is repugnant to the will: but it causes non-voluntari-
ness, since that which is unknown cannot be actually willed.
Ignorance is consequent to the act of the will, in so far as
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ignorance itself is voluntary: and this happens in two ways,
in accordance with the two aforesaid modes of voluntary
(A. 3). First, because the act of the will is brought to
bear on the ignorance: as when a man wishes not to know,
that he may have an excuse for sin, or that he may not be
withheld from sin; according to Job xxi. 14: We desire not
the knowledge of Thy ways. And this is called affected
ignorance.—Secondly, ignorance is said to be voluntary,
when it regards that which one can and ought to know:
for in this sense not to act and not fo will are said to be
voluntary, as stated above (A. 3). And ignorance of this
kind happens, either when one does not actually consider
what one can and ought to consider;—this is called ignor-
ance of evil choice, and arises from some passion or
habit: or when one does not take the trouble to acquire
the knowledge which one ought to have; in which sense,
ignorance of the general principles of law, which one
ought to know, is voluntary, as being due to negligence.—
Accordingly, if in either of these ways, ignorance is volun-
tary, it cannot cause involuntariness simply. Nevertheless
it causes involuntariness in a certain respect, inasmuch as it
precedes the movement of the will towards the act, which
movement would not be, if there were knowledge. Ignor-
ance is antecedent to the act of the will, when it is not volun-
tary, and yet is the cause of man’s willing what he would
not will otherwise. Thus a man may be ignorant of some
circumstance of his act, which he was not bound to know,
the result being that he does that which he would not do,
if he knew of that circumstance; for instance, a man, after
taking proper precaution, may not know that someone is
coming along the road, so that he shoots an arrow and slays
a passer-by. Such ignorance causes involuntariness simply.

From this may be gathered the solution of the objections.
For the first objection deals with ignorance of what a man
is bound to know. The second, with ignorance of choice,
vhich is voluntary to a certain extent, as stated above.
The third, with that ignorance which is concomitant with
he act of the will.



QUESTION VIL.

OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF HUMAN ACTS.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider the circumstances of human acts:
under which head there are four points of inquiry: (1) What
is a circumstance ? (2) Whether a theologian should take
note of the circumstances of human acts ? (3) How many
circumstances are there ? (4) Which are the most impor-
tant of them ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER A CIRCUMSTANCE IS AN ACCIDENT OF A HUMAN
ACT ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that a circumstance is not an
accident of a human act. For Tully says (De Invent.
Rhetor. i.) that a circumstance is that from which an orator
adds authority and stremgth to his argument. But oratorical
arguments are derived principally from things pertaining to
the essence of a thing, such as the definition, the genus, the
species, and the like, from which also Tully declares that an
orator should draw his arguments. Therefore a circum-
stance is not an accident of a human act.

Obj. 2. Further, fo be in is proper to an accident. But
that which surrounds (circumstat) is rather out than in.
Therefore the circumstances are not accidents of human
acts.

Obj. 3. Further, an accident has no accident. But
human acts themselves are accidents. Therefore the cir-
cumstances are not accidents of acts.

On the contrary, The particular conditions of any singular
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thing are called its individuating accidents. But the Philo-
sopher (Ethic. iii. 1) calls the circumstances particular things,*
i.e., the particular conditions of each act. Therefore the
circumstances are individual accidents of human acts.

I answer that, Since, according to the Philosopher (Pers
Herm. i.), words are the signs of what we understand, it must
needs be that in naming things we follow the process of
intellectual knowledge. Now our intellectual knowledge
proceeds from the better known to the less known. Ac-
cordingly with us, names of more obvious things are trans-
ferred so as to signify things less obvious: and hence it is’
that, as stated in Metaph. x. 4, the notion of distance has been
transferred from things that are apart locally, to all kinds of
opposition : and in like manner words that signify local
movement are employed to designate all other movements,
because bodies which are circumscribed by place, are best
known to us. And hence it is that the word circumstance
-has passed from located things to human acts.

Now in things located, that is said to surround some-
thing, which is outside it, but touches it, or is placed near
it. Accordingly, whatever conditions are outside the sub-
stance of an act, and yet in some way touch the human
act, are called circumstances. Now what is outside a
thing’s substance, while it belongs to that thing, is called
its accident. Wherefore the circumstances of human acts
should be called their accidents.

Reply Obj. 1. The orator gives strength to his argument,
in the first place, from the substance of the act; and,
secondly, from the circumstances of the act. Thus a man
becomes indictable, first, through being guilty of murder;
secondly, through having done it fraudulently, or from
motives of greed, or at a holy time or place, and so forth.
And so in the passage quoted, it is said pointedly that
the orator adds stremgth to his argument, as though this
were something secondary.

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is said to be an accident of some-
thing in two ways. First, from being in that thing: thus,

* ra xaf’ éxaora.
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whiteness is said to be an accident of Socrates. Secondly,
because it is together with that thing in the same subject:
thus, whiteness is an accident of the art of music, inasmuch
as they meet in the same subject, so as to touch one another,
as it were. And in this sense circumstances are said to be
the accidents of human acts.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (ad 2), an accident is said
to be the accident of an accident, from the fact that they
meet in the same subject. But this happens in two ways.
First, in so far as two accidents are both related to the
same subject, without any relation to one another; as white-
ness and the art of music in Socrates. Secondly, when such
accidents are related to one another; as when the subject
receives one accident by means of the other; for instance,
a body receives colour by means of its surface. And thus
also is one accident said to be in another; for we speak of
colour as being in the surface.

Accordingly, circumstances are related to acts in both
these ways. For some circumstances that have a relation
to acts, belong to the agent otherwise than through the act;
as place and condition of person: whereas others belong to
the agent by reason of the act, as the manner in which the
act is done.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THEOLOGIANS SHOULD TAKE NOTE OF THE
CIRCUMSTANCES OF HUMAN ACTS ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that theologians should not
take note of the circumstances of human acts. Because
theologians do not consider human acts otherwise than
according to their quality of good or evil. But it seems that
circumstances cannot give quality to human acts; for a
thing is never qualified, formally speaking, by that which
is outside it; but by that which is in it. Therefore
theologians should not take note of the circumstances of
acts.

0bj. 2. Further, circumstances are the accidents of acts.
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But one thing may be subject to an infinity of accidents;
hence the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi. 2) that no art or
science considers accidental being, except omly the art of
sophistry. Therefore the theologian has not to consider
circumstances.

Obj. 3. Further, the consideration of circumstances be-
longs to the orator. But oratory is not a part of theology.
Therefore it is not a theologian’s business to consider cir-
cumstances.

On the contrary, Ignorance of circumstances causes an act
to be involuntary, according to Damascene (De Fide Orthod.
ii. 24) and Gregory of Nyssa.* But involuntariness excuses
from sin, the consideration of which belongs to the theologian.
Therefore circumstances also should be considered by the
theologian.

I answer that, Circumstances come under the considera-
tion of the theologian, for a threefold reason. First, because
the theologian considers human acts, inasmuch as man is
thereby directed to Happiness. Now, everything that is
directed to an end should be proportionate to that end.
But acts are made proportionate to an end by means of a
certain commensurateness, which results from the due cir-
cumstances. Hence the theologian has to consider the cir-
cumstances.—Secondly, because the theologian considers
human acts according as they are found to be good or
evil, better or worse: and this diversity depends on circum-
stances, as we shall see further on (Q. XVIII., AA. 10, 11;
Q. LXXIII., A. 7).—Thirdly, because the theologian con-
siders human acts under the aspect of merit and demerit,
which is proper to human acts; and for this it is requisite
that they be voluntary. Now a human act is deemed to be
voluntary or involuntary, according to knowledge or ignor-
ance of circumstances, as stated above (¢f. Q. VI., A. 8).
Therefore the theologian has to consider circumstances.

Reply Obj. 1. Good directed to the end is said to be useful;
and this implies some kind of relation: wherefore the Philo-
sopher says (Ethic. i. 6) that the good in the genus  relation’

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxi.
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1s the useful, Now, in the genus relation a thing is denomin-
ated not only according to that which is inherent in the thing,
but also according to that which is extrinsic to it: as may
be seen in the expressions right and left, equal and unequal,
and suchlike. Accordingly, since the goodness of acts
consists in their utility to the end, nothing hinders their
being called good or bad according to their proportion to
extrinsic things that are adjacent to them.

Reply 0bj. 2. Accidents which are altogether accidental
are neglected by every art, by reason of their uncertainty
and infinity. But suchlike accidents are not what we call
circumstances; because circumstances, although, as stated
above (A. 1), they are extrinsic to the act, nevertheless are
in a kind of contact with it, by being related to it. Proper
accidents, however, come under the consideration of art.

Reply Obj. 3. The consideration of circumstances belongs
to the moralist, the politician, and the orator. To the
moralist, in so far as with respect to circumstances we find
or lose the mean of virtue in human acts and passions. To
the politician and to the orator, in so far as circumstances
make acts to be worthy of praise or blame, of excuse or
indictment. In different ways, however: because where the
orator persuades, the politician judges. To the theologian
this consideration belongs, in all the aforesaid ways: since
to him all the other arts are subservient: for he has to con-
sider virtuous and vicious acts, just as the moralist does;
and with the orator and politician he considers acts accord-
ing as they are deserving of reward or punishment.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE CIRCUMSTANCES ARE PROPERLY SET FORTH
IN THE THIRD BOOK OF ETHICS ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the circumstances are not
properly set forth in Ethic. iii. 1. For a circumstance of an
act is described as something outside the act. Now time
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and place answer to this description. Therefore there are
only two circumstances, to wit, when and where.

Obj. 2. Further, we judge from the circumstances whether
a thing is well or ill done. But this belongs to the mode of
an act. Therefore all the circumstances are included under
one, which is the mode of acting.

Obj. 3. Further, circumstances are not part of the sub-
stance of an act. But the causes of an act seem to belong
to its substance. Therefore no circumstance should be
taken from the cause of the act itself. Accordingly, neither
who, nor why, nor about what, are circumstances: since who
refers to the efficient cause, why to the final cause, and
about what to the material cause.

On the contrary is the authority of the Philosopher in
Ethic. iii. 1.

I answer that, Tully, in his Rhetoric (De Invent. Rhetor. 1.),
gives seven circumstances, which are contained in this
verse:

Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, quando—
Who, what, where, by what aids, why, how, and when.

Forin acts we must take note of who did it, by what aids or
instruments he did it, what he did, where he did it, why he
did it, Aow and when he did it. But Aristotle in E#hic. iii. 1
adds yet another, to wit, about what, which Tully includes
in the circumstance what.

The reason of this enumeration may be set down as
follows. For a circumstance is described as something out-
side the substance of the act, and yet in a way touching it.
Now this happens in three ways: first, inasmuch as it touches
the act itself; secondly, inasmuch as it touches the cause of
the act; thirdly, inasmuch as it touches the effect. It
touches the act itself, either by way of measure, as #me and
place ; or by qualifying the act, as the mode of acting. It
touches the effect, when we consider what is done. It
touches the cause of the act, as to the final cause, by the
circumstance why ,; as to the material cause, or object, in
the circumstance about what ; as to the principal efficient
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cause, in the circumstance who ; and as to the instrumental
efficient cause, in the circumstance by what aids.

Reply Obj. 1. Time and place surround (circumstant) the
act by way of measure; but the others surround the act by
touching it in any other way, while they are extrinsic to the
substance of the act.

Reply Obg. 2. This mode well or 4l is not a circumstance,
but results from all the circumstances. But the mode which
refers to a quality of the act is a special circumstance; for
instance, that a man walk fast or slowly; that he strike
hard or gently, and so forth.

Reply Obj. 3. A condition of the cause, on which the sub-
stance of the act depends, is not a circumstance; it must be
an additional condition. Thus, in regard to the object, it
is not a circumstance of theft that the object is another’s
property, for this belongs to the substance of the act; but
that it be great or small. And the same applies to the
other circumstances which are considered in reference to the
other causes. For the end that specifies the act is not a
circumstance, but some additional end. Thus, that a
valiant man act valiantly for the sake of the good of the
virtue of fortitude, is not a circumstance; but if he act
valiantly for the sake of the delivery of the state, or of
Christendom, or some such purpose. The same is to be
said with regard to the circumstance what ; for that a man
by pouring water on someone should happen to wash him,
is not a circumstance of the washing; but that in doing so
he give him a chill, or scald him; heal him or harm him,
these are circumstances.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE MOST IMPORTANT CIRCUMSTANCES ARE
“ WHY ’ AND ‘‘ IN WHAT THE ACT CONSISTS ' ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that these are not the most im-
portant circumstances, namely, why and those #n which the
act is,* as stated in Ethic. iii. 1. For those in which the act

* & ols 1) mpafes.
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is seem to be place and time: and these do not seem to be the
most important of the circumstances, since, of them all, they
are the most extrinsic to the act. Therefore those things
in which the act is are not the most important circumstances.

Obj. 2. Further, the end of a thing is extrinsic to it.
Therefore it is not the most important circumstance.

0bj. 3. Further, that which holds the foremost place in
regard to each thing, is its cause and its form. But the
cause of an act is the person that does it; while the form
of an act is the manner in which it is done. Therefore
these two circumstances seem to be of the greatest
importance.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says that the most
important circumstances are why it is done and what is done.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. I., A. 1), acts are
properly called human, inasmuch as they are voluntary.
Now, the motive and object of the will is the end. Therefore
that circumstance is the most important of all which touches
the act on the part of the end, viz., the circumstance why :
and the second in importance, is that which touches the
very substance of the act, viz., the circumstance what he
did. As to the other circumstances, they are more or less
important, according as they more or less approach to
these.

Reply Obj. 1. By those things in which the act is the
Philosopher does not mean time and place, but those cir-
cumstances that are affixed to the act itself. Wherefore
Gregory of Nyssa,* as though he were explaining the dictum
of the Philosopher, instead of the latter’s term,—in which
the act is, said, what is done.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the end is not part of the sub-
stance of the act, yet it is the most important cause of the
act, inasmuch as it moves the agent to act. Wherefore the
moral act is specified chiefly by the end.

Reply Obj. 3. The person that does the act is the canse
of that act, inasmuch as he is moved thereto by the end;
and it is chiefly in this respect that he is directed to the

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxi.
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act; while other conditions of the person have not such an
important relation to the act.—As to the mode, it is not
the substantial form of the act, for in an act the substantial
form depends on the object and term or end; but it is, as
it were, a certain accidental quality of the act.



QUESTION VIIL

OF THE WILL, IN REGARD TO WHAT IT WILLS.
(In Three Articles.)

WE must now consider the different acts of the will; and
in the first place, those acts which belong to the will itself
immediately, as being elicited by the will; secondly, those
acts which are commanded by the will.

Now the will is moved to the end, and to the means to
the end; we must therefore consider—(1) Those acts of the
will whereby it is moved to the end; and (2) those whereby
it is moved to the means. And since it seems that there
are three acts of the will in reference to the end; viz., voli-
tion, enjoyment, and intention, we must consider—(1) Voli-
tion; (2) enjoyment; (3) intention.—Concerning the first,
three things must be considered: (1) Of what things is the
will? (2) By what is the will moved? (3) How is it
moved ?

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:
(1) Whether the will is of good only ? (2) Whether it is of
the end only, or also of the means? (3) If in any way it
be of the means, whether it be moved to the end and to the
means, by the same movement ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE WILL IS OF GOOD ONLY ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not of good only.
For the same power regards opposites; for instance,
sight regards white and black. But good and evil are

LIEST S 113 8
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opposites. Therefore the will is not only of good, but also
of evil.

0bj. 2. Further, rational powers can be directed to oppo-
site purposes, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. ix. 2).
But the will is a rational power, sifce it is in the reason, as
isstatedin De Animaiii. 9. Therefore the will can be directed
to opposites; and consequently its volition is not confined
to good, but extends to evil.

0Obj. 3. Further, good and being are convertible. But
volition is directed not only to beings, but also to non-
beings. For sometimes we wish not o walk, or not to speak ;
and again at times we wish for future things, which are not
actual beings. Therefore the will is not of good only.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv.) that evil
1s outside the scope of the will, and that all things desive good.

I answer that, The will is a rational appetite. Now
every appetite is only of something good. The reason of
this is that the appetite is nothing else than an inclination
of a person desirous of a thing towards that thing. Now
every inclination is to something like and suitable to the
thing inclined. Since, therefore, everything, inasmuch as
it is being and substance, is a good, it must needs be that
every inclination is to something good. And hence it is
that the Philosopher says (Ethic. i. 1) that the good is that
which all destre.

But it must be noted that, since every inclination results
from a form, the natural appetite results from a form
existing in the nature of things: while the sensitive appetite, .
as also the intellective or rational appetite, which we call
the will, follows from an apprehended form. Therefore,
just as the natural appetite tends to good existing in a
thing; so the animal or voluntary appetite tends to a good
which is apprehended. Consequently, in order that the will
tend to anything, it is requisite, not that this be good in
very truth, but that it be apprehended as good. Wherefore
the Philosopher says (Phys. ii. 3) that the end is a good, or an
apparent good.

Reply Obj. 1. The same power regards opposites, but it is
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not referred to them in the same way. Accordingly, the
will is referred both to good and to evil: but to good, by
desiring it: to evil, by shunning it. Wherefore the actual
desire of good is called volition,* meaning thereby the act
of the will; for it is in this sense that we are now speaking
of the will. On the other hand, the shunning of evil is
better described as nolition : wherefore, just as volition is of
good, so nolition is of evil.

Reply Obj. 2. A rational power is not to be directed to
all opposite purposes, but to those which are contained
under its proper object: for no power seeks other than its
proper object. Now, the object of the will is good. Where-
fore the will can be directed to such opposite purposes as are
contained under good, such as to be moved or to be at rest,
to speak or to be silent, and suchlike: for the will can be
directed to either under the aspect of good.

Reply Obj. 3. That which is not a being in nature, is con-
sidered as a being in the reason, wherefore negations and
privations are said to be beings of reason. In this way, too,
future things, in so far as they are apprehended, are beings.
Accordingly, in so far as suchlike are beings, they are appre-
hended under the aspect of good; and it is thus that the
will is directed to them. Wherefore the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v. 1) that to lack evil is considered as a good.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER VOLITION IS OF THE END ONLY, OR ALSO OF THE
MEANS ? v

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that volition is not of the means,
but of the end only. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii. 2)
that volition ts of the end, while choice is of the means.

ObYj. 2. Further, For objects differing in genus there are
corresponding different powers of the soul (Ethic. vi. 1). Now,

* In Latin,—wvoluntas. To avoid confusion with voluntas (the

will) St. Thomas adds a word of explanation, which in the transla-
tion may appear superfluous.
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the end and the means are in different genera of good:
because the end, which is a good either of rectitude or of
pleasure, is in the genus gquality, or action, or passion
whereas the good which is useful, and is directed to an end,
is in the genus relation (Ethic. i. 6). Therefore, if volition is
of the end, it is not of the means.

0bj. 3. Further, habits are proportionate to powers, since
they are perfections thereof. But in those habits which are
called practical arts, the end belongs to one, and the means
to another art; thus the use of a ship, which is its end,
belongs to the (art of the) helmsman; whereas the building
of the ship, which is directed to the end, belongs to the art
of the shipwright. Therefore, since volition is of the end,
it is not of the means.

On the contrary, In natural things, it is by the same power
that a thing passes through the middle space, and arrives
at the terminus. But the means are a kind of middle space,
through which one arrives at the end or terminus. There-
fore, if volition is of the end, it is also of the means.

I answer that, The word voluntas sometimes designates the
power of the will, sometimes its act.* Accordingly, if we
speak of the will as a power, thus it extends both to the
end and to the means. For every power extends to those
things in which may be considered the aspect of the object
of that power in any way whatever: thus the sight extends
to all things whatsoever that are in any way coloured.
Now the aspect of good, which is the object of the power
of will, may be found not only in the end, but also in the
means.

If, however, we speak of the will in regard to its act, then,
properly speaking, volition is of the end only. Because
every act denominated from a power, designates the simple
act of that power: thus fo understand designates the simple
act of the understanding. Now the simple act of a power
is referred to that which is in itself the object of that power.
But that which is good and willed in itself is the end. Where-
fore volition, properly speaking, is of the end itself. On the

* See note on p. 115.
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other hand, the means are good and willed, not in them-
selves, but as referred to the end. Wherefore the will is
directed to them, only in so far as it is directed to the end:
so that what it wills in them, is the end. Thus, to under-
stand, is properly directed to things that are known in
themselves, 7.e., first principles: but we do not speak of
understanding with regard to things known through first
principles, except in so far as we see the principles in
those things. For in morals the end is what principles are
in speculative science (cf. Ethic. vii. 8).

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of the will in
reference to the simple act of the will; not in reference to
the power of the will.

Reply Obj. 2. There are different powers for objects that
differ in genus and are on an equality ; for instance, sound and
colour are different genera of sensibles, to which are referred
hearing and sight. But the useful and the righteous are
not on an equality, but are as that which is of itself, and
that which is in relation to another. Now suchlike objects
are always referred to the same power; for instance, the
power of sight perceives both colour and light by which
colour is seen.

Reply 0bj. 3. Not everything that diversifies habits,
diversifies the powers: since habits are certain determina-
tions of powers to certain special acts. Moreover, every
practical art considers both the end and the means. For the
art of the helmsman does indeed consider the end, as that
which it effects; and the means, as that which it commands.
On the other hand, the ship-building art considers the means
as that which it effects; but it considers that which is the
end, as that to which it refers what it effects. And again,
in every practical art there is an end proper to it and means
that belong properly to that art.
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THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY THE SAME ACT TO THE END
AND TO THE MEANS ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved by the
same act, to the end and to the means. Because according to
the Philosopher (Topic. iii. 2) where one thing is on account of
another there is only ome. But the will does not will the
means save on account of the end. Therefore it is moved
to both by the same act.

0bj. 2. Further, the end is the reason for willing the means,
just as light is the reason of seeing colours. But light and
colours are seen by the same act. Therefore it is the same
movement of the will, whereby it wills the end and the
means.

Obj. 3. Further, it is one and the same natural movement
which tends through the middle space to the terminus.
But the means are in comparison to the end, as the middle
space is to the terminus. Therefore it is the same move-
ment of the will whereby it is directed to the end and to the
means.

On the contrary, Acts are diversified according to their
objects. But the end is a different species of good from the
means, which are a useful good. Therefore the will is not
moved to both by the same act.

I answer that, Since the end is willed in itself, whereas the
means, as such, are only willed for the end, it is evident that
the will can be moved to the end, without being moved to
the means; whereas it cannot be moved to the means, as
such, unless it is moved to the end. Accordingly the will
is moved to the end in two ways: first, to the end absolutely
and in itself; secondly, as the reason for willing the means.
Hence it is evident that the will is moved by one and the
same movement,—to the end, as the reason for willing the
means; and to the means themselves. But it is another
act whereby the will is moved to the end absolutely. And
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ometimes this act precedes the other in time; for example
vhen a man first wills to have health, and afterwards
leliberating by what means to be healed, wills to send for
he doctor to heal him. The same happens in regard to the
ntellect: for at first a man understands the principles in
hemselves; but afterwards he understands them in the
onclusions, inasmuch as he assents to the conclusions on
ccount of the principles.
Reply Obj. 1. This argument holds in respect of the will
eing moved to the end as the reason for willing the means.
Reply Obj. 2. Whenever colour is seen, by the same act
1e light is seen; but the light can be seen without the colour
eing seen. In like manner whenever a man wills the
1eans, by the same act he wills the end; but not conversely.
Reply Obj. 3. In the execution of a work, the means are
s the middle space, and the end, as the terminus. Where-
re just as natural movement sometimes stops in the
iddle and does not reach the terminus; so sometimes one
busy with the means, without gaining the end. But in
illing it is the reverse: for the will through (willing) the
ud comes to will the means; just as the intellect arrives at
e conclusions through the principles which are called
sans. Hence it is that sometimes the intellect under-
ands a mean, and does not proceed thence to the conclusion.
1d in like manner the will sometimes wills the end, and yet
es not proceed to will the means.
The solution to the argument in the contrary sense is
:ar from what has been said above (A. 2 ad 2). For the
eful and the righteous are not species of good in an equal
gree, but are as that which is for its own sake and that
ich is for the sake of something else: wherefore the act
the will can be directed to one and not to the other; but
t conversely.



QUESTION IX.

OF THAT WHICH MOVES THE WILL
(In Six Articles.)

WE must now consider what moves the will: and under this
head there are six points of inquiry: (1) Whether the will is
moved by the intellect ? (2) Whether it is moved by the
sensitive appetite ? (3) Whether the will moves itself ?
(4) Whether it is moved by an extrinsic principle ?
(5) Whether it is moved by a heavenly body ? (6) Whether
the will is moved by God alone as by an extrinsic principle ?

FIrsT ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY THE INTELLECT ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that the will is not moved by the
intellect. For Augustine says on Ps. cxviii. 20: My soul
hath coveted to long for Thy justifications :—T he initellect flies
ahead, the desire follows sluggishly or not at all : we know what
1s good, but deeds delight us not. But it would not be so, if
the will were moved by the intellect: because movement of
the moveable results from motion of the mover. Therefore
the intellect does not move the will.

0bj. 2. Further, the intellect in presenting the appetible
object to the will, stands in relation to the will, as the imagina-
tion in representing the appetible object to the sensitive
appetite. But the imagination, in presenting the appetible
object, does not move the sensitive appetite: indeed some-
times our imagination affects us no more than what is set

120
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before us in a picture, and moves us not at all (De Anima
ii. 3). Therefore neither does the intellect move the will.

0bj. 3. Further, the same is not mover and moved in
respect of the same thing. But the will moves the in-
tellect; for we exercise the intellect when we will. There-
fore the intellect does not move the will.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (De Anima iii. 10)
that the appetible object is a mover not moved, whereas the will
1S a mover moved.

I answer that, A thing requires to be moved by something
in so far as it is in potentiality to several things; for that
which is in potentiality needs to be reduced to act by some-
thing actual; and to do this is to move. Now a power of
the soul is seen to be in potentiality to different things in
two ways: first, with regard to acting and not acting;
secondly, with regard to this or that action. Thus the
sight sometimes sees actually, and sometimes sees not: and
sometimes it sees white, and sometimes black. It needs
therefore a mover in two respects: viz., as to the exercise
or use of the act, and as to the determination of the act.
The first of these is on the part of the subject, which is
sometimes acting, sometimes not acting: while the other is
on the part of the object, by reason of which the act is
specified.

The motion of the subject itself is due to some agent.
And since every agent acts for an end, as was shown above
(Q. I., A. 2), the principle of this motion lies in the end.
And hence it is that the art which is concerned with the end,
by its command moves the art which is concerned with the
means; just as the art of sailing commands the art of ship-
buwilding (Phys. ii. 2). Now good in general, which has the
nature of an end, is the object of the will. Consequently,
in this respect, the will moves the other powers of the soul
to their acts, for we make use of the other powers when we
will. For the end and perfection of every other power, is
included under the object of the will as some particular
good: and always the art or power to which the universal
end belongs, moves to their acts the arts or powers to which
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belong the particular ends included in the universal end.
Thus the leader of an army, who intends the common good—
1.e., the order of the whole army—by his command moves
one of the captains, who intends the order of one company.

On the other hand, the object moves, by determining the
act, after the manner of a formal principle, whereby in
natural things actions are specified, as heating by heat.
Now the first formal principle is universal being and truth,
which is the object of the intellect. And therefore by this
kind of motion the intellect moves the will, as presenting its
object to it.

Reply Obj. 1. The passage quoted proves, not that the
intellect does not move, but that it does not move of
necessity.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as the imagination of a form without
estimation of fitness or harmfulness, does not move the
sensitive appetite; so neither does the apprehension of the
true without the aspect of goodness and desirability. Hence
it is not the speculative intellect that moves, but the prac-
tical intellect (De Anima iii. g).

Reply Obj. 3. The will moves the intellect as to the exer-
cise of its act; since even the true itself which is the per-
fection of the intellect, is included in the universal good,
as a particular good. But as to the determination of the
act, which the act derives from the object, the intellect
moves the will; since the good itself is apprehended under
a special aspect as contained in the universal true. It is
therefore evident that the same is not mover and moved
in the same respect.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY THE SENSITIVE
APPETITE ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will cannot be moved
by the sensitive appetite. For to move and to act is more ex-
cellent than to be passive, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii. 16).
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But the sensitive appetite is less excellent than the will
which is the intellectual appetite; just as sense is less ex-
cellent than intellect. Therefore the sensitive appetite
does not move the will.

0bj. 2. Further, no particular power can produce a uni-
versal effect. But the sensitive appetite is a particular
power, because it follows the particular apprehension of
sense. Therefore it cannot cause the movement of the will,
which movement is universal, as following the universal
apprehension of the intellect.

0bj. 3. Further, as is proved in Phys. viii. 5, the mover is
not moved by that which it moves, in such a way that there
be reciprocal motion. But the will moves the sensitive
appetite, inasmuch as the sensitive appetite obeys the reason.
Therefore the sensitive appetite does not move the will.

On the contrary, It is written (James i. 14): Every man is
tempted by his own concupiscence, being drawn away and
allured. But man would not be drawn away by his con-
cupiscence, unless his will were moved by the sensitive
appetite, wherein concupiscence resides. Therefore the
sensitive appetite moves the will.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), that which is appre-
hended as good and fitting, moves the will by way of object.
Now, that a thing appear to be good and fitting, happens
from two causes: namely, from the condition, either of the
thing proposed, or of the one to whom it is proposed. For
fitness is spoken of by way of relation; hence it depends on
both extremes. And hence it is that taste, according as
it is variously disposed, takes to a thing in various ways,
as being fitting or unfitting. Wherefore as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iii. 5): According as a man is, such does the
end seem to him.

Now it is evident that according to a passion of the
sensitive appetite man is changed to a certain disposition.
Wherefore according as man is affected by a passion, some-
thing seems to him fitting, which does not seem so when he
is not so affected: thus that seems good to a man when
angered, which does not seem good when he is calm. And
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in this way, the sensitive appetite moves the will, on the
part of the object.

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders that which is better simply
and in itself, from being less excellent in a certain respect.
Accordingly the will is simply more excellent than the
sensitive appetite: but in respect of the man in whom a
passion is predominant, in so far as he is subject to that
passion, the sensitive appetite is more excellent.

Reply Obj. 2. Men’s acts and choices are in reference to
singulars. Wherefore from the very fact that the sensitive
appetite is a particular power, it has great influence in
disposing man so that something seems to him such or other-
wise, in particular cases.

Reply 0Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says (Polit. i. 2), the
reason, in which resides the will, moves, by its command, the
irascible and concupiscible powers, not, indeed, by a despotic
sovereignty, as a slave is moved by his master, but by a royal
and politic soveretgnty, as free men are ruled by their gover-
nor, and can nevertheless act counter to his commands.
Hence both irascible and concupiscible can move counter to
the will: and accordingly nothing hinders the will from being
moved by them at times.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE WILL MOVES ITSELF ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will does not move
itself. For every mover, as such, is in act: whereas what is
moved, is in potentiality; since movement is the act of that
which is in potentiality, as such.* Now the same is not in
potentiality and in act, in respect of the same. Therefore
nothing moves itself. Neither, therefore, can the will move
itself. :

0bj. 2. Further, the movable is moved on the mover being
present. But the will is always present to itself. If, there-
fore, it moved itself, it would always be moving itself, which

is clearly false.
* Aristotle, Phys. iii. 1.
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0bj. 3. Further, the will is moved by the intellect, as
stated above (A. 1). If, therefore, the will move itself, it
would follow that the same thing is at once moved imme-
diately by two movers; which seems unreasonable. There-
fore the will does not move itself.

On the contrary, The will is mistress of its own act, and to
it belongs to will and not to will. But this would not be
so, had it not the power to move itself to will. Therefore it
moves itself.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), it belongs to the will
to move the other powers, by reason of the end which is the
will’s object. Now, as stated above (Q. VIII.,, A. 2), the
end is in things appetible, what the principle is in things
intelligible. But it is evident that the intellect, through
its knowledge of the principle, reduces itself from poten-
tiality to act, as to its knowledge of the conclusions; and
thus it moves itself. And, in like manner, the will, through
its volition of the end, moves itself to will the means.

Reply Obj. 1. 1t is not in respect of the same that the will
moves itself and is moved: wherefore neither is it in act and
in potentiality in respect of the same. But forasmuch as it
actually wills the end, it reduces itself from potentiality to
act, in respect of the means, so as, in a word, to will them
actually.

Reply Obj. 2. The power of the will is always actually
present to itself; but the act of the will, whereby it wills
an end, is not always in the will. But it is by this act that it
moves itself. Accordingly it does not follow that it is
always moving itself.

Reply Obj. 3. The will is moved by the intellect, otherwise
than by itself. By the intellect it is moved on the part of
the object: whereas it is moved by itself, as to the exercise
of its act, in respect of the end.
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FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY AN EXTERIOR
PRINCIPLE ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
anything exterior. For the movement of the will is
voluntary. But it is essential to the voluntary act that it be
from an intrinsic principle, just a$ it is essential to the natural
act. Therefore the movement of the will is not from any-
thing exterior.

Obj. 2. Further, the will cannot suffer violence, as was
shown above (Q. VI., A. 4). But the violent act is one the
principle of which is outside the agent.* Therefore the will
cannot be moved by anything exterior.

Obj. 3. Further, that which is sufficiently moved by one
mover, needs not to be moved by another. But the will
moves itself sufficiently. Therefore it is not moved by any-
thing exterior.

On the contrary, The will is moved by the object, as stated
above (A. 1). But the object of the will can be something
exterior, offered to the sense. Therefore the will can be
moved by something exterior.

I answer that, As far as the will is moved by the object, it
is evident that it can be moved by something exterior. But
in so far as it is moved in the exercise of its act, we must
again hold it to be moved by some exterior principle.

For everything that is at one time an agent actually, and
at another time an agent in potentiality, needs to be moved
by a mover. Now it is evident that the will begins to will
something, whereas previously it did not will it. Therefore
it must, of necessity, be moved by something to will it.
And, indeed, it moves itself, as stated above (A. 3), in so far
as through willing the end it reduces itself to the act of
willing the means. Now it cannot do this without the aid
of counsel: for when a man wills to be healed, he begins to
reflect how this can be attained, and through this reflexion

* Aristotle, Effic. iii. 1.
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he comes to the conclusion that he can be healed by a
physician: and this he wills. But since he did not always
actually will to have health, he must, of necessity, have
begun, through something moving him, to will to be healed.
And if the will moved itself to will this, it must, of necessity,
have done this with the aid of counsel following some previous
volition. But this process could not go on to infinity.
Wherefore we must, of necessity, suppose that the will
advanced to its first movement in virtue of the instigation
of some exterior mover, as Aristotle concludes in a chapter
of the Eudemian Ethics (vii. 14).

Reply Obj. 1. It is essential to the voluntary act that its
principle be within the agent: but it is not necessary that
this inward principle be the first principle unmoved by
another. Wherefore though the voluntary act has an in-
ward proximate principle, nevertheless its first principle
is from without. Thus, too, the first principle of the
natural movement is from without, that, to wit, which
moves nature.

Reply Obj. 2. For an act to be violent it is not enough
that its principle be extrinsic, but we must add without
the concurrence of him that suffers violence. This does not
happen when the will is moved by an exterior principle: for
it is the will that wills, though moved by another. But this
movement would be violent, if it were counter to the move-
ment of the will: which in the present case is impossible;
since then the will would will and not will the same thing.

Reply Obj. 3. The will moves itself sufficiently in one
respect, and in its own order, that is to say as proximate
agent; but it cannot move itself in every respect, as we have
shown. Wherefore it needs to be moved by another as
first mover.

FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY A HEAVENLY BODY ?
We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the human will is moved
by a heavenly body. For all various and multiform move-
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ments are reduced, as to their cause, to a uniform movement
which is that of the heavens, asis proved in Phys. viii. 9. But
human movements are various and multiform, since they
begin to be, whereas previously they were not. Therefore
they are reduced, as to their cause, to the movement of the
heavens, which is uniform according to its nature.

0bj. 2. Further, according to Augustine (De T7in. iii. 4)
the lower bodies are moved by the higher. But the movements
of the human body, which are caused by the will, could not
be reduced to the movement of the heavens, as to their
cause, unless the will too were moved by the heavens.
Therefore the heavens move the human will.

Obj. 3. Further, by observing the heavenly bodies
astrologers foretell the truth about future human acts,
which are caused by the will. But this would not be so, if
the heavenly bodies could not move man’s will. Therefore
the human will is moved by a heavenly body.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii. 7) that
the heavenly bodies are not the causes of our acts. But they
would be, if the will, which is the principle of human acts,
were moved by the heavenly bodies. Therefore the will is
not moved by the heavenly bodies.

I answer that, 1t is evident that the will can be moved by
the heavenly bodies in the same way as it is moved by its
object: that is to say, in so far as exterior bodies, which
move the will, through being offered to the senses, and also
the organs themselves of the sensitive powers, are subject
to the movements of the heavenly bodies.

But some have maintained that heavenly bodies have an
influence on the human will, in the same way as some exterior
agent moves the will, as to the exercise of its act.—But
this is impossible. For the will, as stated in De Anima iii. g,
is in the reason. Now the reason is a power of the soul, not
bound to a bodily organ: wherefore it follows that the will
is a power absolutely incorporeal and immaterial. But it is
evident that no body can act on what is incorporeal, but
rather the reverse: because things incorporeal and imma-
terial have a power more formal and more universal than
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any corporeal things whatever. Therefore it is impossible
for a heavenly body to act directly on the intellect or the
will.—For this reason Aristotle (De Anima iii. 3) ascribed to
those who held that intellect differs not from sense, the
theory that such is the will of men, as is the day which the
father of men and of gods brings on* (referring to Jupiter,
by whom they understand the entire heavens). For all
the sensitive powers, since they are acts of bodily organs,
can be moved accidentally, by the heavenly bodies—i.e.,
through those bodies being moved, whose acts they are.

But since it has been stated (A. 2) that the intellectual
appetite is moved, in a fashion, by the sensitive appetite,
the movements of the heavenly bodies have an indirect
bearing on the will; in so far as the will happens to be moved
by the passions of the sensitive appetite.

Reply Obj. 1. The multiform movements of the human will
are reduced to some uniform cause, which, however, is above
the intellect and will. This can be said, not of any body,
but of some superior immaterial substance. Therefore there
is no need for the movement of the will to be referred to the
movement of the heavens, as to its cause.

Reply Obj. 2. The movements of the human body are
reduced, as to their cause, to the movement of a heavenly
body, in so far as the disposition suitable to a particular
movement, is somewhat due to the influence of heavenly
bodies;—also, in so far as the sensitive appetite is stirred
by the influence of heavenly bodies;—and again, in so far
as exterior bodies are moved in accordance with the move-
ment of heavenly bodies, at whose presence, the will begins
to will or not to will something; for instance, when the body
is chilled, we begin to wish to make the fire. But this
movement of the will is on the part of the object offered
from without: not on the part of an inward instigation.

Reply 0bj. 3. As stated above (¢f. P. 1., Q. LXXXIV.,
AA. 6, 7) the sensitive appetite is the act of a bodily organ.
Wherefore there is no reason why man should not be prone
to anger or concupiscence, or some like passion, by reason

* Odyssey xviii. 135.
II. 1, 9
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of the influence of heavenly bodies, just as by reason of his
natural complexion. But the majority of men are led by
the passions, which the wise alone resist. Consequently,
-in the majority of cases predictions about human acts,
gathered from the observation of heavenly bodies, are ful-
filled. Nevertheless, as Ptolemy says (Centiloquium v.),
the wise man governs the stars : which is as though to say
that by resisting his passions, he opposes his will, which is
free and nowise subject to the movement of the heavens,
to suchlike effects of the heavenly bodies.

Or, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii. 17): We must confess
that when the truth is foretold by astrologers, this is due to some
most hidden inspiration, to which the human mind is subject
without knowing 1f. And since this is done in order to deceive
man, 1t must be the work of the lying spirits.

SIXTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY GOD ALONE, AS EXTERIOR
PRINCIPLE ?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
God alone as exterior principle. For it is natural that the
inferior be moved by its superior: thus the lower bodies are
moved by the heavenly bodies. But there is something
which is higher than the will of man and below God, namely,
the angel. Therefore man’s will can be moved by an angel
also, as exterior principle.

0bj. 2. Further, the act of the will follows the act of the
intellect. But man’s intellect is reduced to act, not by God
alone, but also by the angel who enlightens it, as Dionysius
says (Cel. Hier. iv.). For the same reason, therefore, the
will also is moved by an angel.

0Yj. 3. Further, God is not cause of othier than good things,
according to Gen. i. 31: God saw all the things that He had
made, and they were very good. If, therefore, man’s will were
moved by God alone, it would never be moved to evil: and
yet it is the will whereby we sin and whereby we do right, as
Augustine says (Retract. 1. g).
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On the contrary, It is written (Phil. ii. 13): It is God Who
worketh in us (Vulg.,—you) both to will and to accomplish.

I answer that, The movement of the will is from within,
as also is the movement of nature. Now although it is
possible for something to move a natural thing, without being
the cause of the thing moved, yet that alone, which is in
some way the cause of a thing’s nature, can cause a natural
movement in that thing. For a stone is moved upwards
by a man, who is not the cause of the stone’s nature, but this
movement is not natural to the stone; but the natural
movement of the stone is caused by no other than the cause
of its nature. Wherefore it is said in Phys. viii. 4, that the
generator moves locally heavy and light things. Accordingly
man endowed with a will is sometimes moved by something
that is not his cause; but that his voluntary movement be
from an exterior principle that is not the cause of his will,
is impossible.

Now the cause of the will can be none other than God.
And this is evident for two reasons. First, because the will
is a power of the rational soul, which is caused by God alone,
by creation, as was stated in the First Part (Q. XC., A. 2).—
Secondly, it is evident from the fact that the will is ordained
to the universal good. Wherefore nothing else can be the
cause of the will, except God Himself, Who is the universal
good: while every other good is good by participation,
and is some particular good; and a particular cause does not
give a universal inclination. Hence neither can primary
matter, which is potentiality to all forms, be created by
some particular agent.

Reply Obj. 1. An angel is not above man in such a way as
to be the cause of his will, as the heavenly bodies are the
causes of natural forms, from which result the natural move-
ments of natural bodies.

Reply Obj. 2. Man’s intellect is moved by an angel, on the
part of the object, which by the power of the angelic light
is proposed to man’s knowledge. And in this way the will
also can be moved by a creature from without, as stated
above (A. 4).
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Reply Obj. 3. God moves man’s will, as the Universal
Mover, to the universal object of the will, which is good.
And without this universal motion, man cannot will any-
thing. But man determines himself by his reason to will
this or that, which is true or apparent good.—Nevertheless,
sometimes God moves some specially to the willing of some-
thing determinate, which is good; as in the case of those
whom He moves by grace, as we shall state later on
(Q. CIX,, A. 2).



QUESTION X.

OF THE MANNER IN WHICH THE WILL IS MOVED.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider the manner in which the will is
moved. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:
(1) Whether the will is moved to anything naturally ?
(2) Whether it is moved of necessity by its object ?
(3) Whether it is moved of necessity by the lower appetite ?

(4) Whether it is moved of necessity by the exterior mover
which is God ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED TO ANYTHING NATURALLY ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved to
anything naturally. For the natural agent is condivided with
the voluntary agent, as stated at the beginning of Phys. ii. 1,
Therefore the will is not moved to anything naturally.

0bj. 2. Further, that which is natural is in a thing always:
as betng hot is in fire. But no movement is always in the
will. Therefore no movement is natural to the will.

Obj. 3. Further, nature is determinate to one thing:
whereas the will is referred to opposites. Therefore the will
wills nothing naturally.

On the contrary, The movement of the will follows the
movement of the intellect. But the intellect understands
some things naturally. Therefore the will, too, wills some
things naturally.

I answer that, As Boethius says (De Duabus Nat.) and the
Philosopher also (Metaph. v. 4) the word nature is used in a

133
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manifold sense. For sometimes it stands for the intrinsic
principle in movable things. In this sense nature is either
matter or the material form, as stated in Phys. ii. 1.—In
another sense nature stands for any substance, or even for
any being. And in this sense, that is said to be natural to
a thing which befits it in respect of its substance. And this
is that which of itself is in a thing. Now all things that do
not of themselves belong to the thing in which they are,
are reduced to something which belongs of itself to that thing,
as to their principle. Wherefore, taking nature in this
sense, it is necessary that the principle of whatever belongs
to a thing, be a natural principle. This is evident in regard
to the intellect: for the principles of intellectual knowledge
are naturally known. In like manner the principle of
voluntary movements must be something naturally willed.
Now this is geod in general, to which the will tends
naturally, as does each power to its object; and again it is
the last end, which stands in the same relation to things
appetible, as the first principles of demonstrations to things
intelligible: and, speaking generally, it is all those things
which belong to the willer according to his nature. For
it is not only things pertaining to the will that the will
desires, but also that which pertains to each power, and to
the entire man. Wherefore man wills naturally not only
the object of the will, but also other things that are appro-
priate to the other powers; such as the knowledge of truth,
which befits the intellect; and to be and to live and other like
things which regard the natural well-being; all of which are
included in the object of the will, as so many particular goods.
Reply Obj. 1. The will is distinguished from nature as one
kind of cause from another; for some things happen naturally
and some are done voluntarily. There is, however, another
manner of causing that is proper to-the will, which is
mistress of its act, besides the manner proper to nature,
which is determinate to one thing. But since the will is
founded on some nature, it is necessary that the movement
proper to nature be shared by the will, to some extent: just
as what belongs to a previous cause is shared by a subsequent
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cause. Because in every thing, being itself, which is from
nature, precedes volition, which is from the will. And
hence it is that the will wills something naturally.

Reply 0bj. 2. In the case of natural things, that which is
natural, as a result of the form only, is always in them
actually, as heat is in fire. But that which is natural as a
result of matter, is not always in them actually, but sometimes
only in potentiality: because form is act, whereas matter is
potentiality. Now movement is the act of that which is in
potentiality (Aristotle, Phys. iii. 1). Wherefore that which
belongs to, or results from, movement, in regard to natural
things, is not always in them. Thus fire does not always
move upwards, but only when it is outside its own place.*
And in like manner it is not necessary that the will (which
is reduced from potentiality to act, when it wills something),
should always be in the act of volition; but only when it is
in a certain determinate disposition. But God’s will, which
is pure act, is always in the act of volition.

Reply Obj. 3. To every nature there is one thing corre-
sponding, proportionate, however, to that nature. For to
nature considered as a genus, there corresponds something
one generically; and to nature as species there corresponds
something one specifically; and to the individualized nature
there corresponds some one individual. Since, therefore,
the will is an immaterial power like the intellect, some one
general thing corresponds to it, naturally which is the good;
just as to the intellect there corresponds some one general
thing, which is the true, or being, or what a thing 4s. And
under good in general are included many particular goods,
to none of which is the will determined.

* The Aristotelian theory was that fire’'s proper place is the
fiery heaven, i.c., the Empyrean.
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SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED, OF NECESSITY, BY ITS
OBJECT ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that the will is moved, of necessity,
by its object. For the object of the will is compared to the
will as mover to movable, as stated in De Anima iii. 10. But
a mover, if it be sufficient, moves the movable of necessity,
Therefore the will can be moved of necessity by its object.

Obj. 2. Further, just as the will is an immaterial power,
so is the intellect: and both powers are ordained to a uni-
versal object, as stated above (A. 1 ad 3). But the intellect
is moved, of necessity, by its object: therefore the will also,
by its object.

Obj. 3. Further, whatever one wills, is either the end, or
something ordained to an end. But, seemingly, one wills an
end necessarily : because it is like the principle in speculative
matters, to which principle one assents of necessity. Now
the end is the reason for willing the means; and so it seems
that we will the means also necessarily. Therefore the will
is moved of necessity by its object.

On the contrary, The rational powers, according to the
Philosopher (Metaph. ix. 2) are directed to opposites. But
the will is a rational power, since it is in the reason, as stated
in De Animaiii. 9. Therefore the willis directed to opposites.
Therefore it is not moved, of necessity, to either of the
opposites.

I answer that, The will is moved in two ways: first, as to the
exercise of its act; secondly, as to the specification of its act,
derived from the object. As to the first way, no object
moves the will necessarily, for no matter what the object be,
it is in man’s power not to think of it, and consequently
not to will it actually. But as to the second manner of
motion, the will is moved by one object necessarily, by
another not. For in the movement of a power by its object,
we must consider under what aspect the object moves the
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power. For the visible moves the sight, under the aspect of
colour actually visible. Wherefore if colour be offered to
the sight, it moves the sight necessarily: unless one turns
one’s eyes away; which belongs to thc exercise of the act.
But if the sight were confronted with something not in all
respects coloured actually, but only so in some respects,
and in other respects not, the sight would not of necessity
see such an object : for it might look at that part of the object
which is not actually coloured, and thus it would not see it.
Now just as the actually coloured is the object of sight, so
is good the object of the will. Wherefore if the will be offered
an object which is good universally and from every point
of view, the will tends to it of necessity, if it wills anything
at all; since it cannot will the opposite. If, on the other
hand, the will is offered an object that is not good from
every point of view, it will not tend to it of necessity.—
And since lack of any good whatever, is a non-good, conse-
quently, that good alone which is perfect and lacking in
nothing, is such a good that the will cannot not-will it: and
this is Happiness. Whereas any other particular goods,
in so far as they are lacking in some good, can be regarded as
non-goods: and from this point of view, they can be set aside
or approved by the will, which can tend to one and the same
thing from various points of view.

Reply Obj. 1. The sufficient mover of a power is none but
that object that in every respect presents the aspect of the
mover of that power. If, on the other hand, it is lacking
in any respect, it will not move of necessity, as stated
above. )

Reply Obj. 2. The intellect is moved, of necessity, by an
object, which is such as to be always and necessarily true:
but not by that which may be either true or false—viz., by
that which is contingent: as we have said of the good.

Reply Obj. 3. The last end moves the will necessarily,
because it is the perfect good. In like manner whatever is
ordained to that end, and without which the end cannot be
attained, such as fo be and fo live, and the like. But other
things without which the end can be gained, are not neces-
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sarily willed by one who wills the end: just as he who assents
to the principle, does not necessarily assent to the conclu-
sions, without which the principles can still be true.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED, OF NECESSITY, BY THE
LOWER APPETITE ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved of
necessity by a passion of the lower appetite. For the Apostle
says (Rom. vii. 19) : The good which I will I do not ; but the evil
which I will not, that I do : and this is said by reason of con-
cupiscence, which is a passion. Therefore the will is moved
of necessity by a passion.

0bj. 2. Further, as stated in Ethic. iii. 5, according as a man
1s, such does the end seem to him. But it is not in man’s
power to cast aside a passion at once. Therefore it is not
in man’s power not to will that to which the passion inclines
him.

0bj. 3. Further, a universal cause is not applied to a
particular effect, except by means of a particular cause:
wherefore the universal reason does not move save by means
of a particular estimation, as stated in De Animaiii. 11. But
as the universal reason is to the particular estimation, so is
the will to the sensitive appetite. Therefore the will is not
moved to .will something particular, except through the
sensitive appetite. Therefore, if the sensitive appetite
happen to be disposed to something, bysreason of a passion,
the will cannot be moved in a contrary sense.

On the contrary, It is written (Gen. iv. 7): Thy lust
(Vulg.,—The lust thereof) shall be under thee, and thou shalt
have dominion over #t. Therefore man’s 'will is not moved
of necessity by the lower appetite.

I answer that, As stated above (Q. IX., A. 2), the passion
of the sensitive appetite moves the will, in so far as the will
is moved by its object: inasmuch as, to wit, man through
being disposed in such and such a way by a passion, judges



139 HOW THE WILL IS MOVED Q. 10. ArT. 3

something to be fitting and good, which he would not judge
thus were it not for the passion. Now this influence of a
passion on man occurs in two ways. First, so that his
reason is wholly bound, so that he has not the use of reason:
as happens in those who through a violent access of anger
or concupiscence become furious or insane, just as they
may from some other bodily disorder; since suchlike passions
do not take place without some change in the body. And
of such the same is to be said as of irrational animals, which
follow, of necessity, the impulse of their passions: for in
them there is neither movement of reason, nor, consequently,
of will.

Sometimes, however, the reason is not entirely engrossed
by the passion, so that the judgment of reason retains, to
a certain extent, its freedom: and thus the movement of
the will remains in a certain degree. Accordingly in so far
as the reason remains free, and not subject to the passion,
the will’s movement, which also remains, does not tend of
necessity to that whereto the passion inclines it. Conse-
quently, either there is no movement of the will in that man,
and the passion alone holds its sway: or if there be a move-
ment of the will, it does not necessarily follow the passion.

Reply Obj. 1. Although the will cannot prevent the
movement of concupiscence from arising, of which the
Apostle says: The evil which I will not, that I do—i.e., I
desire ; yet it is in the power of the will not to will to desire,
or not to consent to concupiscence. And thus it does not
necessarily follow the movement of concupiscence.

Reply Obj. 2. Since there is in man a twofold nature,
intellectual and sensitive; sometimes man is such and such
uniformly in respect of his whole soul: either because the
sensitive part is wholly subject to his reason, as in the
virtuous; or because reason is entirely engrossed by passion,
asinamadman. But sometimes, although reason is clouded
by passion, yet something of the reason remains free. And
in respect of this, man can either repel the passion entirely,
or at least hold himself in check so as not to be led away by
the passion. For when thus disposed, since man is variously
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disposed according to the various parts of the soul, a thing
appears to him otherwise according to his reason, than it
does according to a passion.

Reply Obj. 3. The will is moved not only by the universal
good apprehended by the reason, but also by good appre-
hended by sense. Wherefore he can be moved to some
particular good independently of a passion of the sensitive
appetite. For we will and do many things without passion,
and through choice alone; as is most evident in those cases
wherein reason resists passion.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED OF NECESSITY BY THE
EXTERIOR MOVER WHICH IS GOD ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved of
necessity by God. For every agent that cannot be resisted
moves of necessity. But God cannot be resisted, because
His power is infinite; wherefore it is written (Rom. ix. 19):
Who resisteth His will? Therefore God moves the will of
necessity.

Obj. 2. Further, the will is moved of necessity to what-
ever it wills naturally, as stated above (A. 2 ad 3). “But
whatever God does in a thing is natural to if, as Augustine
says (Contra Faust. xxvi. 3). Therefore the will wills of
necessity everything to which God moves it.

0bj. 3. Further, a thing is possible, if nothing impossible
follows from its being supposed. But something impossible
follows from the supposition that the will does not will that
to which God moves it : because in that case God’s operation
would be ineffectual. Therefore it is not possible for the
will not to will that to which God moves it. Therefore it
wills it of necessity.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. xv. 14): God made
man from the beginning, and left him in the hand of his own
counsel. Therefore He does not of necessity move man’s
will.
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I answer that, As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv.) 1t belongs
to Divine providence, not to destroy but to preserve the nature
of things. Wherefore it moves all things in accordance
with their conditions; so that from necessary causes through
the Divine motion, effects follow of necessity ; but from
contingent causes, effects follow contingently. Since, there-
fore, the will is an active principle, not determinate to one
thing, but having an indifferent relation to many things,
God so moves it, that He does not determine it of necessity
to one thing, but its movement remains contingent and not
necessary, except in those things to which it is moved
naturally.

Reply Obj. 1. The Divine will extends not only to the doing
of something by the thing which He moves, but also to its
being done in a way which is fitting to the nature of that
thing. And therefore it would be more repugnant to the
Divine motion, for the will to be moved of necessity, which
is not fitting to its nature; than for it to be moved freely,
which is becoming to its nature.

Reply Obj. 2. That is natural to a thing, which God so
works in it that it may be natural to it: for thus is something
becoming to a thing, according as God wishes it to be be-
coming. Now He does not wish that whatever He works
in things should be natural to them, for instance, that the
dead should rise again. But this He does wish to be natural
to each thing,—that it be subject to the Divine power.

Reply Obj. 3. If God moves the will to anything, it is in-
compatible with this supposition, that the will be not
moved thereto. But it is not impossible simply. Conse-
quently it does not follow that the will is moved by God
necessarily.



QUESTION XI.

OF ENJOYMENT,* WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL.
(In Four Articles.)

WE must now consider enjoyment: concerning which there
are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether to enjoy is an act of
the appetitive power? (2) Whether it belongs to the
rational creature alone, or also to irrational animals?
(3) Whether enjoymentisonly of thelastend ? (4) Whether
it is only of the end possessed ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER TO ENJOY IS AN ACT OF THE APPETITIVE POWER ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that to enjoy belongs not only
to the appetitive power. For to enjoy seems nothing else
than to receive the fruit. But it is the intellect, in whose
act Happiness consists, as shown above (Q. III., A. 4), that
receives the fruit of human life, which is Happiness. There-
fore to enjoy is not an act of the appetitive power, but of the
intellect.

0bj. 2. Further, each power has its proper end, which is
its perfection: thus the end of sight is to know the visible;
of the hearing, to perceive sounds; and so forth.  But the
end of a thing is its fruit. Therefore to enjoy belongs to
each power, and not only to the appetite.

Obj. 3. Further, enjoyment implies a certain delight.
But sensible delight belongs to sense, which delights in its
object: and for the same reason, intellectual delight

* Or, Fruition,

YA
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belongs to the intellect. Therefore enjoyment belongs to
the apprehensive, and not to the appetitive power.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ., i. 4 and
De Trin. x. 10, 11): To enjoy s to adhere lovingly to something
for its own sake. But love belongs to the appetitive power.
Therefore also to enjoy is an act of the appetitive power.

I answer that, Fruitio (enjoyment) and fructus (fruit) seem
to refer to the same, one being derived from the other;
which from which, matters not for our purpose; though it
seems probable that the one which is more clearly known,
was first named. Now those things are most manifest to
us which appeal most to the senses: wherefore it seems that
the word ‘fruition’ is derived from sensible fruits. But
sensible fruit is that which we expect the tree to produce
in the last place, and in which a certain sweetness is to be
perceived. Hence fruition seems to have relation to love,
or to the delight which one has in realizing the longed-for
term, which is the end. Now the end and the good is the
object of the appetitive power. Wherefore it is evident that
fruition is the act of the appetitive power.

Reply Obj. 1. Nothing hinders one and the same thing
from belonging, under different aspects, to different powers.
Accordingly the vision of God, as vision, is an act of the
intellect, but as a good and an end, is the object of the will.
And as such is the fruition thereof: so that the intellect
attains this end, as the executive power, but the will as the
motive power, moving (the powers) towards the end and
enjoying the end attained.

Reply 0bj. 2. The perfection and end of every other power
is contained in the object of the appetitive power, as the
proper is contained in the common, as stated above (Q. IX.,
A. 1). Hence the perfection and end of each power, in so
far as it is a good, belongs to the appetitive power. Where-
fore the appetitive power moves the other powers to their
ends; and itself realizes the end, when each of them reaches
the end.

Reply Obj. 3. In delight there are two things: perception
of what is becoming; and this belongs to the apprehensive
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power; and complacency in that which is offered as becoming:
and this belongs to the appetitive power, in which power
delight is formally completed.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER TO ENJOY BELONGS TO THE RATIONAL CREATURE
ALONE, OR ALSO TO IRRATIONAL ANIMALS ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that to enjoy belongs to men
alone. For Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 22) that ¢t ¢s
given to us men to enjoy and to use. Therefore other animals
cannot enjoy.

0bj. 2. Further, to enjoy relates to the last end. But
irratignal animals cannot obtain the last end. Therefore
it is not for them to enjoy.

0bj. 3. Further, just as the sensitive appetite is beneath
the intellectual appetite, so is the natural appetite beneath
the sensitive. If, therefore, to enjoy belongs to the sensi-
tive appetite, it seems that for the same reason it can belong
to the natural appetite. But this is evidently false, since
the latter cannot delight in anything. Therefore the sensi-
tive appetite cannot enjoy: and accordingly enjoyment is
not possible for irrational animals.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII, qu. 30):
It is not so absurd to suppose that even beasts enjoy their food
and any bodily pleasure.

I answer that, As was stated above (A. 1) to enjoy is
not the act of the power that achieves the end as executor,
but of the power that commands the achievement; for it
has been said to belong to the appetitive power. Now
things void of reason have indeed a power of achieving an
end by way of execution, as that by which a heavy body
has a downward tendency, whereas a light body has an
upward tendency. Yet the power of command in respect
of the end is not in them, but in some higher nature, which
moves all nature by its command, just as in things endowed
with knowledge, the appetite moves the other powers to
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theiracts. Whereforeitisclear that things void of knowledge,
although they attain an end, have no enjoyment of the end:
this is only for those that are endowed with knowledge.

Now knowledge of the end is twofold: perfect and imper-
fect. Perfect knowledge of the end, is that whereby not
only is that known which is the end and the good, but also
the universal formality of the end and the good; and such
knowledge belongs to the rational nature alone. On the
other hand, imperfect knowledge is that by which the end
and the good are known in the particular. Such know-
ledge is in irrational animals: whose appetitive powers do
not command with freedom, but are moved according to a
natural instinct to whatever they apprehend. Conse-
quently, enjoyment belongs to the rational nature, in a
perfect degree; to irrational animals, imperfectly; to other
creatures, not at all.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking there of perfect enjoy-
ment.

Reply Obj. 2. Enjoyment need not be of the last end simply;
but of that which each one chooses for his last end.

Reply Obj. 3. The sensitive appetite follows some know-
ledge; not so the natural appetite, especially in things void
of knowledge.

Reply Obj. 4. Augustine is speaking there of imperfect
enjoyment. This is clear from his way of speaking: for he
says that it is not so absurd to suppose that even beasts enjoy,
that is, as it would be, if one were to say that they use.

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER ENJOYMENT IS ONLY OF THE LAST END ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It would seem that enjoyment is not only of the
last end. For the Apostle says (Philem. 20): Yea, brother,
may I enjoy thee in the Lord. But it is evident that Paul had
not placed his last end in a man. Therefore to enjoy is not
only of the last end.

Obj. 2. Further, What we enjoy is the fruit. But the

II. 1, 10
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Apostle says (Gal. v. 22): The fruit of the Spirit is charity,
joy, peace, and other like things, which are not in the nature
of the last end. Therefore enjoyment is not only of the last
end.

Obj. 3. Further, the acts of the will reflect on one another;
for I will to will, and I love to love. But to enjoy is an act
of the will: since #¢ ¢s the will with which we enjoy, as Augustine
says (De Trin. x. 10). Therefore a man enjoys his enjoyment.
But the last end of man is not enjoyment, but the uncreated
good alone, which is God. Therefore enjoyment is not only
of the last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x. 11): A man does
not enjoy that which he desives for the sake of something else.
But the last end alone is that which man does not desire for
the sake of something else. Therefore enjoyment is of the
last end alone.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1) the notion of fruit
implies two things: first that it should come last; second,
that it should calm the appetite with a certain sweetness and
delight. Now a thing is last either simply or relatively;
simply, if it be referred to nothing else; relatively, if it is the
last in a particular series. Therefore that which is last
simply, and in which one delights as in the last end, is pro-
perly called fruit; and this it is that one is properly said to
enjoy.—But that whicn is delightful not in itself, but is
desired, only as referred to something else, e.g., a bitter
potion for the sake of health, can nowise be called fruit.—
And that which has something delightful about it, to which
a number of preceding things are referred, may indeed be
called fruit in a certain manner; but we cannot be said to
enjoy it properly or as though it answered perfectly to the
notion of fruit. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. x. 10) that
we enjoy what we know, when the delighted will is at rest therein.
But its rest is not absolute save in the possession of the last
end: for as long as something is looked for, the movement of
the will remains in suspense, although it has reached some-
thing. Thus in local movement, although any point be-
tween the two terms is a beginning and an end, yet it is not
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considered as an actual end, except when the movement
stops there.

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 33), if
he had said, * May I enjoy thee,” without adding ‘ in the Lord,’
he would seem to have set the end of his love in him. But since
he added that he set his end in the Lord, he implied his desive to
enjoy Him : as if we were to say that he expressed his enjoy-
ment of his brother not as a term but as a means.

Reply Obj. 2. Fruit bears one relation to the tree that bore
it, and another to man that enjoys it. To the tree indeed
that bore it, it is compared as effect to cause; to the one
enjoying it, as the final object of his longing and the con-
summation of his delight. Accordingly these fruits men-
tioned by the Apostle are so called because they are certain
effects of the Holy Ghost in us, wherefore they are called
fruits of the Spirit : but not as though we are to enjoy them
as our last end. Or we may say with Ambrose that they
are called fruits because we should desire them for their own
sake: not indeed as though they were not ordained to the
last end; but because they are such that we ought to find
pleasure in them.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated above (Q. I, A. 8; Q. II., A. 7), we
speak of an end in a twofold sense: first, as being the thing
itself; secondly, as the attainment thereof. These are not,
of course, two ends, but one end, considered in itself, and in
its relation to something else. Accordingly God is the last
end, as that which is ultimately sought for: while the enjoy-
ment is as the attainment of this last end. And so, just as
God is not one end, and the enjoyment of God, another: so
it is the same enjoyment whereby we enjoy God, and where-
by we enjoy our enjoyment of God. And the same applies
to created happiness which consists in enjoyment.
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FOURTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER ENJOYMENT IS ONLY OF THE END POSSESSED ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that enjoyment is only of the
end possessed. For Augustine says (De Trin. x. 11) that fo
enjoy s to use joyfully, with the joy, not of hope, but of possession.
But so long as a thing is not had, there is joy, not of possession
but of hope. Therefore enjoyment is only of the end
possessed.

Obj. 2. Further, as stated above (A. 3), enjoyment is not
properly otherwise than of the last end: because this alone
gives rest to the appetite. But the appetite has no rest save
in the possession of the end. Therefore enjoyment, pro-
perly speaking, is only of the end possessed.

Obj. 3. Further, to enjoy is to lay hold of the fruit. But
one does not lay hold of the fruit until one is in possession of
the end. Therefore enjoyment is only of the end possessed.

On the contrary, To enjoy is to adhere lovingly to something
Jfor its own sake, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i. 4).
But thisis possible, evenin regard to a thing which is not in our
possession. Therefore it is possible to enjoy the end even
though it be not possessed.

I answer that, To enjoy implies a certain relation of the
will to the last end, according as the will has something by
way of last end. Now an end is possessed in two ways;
perfectly and imperfectly. Perfectly, when it is possessed
not only in intention but also in reality; imperfectly, when
it is possessed in intention only. Perfect enjoyment, there-
fore, is of the end already possessed: but imperfect enjoy-
ment is also of the end possessed not really, but only in
intention. :

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine speaks there of perfect enjoyment.

Reply Obj. 2. The will is hindered in two ways from being
at rest. First on the part of the object; by reason of its not
being the last end, but ordained to something else: secondly
on the part of the one who desires the end, by reason of his
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not being yet in possession of it. Now it is the object that
specifies an act: but on the agent depends the manner of
acting, so that the act be perfect or imperfect, as compared
with the actual circumstances of the agent. Therefore
enjoyment of anything but the last end is not enjoyment
properly speaking, as falling short of the nature of enjoy-
ment. But enjoyment of the last end, not yet possessed, is
enjoyment properly speaking, but imperfect, on account of
the imperfect way in which it is possessed.

Reply 0bj. 3. One is said to lay hold of or to have an end,
not only in reality, but also in intention, as stated above.



QUESTION XII

OF INTENTION.
(In Five Ariicles.)

WE must now consider Intention: concerning which there
are five points of inquiry: (x) Whether intention is an act of
the intellect or of the will? (2) Whether it is only of the
Iast end? (3) Whether one can intend two things at the
same time ? (4) Whether intention of the end is the same
act as volition of the means? (5) Whether intention is
within the competency of irrational animals ?

FIRST ARTICLE.

WHETHER INTENTION IS AN ACT OF THE INTELLECT
OR OF THE WILL ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that intention is an act of the
intellect, and not of the will.  For it is written (Matth. vi. 22):
If thy eye be single, thy whole body shall be lightsome : where,
according to Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii. 13) the eye
signifies intention. But since the eye is the organ of sight,
it signifies the apprehensive power. Therefore intention is
not an act of the appetitive but of the apprehensive power.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says (¢bid.) that Our Lord
spoke of intention as a light, when He said (Matth. vi. 23): If
the light that 1s in thee be darkness, etc. But light pertains to
knowledge. Therefore intention does too.

0bj. 3. Further, intention implies a kind of ordaining to
an end. But to ordain is an act of reason. Therefore

intention belongs not to the will but to the reason.
150
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O0bj. 4. Further, an act of the will is either of the end or of
the means. But the act of the will in respect of the end is
called volition, or enjoyment; with regard to the means, it is
choice, from which intention is distinct. Therefore it is not
an act of the will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xi. 4, 8, g) that the
wntention of the will unites the sight to the object seen ; and the
images retained in the memory, to the penctrating gaze of the
soul’s inner thought. Therefore intention is an act of the will,

I answer that, Intention, as the very word denotes, signifies,
to tend to something. Now both the action of the mover and
the movement of the thing moved, tend to something. But
that the movement of the thing moved tends to anything, is
due to the action of the mover. Consequently intention
belongs first and principally to that which moves to the end:
hence we say that an architect or anyone who is in authority,
by his command moves others to that which he intends.
Now the will moves all the other powers of the soul to the end,
as shown above (Q. IX., A. 1). Wherefore it is evident that
intention, properly speaking, is an act of the will.

Reply Obj. 1. The eye designates intention figuratively,
not because intention has reference to knowledge, but
because it presupposes knowledge, which proposes to the
will the end to which the latter moves; thus we foresee with
the eye whither we should tend with our bodies.

Reply Obj. 2. Intention is called a light because it is
manifest to him who ‘intends. Wherefore works are called
darkness, because a man knows what he intends, but knows
not what the result may be, as Augustine expounds (Joc. cit.).

Reply Obj. 3. The will does not ordain, but tends to some-
thing according to the order of reason. Consequently this
word infention indicates an act of the will, presupposing the
act whereby the reason orders something to the end.

Reply Obj. 4. Intention is an act of the will in regard to the
end. Now the will stands in a threefold relation to the end.
First, absolutely; and thus we have wvolition, whereby we
will absolutely to have health and so forth. Secondly, it
considers the end, as its place of rest; and thus enjoyment
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regards the end. Thirdly, it considers the end as the term
towards which something is ordained; and thus intention
regards the end. For when we speak of intending to have
health, we mean not only that we will to have it, but that
we will to have it by means of something else.

SECOND ARTICLE.
WHETHER INTENTION IS ONLY OF THE LAST END?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that intention is only of the last
end. For it is said in the book of Prosper’s Sentences (Sent.
100) : The intention of the heart is a cry to God. But God is the
last end of the human heart. Therefore intention always
regards the last end.

0bj. 2. Further, intention regards the end as the terminus,
as stated above (A. 1 ad 4). But a terminus is something
last. Therefore intention always regards the last end.

0bj. 3. Further, just as intention regards the end, so does
enjoyment. But enjoyment is always of the last end.
Therefore intention is too.

On the contrary, There is but one last end of human wills,
viz., Happiness, as stated above (Q. I., A. 7). If, therefore,
intentions were only of the last end, men would not have
different intentions: which is evidently false.

I answer that, As stated above (A. I ad 4), intention re-
gards the end as a terminus of the movement of the will.
Now a terminus of movement may be taken in two ways.
First, the very last terminus, when the movement comes to
a stop; this is the terminus of the whole movement.
Secondly, some point midway, which is the beginning of one
part of the movement, and the end or terminus of the other-
Thus in the movement from A to C through B, C is the last
terminus, while B is a terminus, but not the last. And
intention can be of both. Consequently though intention is
always of the end, it need not be always of the last end.

Reply 0bj. 1. The intention of the heart is called a cry to
God, not that God is always the object of intention, but
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because He sees our intention.—Or because, when we pray,
we direct our intention to God, which intention has the force
of a cry.

Reply Obj. 2. A terminus is something last, not always in
respect of the whole, but sometimes in respect of a part.

Reply Obj. 3. Enjoyment implies rest in the end; and this
belongs to the last end alone. But intention implies move-
ment towards an end, not rest. Wherefore the comparison
proves nothing.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER ONE CAN INTEND TWO THINGS AT
THE SAME TIME ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that one cannot intend several
things at the same time. For Augustine says (De Serm. Dom.
1n Monte ii. 14, 16, 17) that man’s intention cannot be directed
at the same time to God and to bodily benefits. Therefore, for
the same reason, neither to any other two things.

0Y. 2. Further, intention designates a movement of the
will towards a terminus. Now there cannot be several
termini in the same direction of one movement. Therefore
the will cannot intend several things at the same time.

0bj. 3. Further, intention presupposes an act of reason
or of the intellect. But it is nof possible to understand several
things at the same time, according to the Philosopher (Topic.
ii. 10). Therefore neither is it possible to intend several things
at the same time.

On the contrary, Art imitates nature. Now nature intends
two purposes by means of one instrument: thus #ie tongue is
Jfor the purpose of taste and speech (De Anima ii. 8). Therefore,
for the same reason, art or reason can at the same time direct
one thing to two ends: so that one can intend several ends
at the same time.

I answer that, The expression fwo things may be taken in
two ways: they may be ordained to one another or not so
ordained. And if they be ordained to one another, it is
evident, from what has been said, that a man can intend
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several things at the same time. For intention is not only of
the last end, as stated above (A. 2), but also of an inter-
mediary end. Now a man intends at the same time, both
the proximate and the last end; as the mixing of a medicine
and the giving of health.

But if we take two things that are not ordained to one
another, thus also a man can intend several things at the
same time. This is evident from the fact that a man prefers
one thing to another because it is the better of the two. Now
one of the reasons for which one thing is better than another
is that it is available for more purposes: wherefore one thing
can be chosen in preference to another, because of the greater
number of purposes for which it is available: so that evi-
dently a man can intend several things at the same time.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine means to say that man cannot
at the same time direct his intention to God and to bodily
benefits, as to two last ends: since, as stated above (Q. I.,
A. 5), one man cannot have several last ends.

Reply Obj. 2. There can be several termini ordained to
one another, of the same movement and in the same direction;
but not unless they be ordained to one another. At the same
time it must be observed that what is not one in reality may
be taken as one by the reason. Now intention is a move-
ment of the will to something already ordained by the
reason, as stated above (A. 1 ad 3). Wherefore where we
have many things in reality, we may take them as one term
of intention, in so far as the reason takes them as one:
either because two things concur in the integrity of one
whole, as a proper measure of heat and cold conduce to
health: or because two things are included in one which may
beintended. For instance, the acquiring of wine and clothing
is included in wealth, as in something common to both;
wherefore nothing hinders the man who intends to acquire
wealth, from intending both the others.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in the First Part (Q. XII., A. 10;
Q. LVIIL, A. 2; Q. LXXXV.,, A. 4), it is possible to under-
stand several things at the same time, in so far as, in some
way, they are one.
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FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER INTENTION OF THE END IS THE SAME ACT
AS THE VOLITION OF THE MEANS ?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intention of the end and
the volition of the means are not one and the same movement.
For Augustine says (De Trin. xi. 6) that the will to see the
window, has for its end the seeing of the window ; and is
another act from the will to see, through the window, the passers-
by. But that I should will to see the passers-by, through
the window, belongs to intention; whereas that I will to see
the window, belongs to the volition of the means. Therefore
intention of the end and the willing of the means are distinct
movements of the will.

0bj. 2. Further, acts are distinct according to their objects.
But the end and the means are distinct objects. Therefore
the intention of the end and the willing of the means are
distinct movements of the will.

0bj. 3. Further, the willing of the means is called choice.
But choice and intention are not the same. Therefore
intention of the end and the willing of the means are not the
same movement of the will.

On the contrary, The means in relation to the end, are as the
mid-space to the terminus. Now it is all the same move-
ment that passes through the mid-space to the terminus, in
natural things. Therefore in things pertaining to the will,
the intention of the end is the same movement as the willing
of the means.

I answer that, The movement of the will to the end and to
the means can be considered in two ways. First, according
as the will is moved to each of the aforesaid absolutely and
in itself. And thus there are really two movements of the
will to them. Secondly, it may be considered accordingly as
the will is moved to the means for the sake of the end: and
thus the movement of the will to the end and its movement
to the means are one and the same thing. For when I say:
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I wish to take medicine for the sake of health, 1 signify no more
than one movement of my will. And this is because the
end is the reason for willing the means. Now the object,
and that by reason of which it is an object, come under the
same act; thus it is the same act of sight that perceives colour
and light, as stated above (Q. VIII., A. 3 ad 2). And the
same applies to the intellect; for if it consider principle and
conclusion absolutely, it considers each by a distinct act;
but when it assents to the conclusion on account of the prin-
ciples, there is but one act of the intellect.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of seeing the window
and of seeing, through the window, the passers-by, according
as the will is moved to either absolutely.

Reply Obj. 2. The end, considered as a thing, and the means
to that end, are distinct objects of the will. But in so far as
the end is the formal object in willing the means, they are
one and the same object.

Reply Obj. 3. A movement which is one as to the subject,
may differ, according to our way of looking at it, as to its
beginning and end, as in the case of ascent and descent
(Physic. iii. 3). Accordingly, in so far as the movement of the
will is to the means, as ordained to the end, it is called
choice : but the movement of the will to the end as acquired
by the means, is called intention. A sign of this is that we
can have intention of the end without having determined
the means which are the object of choice.

FIFTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER INTENTION IS WITHIN THE COMPETENCY
OF IRRATIONAL ANIMALS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that irrational animals intend
the end. For in things void of reason nature stands further
apart from the rational nature, than does the sensitive
nature in irrational animals. But nature intends the end
even in things void of reason, as is proved in Phys. ii. 8.
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Much more, therefore, do irrational animals intend the
end.

0bj. 2. Further, just as intention is of the end, so is enjoy-
ment. But enjoyment is in irrational animals, as stated
above (Q. XI., A. 2). Therefore intention is too.

Obj. 3. Further, to intend an end belongs to one who acts
for an end; since to intend is nothing else than to tend to
something. But irrational animals act for an end; for an
animal is moved either to seek food, or to do something of
the kind. Therefore irrational animals intend an end.

On the contrary, Intention of an end implies ordaining
something to an end: which belongs to reason. Since
therefore irrational animals are void of reason, it seems that
they do not intend an end.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 1), to intend is to tend
to something; and this belongs to the mover and to the
moved. According, therefore, as that which is moved to an
end by another is said to intend the end, thus nature is said
to intend an end, as being moved to its end by God, as the
arrow is moved by the archer. And in this way, irrational
animals intend an end, inasmuch as they are moved to
something by natural instinct.—The other way of intending
an end belongs to the mover; according as he ordains the
movement of something, either his own or another’s, to an
end. This belongs to reason alone. Wherefore irrational
animals do not intend an end in this way, which is to intend
properly and principally, as stated above (A. 1).

Reply Obj. 1. This argument takes intention in the sense
of being moved to an end.

Reply Obj. 2. Enjoyment does not imply the ordaining of
one thing to another, as intention does, but absolute repose
in the end.

Reply Obj. 3. Irrational animals are moved to an end, not
as though they thought that they can gain the end by this
movement; this belongs to one that intends; but through
desiring the end by natural instinct, they are moved to an
end, moved, as it were, by another, like other things that
are moved naturally.



QUESTION XIIL.

OF CHOICE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL WITH
REGARD TO THE MEANS,

(In Six Articles.)

WE must now consider the acts of the will with regard to the
means. There are three of them: to choose, to consent, and
to use. And choice is preceded by counsel. First of all,
then, we must consider choice; secondly, counsel; thirdly,
consent; fourthly, use.

Concerning choice there are six points of inquiry: (1) Of
what power is it the act; of the will or of the reason?
(2) Whether choice is to be found in irrational animals ?
(3) Whether choice is only of the means, or sometimes also
of the end? (4) Whether choice is only of things that
we do ourselves ? (5) Whether choice is only of possible
things ? (6) Whether man chooses of necessity or freely ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER CHOICE IS AN ACT OF WILL OR OF REASON ?

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is an act, not of will
but of reason. For choice implies comparison, whereby one
is given preference to another. But to compare is an act of
reason. Therefore choice is an act of reason.

0bj. 2. Further, it is for the same faculty to form a syllo-
gism, and to draw the conclusion. But, in practical matters,
it is the reason that forms syllogisms. Since therefore choice
is a kind of conclusion in practical matters, as stated in
Ethic. vil. 3, it seems that it is an act of reason.

0bj. 3. Further, ignorance does not belong to the will but

to the cognitive power. Now there is an ignorance of choice,
158
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as is stated in Ethic. iii. 1. Therefore it seems that choice
does not belong to the will but to the reason.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iii. 3) that
choice is the desire of things in our power. But desire is
an act of will. Therefore choice is too.

I answer that, The word choice implies something belonging
to the reason or intellect, and something belonging to the
will: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi. 2) that choice is
either intellect influenced by appetite or appetite influenced by
intellect. Now whenever two things concur to make one,
one of them is formal in regard to the other. Hence Gregory
of Nyssa* says that choice ¢s neither desirve only, nor counsel
only, but a combination of the two. For just as we say that
an animal is composed of soul and body, and that it is neither
a mere body, nor a mere soul, but both ; so is 1t with choice.

Now we must observe, as regards the acts of the soul, that
an act belonging essentially to some power or habit, receives
a form or species from a higher power or habit, according as
an inferior is ordained by a superior: for if a man were to
perform an act of fortitude for the love of God, that act is
materially an act of fortitude, but formally, an act of charity.
Now it is evident that, in a sense, reason precedes the will
and ordains its act: in so far as the will tends to its object,
according to the order of reason, since the apprehensive
power presents the object to the appetite. Accordingly,
that act whereby the will tends to something proposed to it
as being good, through being ordained to the end by the
reason, is materially an act of the will, but formally an act
of the reason. Now in suchlike matters the substance of the
act is as the matter in comparison to the order imposed by
the higher power. Wherefore choice is substantially not an
act of the reason but of the will:|{for choice is accomplished
in a certain movement of the soul towards the good which
is chosenl Consequently it is evidently an act of the
appetitive power.

Reply Obj. 1. Choice implies a previous comparison; not
that it consists in the comparison itself.

* Nemesius, De Nat, Hom. xxxiii,
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Reply Obj. 2. 1t is quite true that it is for the reason to
draw the conclusion of a practical syllogism; and it is called
a decision or judgment, to be followed by choice. And for
this reason the conclusion seems to belong to the act of
choice, as to that which results from it.

Reply Obj. 3. In speaking of ignorance of choice, we do not
mean that choice is a sort of knowledge, but that there is
ignorance of what ought to be chosen.

SECOND ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHOICE IS TO BE FOUND IN IRRATIONAL
ANIMALS ?

Objection 1. It would seem that irrational animals are able
to choose. For choice s the desive of certain things on
account of an end, as stated in Ethic. iii. 2, 3. But irrational
animals desire something on account of an end: since they
act for an end, and from desire. Therefore choice is in
irrational animals.

0bj. 2. Further, the very word electio (choice) seems to
signify the taking of something in preference to others.
But irrational animals take something in preference to
others: thus we can easily see for ourselves that a sheep will
eat one grass and refuse another. Therefore choice is in
irrational animals.

0bj. 3. Further, according to Ethic. vi. 12, it 1s from
prudence that a man makes a good choice of means. But
prudence is found in irrational animals: hence it is said in
the beginning of Metaph. (i., 1) that those animals which, like
bees, cannot hear sounds, are prudent by instinct. We see this
plainly, in wonderful cases of sagacity manifested in the
works of various animals, such as bees, spiders, and dogs.
For a hound in following a stag, on coming to a cross road,
tries by scent whether the stag has passed by the first or the
second road: and if he find that the stag has not passed there,
being thus assured, takes to the third road without trying
the scent; as though he were reasoning by way of exclusion,
arguing that the stag must have passed by this way, since
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he did not pass by the others, and there is no other road.
Therefore it seems that irrational animals are able to
choose.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says that children and
wrrational animals act willingly but not from choice. Therefore
choice is not in irrational animals.

I answer that, Since choice is the taking of one thing in
preference to another, it must of necessity be in respect of
several things that can be chosen. Consequently in those
things which are altogether determinate to one there is no
place for choice. Now the difference between the sensitive
appetite and the willis that, as stated above (Q. 1., A. 2 a4 3),
the sensitive appetite is determinate to one particular thing,
according to the order of nature; whereas the will, although
determinate to one thing in general, viz., the good, according
to the order of nature, is nevertheless indeterminate in
respect of particular goods. Consequently choice belongs
properly to the will, and not to the sensitive appetite which
is all that irrational animals have. Wherefore irrational
animals are not competent to choose.

Reply Obj. 1. Not every desire of one thing on account of
an end is called choice: there must be a certain discrimina-
tion of one thing from another. And this cannot be except
when the appetite can be moved to several things.

Reply Obj. 2. An irrational animal takes one thing in
preference to another, because its appetite is naturally
determinate to that thing. Wherefore as soon as an animal,
whether by its sense or by its imagination, is offered some-
thing to which its appetite is naturally inclined, it is moved
to that alone, without making any choice. Just as fire is
moved upwards and not downwards, without its making any
choice.

Reply Obj. 3. As stated in Phys. iii. 3 movement is the act of
the movable, caused by a mover. Wherefore the power of the
mover appears in the movement of that which it moves.
Accordingly, in all things moved by reason, the order of
reason which moves them is evident, although the things

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiii.
1L i. 11
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themselves are without reason: for an arrow through the
motion of the archer goes straight towards the target, as
though it were endowed with reason to direct its course.
The same may be seen in the movements of clocks and all
engines put together by the art of man. Now as artificial
things are in comparison to human art, so are all natural
things in comparison to the Divine art. And accordingly
order is to be seen in things moved by nature, just as in
things moved by reason, as is stated in Phys. ii. And thus
it is that in the works of irrational animals we notice certain
marks of sagacity, in so far as they have a natural inclination
to set about their actions in a most orderly manner through
being ordained by the Supreme art. For which reason, too,
certain animals are called prudent or sagacious; and not
because they reason or exercise any choice about things.
This is clear from the fact that all that share in one nature,
invariably act in the same way.

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHOICE IS ONLY OF THE MEANS, OR SOMETIMES
ALSO OF THE END ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. 1t would seem that choice is not only of the
means. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi. 12) that virtue
makes us choose aright ; but it is not the part of virtue, but of
some other power to divect aright those things which are to be
done for its sake. But that for the sake of which something
is done is the end. Therefore choice is of the end.

Obj. 2. Further, choice implies preference of one thing to
another. But just as there can be preference of means, so
can there be preference of ends. Therefore choice can be
of ends, just as it can be of means.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iii. 2) that
volition 1s of the end, but choice of the means.

I answer that, As already stated (A. 1 ad 2), choice results
from the decision or judgment which is, as it were, the con-
clusion of a practical syllogism. Hence that which is the
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conclusion of a practical syllogism, is the matter of choice.
Now in practical things the end stands in the position of a
principle, not of a conclusion, as the Philosopher says
(Phys. ii. 9). Wherefore the end, as such, is not a matter of
choice.

But just as in speculative knowledge nothing hinders the
principle of one demonstration or of one science, from being
the conclusion of another demonstration or science; while
the first indemonstrable principle cannot be the conclusion
of any demonstration or science; so too that which is the end
in one operation, may be ordained to something as an end.
And in this way it is a matter of choice. Thus in the work
of a physician health is the end: wherefore it is not a matter
of choice for a physician, but a matter of principle. Now
the health of the body is ordained to the good of the soul,
consequently with one who has charge of the soul’s health,
health or sickness may be a matter of choice; for the Apostle
says (2 Cor. xii. 10): For when I am weak, then am I powerful.
But the last end is nowise a matter of choice.

Reply 0bj. 1. The proper ends of virtues are ordained to
Happiness as to their last end. And thus it is that they can
be a matter of choice.

Reply 0bj. 2. As stated above (Q. 1., A. 5), there is but
one last end. Accordingly wherever there are several ends,
they can be the subject of choice, in so far as they are
ordained to a further end.

FOURTH ARTICLE.

WHETHER CHOICE IS OF THOSE THINGS ONLY THAT ARE DONE
BY US?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article .—

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not qnly in
respect of humanacts. For choiceregards the means. Now,
not only acts, but also the organs, are means (Phys. ii. 3).
Therefore choice is not only concerned with human acts.

Obj. 2. Further, action is distinct from contemplation.
But choice has a place even in contemplation; in so far as
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one opinion is preferred to another. Therefore choice is not
concerned with human acts alone.

Obj. 3. Further, men are chosen for certain posts, whether
secular or ecclesiastical, by those who exercise no action in
their regard. Therefore choice is not concerned with human
acts alone.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic. iii. 2) that no
man chooses save what he thinks he can do himself.

I answer that, Just as intention regards the end, so does
choice regard the means. Now the end is either an action
or a thing. And when the end is a thing, some human
action must intervene; either in so far as man produces the
thing which is the end, as the physician produces health
(wherefore the production of health is said to be the end of
the physician); or in so far as man, in some fashion, uses or
enjoys the thing which is the end; thus for the miser, money
or the possession of money is the end. The same is to be
said of the means. For the means must needs be either
an action; or a thing, with some action intervening whereby
man either makes the thing which is the means, or puts it to
some use. And thus it is that choice is always in regard to
human acts.

Reply Obj. 1. The organs are ordained to the end, inas-
much as man makes use of them for the sake of the end.

Reply Obj. 2. In contemplation itself there is the act of
the intellect assenting to this or that opinion. It is exterior
action that is put in contradistinction to contemplation.

Reply Obj. 3. When a man chooses someone for a bishopric
or some high position in the state, he chooses to name that
man to that post. Else, if he had no right to act in the
appointment of the bishop or official, he would have no right
to choose. Likewise, whenever we speak of one thing being
chosen in preference to another, it is in conjunction with
some action of the chooser.
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FIFTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER CHOICE IS ONLY OF POSSIBLE THINGS ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only of
possible things. For choice is an act of the will, as stated
above (A. 1). Now there is a willing of impossibilities
(Ethic. iii. 2). Therefore there is also a choice of impossi-
bilities.

Obj. 2. Further, choice is of things done by us, as stated
above (A. 4). Therefore it matters not, as far as the act of
choosing is concerned, whether one choose that which is
impossible in itself, or that which is impossible to the
chooser. Now it often happens that we are unable to accom-
plish what we choose: so that this proves to be impossible
to us. Therefore choice is of the impossible.

0%j. 3. Further, to try to do a thing is to choose to do it.
But the Blessed Benedict says (Regula, 1xviii.) that if the
superior command what is impossible, it should be attempted.
Therefore choice can be of the impossible.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says (Ethic.iii. loc. mt ) that
there is no choice of tmpossibilities.

I answer that, As stated above (A. 4), our choice is always
concerned with our actions. Now whatever is done by us,
is possible to us. Therefore we must needs say that choice
is only of possible things.

Moreover, the reason for choosing a thing is that it con-
duces to an end. But what is impossible cannot conduce
toanend. A sign of thisis that when men in taking counsel
together come to something that is impossible to them,
they depart, as being unable to proceed with the business.

Again, this is evident if we examine the previous process
of the reason. For the means, which are the object of
choice, are to the end, as the conclusion is to the principle.
Now it is clear that an impossible conclusion does not follow
from a possible principle. Wherefore an end cannot be
possible, unless the means be possible. Now no one is
moved to the impossible. Consequently no one would tend
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to the end, save for the fact that the means appear to be
possible. Therefore the impossible is not the object of
choice.

Reply Obj. 1. The will stands between the intellect and
the external action: for the intellect proposes to the will its
object, and the will causes the external action. Hence the
principle of the movement in the will is to be found in the
intellect, which apprehends something under the universal
notion of good: but the term or perfection of the will's act
is to be observed in its relation to the action whereby a man
tends to the attainment of a thing; for the movement of the
will is from the soul to the thing. Consequently the perfect
act of the will is in respect of something that is good for
one to do. Now this cannot be something impossible.
Wherefore the complete act of the will is only in respect of
what is possible and good for him that wills. But the in-
complete act of the will is in respect of the impossible; and
by some is called velleity, because, to wit, one would will
(vellet) such a thing, were it possible. But choice is an act
of the will, fixed on something to be done by the chooser.
And therefore it is by no means of anything but what is
possible.

Reply Obj. 2. Since the object of the will is the appre-
hended good, we must judge of the object of the will accord-
ing asit is apprehended. And so, just as sometimes the will
tends to something which is apprehended as good, and yet
is not really good; so is choice sometimes made of something
apprehended as possible to the chooser, and yet impossible
to him.

Reply 0bj. 3. The reason for this is that-the subject should
not rely on his own judgment to decide whether a certain
thing is possible ; but in each case should stand by his
superior’s judgment.
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SIXTH ARTICLE.
WHETHER MAN CHOOSES OF NECESSITY OR FREELY ?

We proczed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that man chooses of necessity.
For the end stands in relation to the object of choice, as the
principle to that which follows from the principles, as de-
clared in Ethic. vii. 8. But conclusions follow of necessity
from their principles. Therefore man is moved of necessity
from (willing) the end to the choice (of the means).

0bj. 2. Further, as stated above (A. 1 ad 2), choice follows
the reason’s judgment of what is to be done. But reason
judges of necessity about some things: on account of the
necessity of the premises. Therefore it seems that choice
also follows of necessity.

0bj. 3. Further, if two things are absolutely equal, man
is not moved to one more than to the other; thus if a hungry
man, as Plato says (¢f. De Celo ii. 13), be confronted on
either side with two portions of food equally appetizing and
at an equal distance, he is not moved towards one more than
to the other; and he finds the reason of this in the immobility
of the earth in the middle of the world. Now, if that which
is equally (eligible) with something else cannot be chosen,
much less can that be chosen which appears as less (eligible).
Therefore if two or more things are available, of which one
appears to be more (eligible), it is impossible to choose any
of the others. Therefore that which appears to hold the
first place is chosen of necessity. But every act of choosing
is in regard to something that seems in some way better.
Therefore every choice is made necessarily.

On the contrary, Choice is an act of a rational power; which
according to the Philosopher (Mefaph. ix. 2) stands in rela-
tion to opposites.

I answer that, Man does not choose of necessity. And
this is because that which is possible not to be, is not of
necessity. Now the reason why it is possible not to choose,
or to choose, may be gathered from a twofold power in man.
For man can will and not will, act and not act; again, he can
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will this or that, and do this or that. The reason of this
is seated in the very power of the reason. For the will can
tend to whatever the reason can apprehend as good. Now
the reason can apprehend as good, not only this, viz., fo will
or fo act, but also this, viz., not fo will or not to act. Again,
in all particular goods, the reason can consider an aspect of
some good, and the lack of some good, which has the aspect
of evil: and in this respect, it can apprehend any single one
of such goods as to be chosen or to be avoided. The per-
fect good alone, which is Happiness, cannot be apprehended
by the reason as an evil, or as lacking in any way. Conse-
quently man wills Happiness of necessity, nor can he will
not to be happy, or to be unhappy. 4 Now since choice is not
of the end, but of the means, as stated above (A. 3); it is not
of the perfect good, which is Happiness, but of other par-
ticular goods. Therefore man chooses not of necessity, but
freely.

Reply Oby. 1. The conclusion does not always of necessity
follow from the principles, but only when the principles
cannot be true if the conclusion is not true. In like manner,
the end does not always necessitate in man the choosing of
the means, because the means are not always such that the
end cannot be gained without them; or, if they be such, they
are not always considered in that light.

Reply Obj. 2. The reason’s decision or judgment of what
is to be done is about things that are contingent and possible
to us. In such matters the conclusions do not follow of
necessity from principles that are absolutely necessary, but
from such as are so conditionally; as, for instance, If he rums,
he 1s in motion.

Reply 0bj. 3. If two things be proposed as equal under
one aspect, nothing hinders us from considering in one of
them some particular point of superiority, so that the will
has a bent towards that one rather than towards the other.



QUESTION XIV.

OF COUNSEL, WHICH PRECEDES CHOICE.
(In Six Awticles.)

WE must now consider counsel; concerning which there are
six points of inquiry: (1) Whether counsel is an inquiry ?
(2) Whether counsel is of the end or of the means?
(3) Whether counsel is only of things that we do?
(4) Whether counsel is of all things that wedo ? (5) Whether
the process of counsel is one of analysis ? (6) Whether the
process of counsel is indefinite ?

FIRST ARTICLE.
WHETHER COUNSEL IS AN INQUIRY ?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel is not an inquiry.
For Damascene says (De Fide Orthod. ii. 22) that counsel is
an act of the appetite. But inquiry is not an act of the appe-
tite. Therefore counselis not an inquiry.

0bj. 2. Further, inquiry is a discursive act of the intellect:
for which reason it is not found in God, Whose knowledge
is not discursive, as we have shown in the First Part
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